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Dear Mr. Steele:

It has come to my attention that violations of Federal
Election Commission (FEC) regulations may have been committed
by Ms. Debra Freeman of Baltimore, Maryland and her political
committee, the Citizens for Freeman. My complaint regarding
these violations is based on information and belief, derived
primarily from an extensive three-part BaltimoreSu
newspaper series on Ms. Freeman. This infoiit i~
supplemented by an analysis of Reports of Receipts and
Disbursements filed by the Citizens for Freeman comittee with
the FEC, and by personal knowledge gained through observance of
Ms. Freeman's campaign staff during her 1982 campaign for the
3rd Congressional District of Maryland. In accordance with 11
CFR Slll.4, I am filing a complaint regarding these violations,
noting in each instance the facts which describe the violation
and the source of information which gives rise to my belief in
the truth of these statements.

The Citizens for Freeman committee appears to have
accepted campaign contributions in violation of the
requirements of 11 CFR S102.5(a)(2). FEC regulations require
that a political commiteee established under 11 CFR
102.5(a)(1)(ii) may accept only contributions which 'result
from a solicitation which expressly states that the
contribution will be used in connection with a federal
election" [11 CFR Si02.5(a)(2)(ii)], and which come 'from
contributors who are informed that all contributions are
subject to the prohibitions and limitations of the Act.' (11
CFR S102.5(a)(2)(iii)]. A treasurer of a political committee
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must make *his or her best efforts to determine the legality of

the contribution,' and contributions which appear to be illegal

must be returned to the contributor, or deposited in the

campaign depository and reported. [il CFR S103.3(b)(1)].

Mr. Mark Arax, a reporter for the Baltimore Evening
Sun, did an extensive three-part newspaper series on Ms. Debra

Freeman's campaign activities (Baltimore Evening Sun, Dec. 7-9,

1982). Through his investigative wrhe determined that
forty thousand dollars of the fifty-one thousand dollars

contributed to Ms. Freeman's campaign came from out-of-state.
Twenty-five of the thirty out-of-state contributors interviewed
by Mr. Arax said they were contacted not by the Citizens for

Cg Freeman committee, but by representatives of the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Fusion magazine, or the Executive Intelligence

-- magazine. Seventeen of the twenty-five individuals said they

intended their contribution to be designated for Ms. Freeman
\ after being told of her political views. However, eight

CF: individuals noted that they had intended their money to be

Cdesignated solely for the foundation or for subscriptions to

C one of the magazines.

, Mr. Arax presented the details regarding four such

individuals whose monies were solicited for purposes other than

~Ms. Freeman's Congressional campaign, but whose contributions
~appear in Reports of Receipts filed by the Citizens for Freeman

commuittee. I have checked these reports to verify the accuracy
- of these individuals' names and contribution amounts as they

appeared in the article. A synopsis of this information

L appears in the attached Appendix A. As I noted above,

_ acceptance of these contributions appears to violate the FEC

requirement of 11 CFR SI02.5(a)(2), and 11 CFR S103.3(b)(l).

According to Mr. Arax 's investigative work,

representatives from the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion

magazine, and Executive Intelligence Review magazine thus

appear to have been actively involved in soliciting monies for

Ms. Freeman's campaign. In addition, Ms. Freeman appears to
have relied heavily on the staff and financial resources of the

National Anti-Drug Coalition and the National Democratic Policy

Committee (NDCP). I have personally seen leaflets describing

Ms. Freeman as the director of the local chapter of the

National Anti-Drug Coalition, and her husband as the director
of the regional chapter of the NDPC. I have also had personal

contact with various individuals working for Ms. Freeman, whom
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I have noted working alternately in the capacity of campaign
staff (handing out Freeman for Congress literature), and in the
capacity of Anti-Drug Coalition staff (handing out anti-drug
literature). Mr. Arax reports that the local chapters of the
Anti-Drug Coalition and the NDPC, headed respectively by Debra
and Lawrence Freeman, operate out of one office and use the
same fifteen-member staff. (Baltimore Evening Sun, Dec. 8,
1982).

The close connections between these various
organizations throws into question Ms. Freeman's compliance
with FEC regulations regarding complete and accurate Statements
of Organization for political committees, and with FEC

, regulations prohibiting improper mingling of funds.

-- 11 CFR S102.1(a) requires that a campaign committee
file a Statement of Organization with the FEC. This Statement

~must disclose the names and relationships of any applicable
'affiliated committees' or 'connected organizations.' [11 CFR

CS102.2(b)]. Since the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion
C magazine and the Executive Intelligence Review appear to have

raised more than $1,000 for Ms. Freeman's campaign, they should
O have filed as political committees under 11 CFR Sl00.5(a), and

been disclosed as affiliated committees on the Statement of
> Organization filed by the Citizens for Freeman committee.
. Given the extensive dependence of Ms. Freeman's campaign

committee on the staff and resources of the National Anti-Drug
~Coalition, that organization appears to have met the test of a

group which 'directly or indirectly establishes, administers,
'f) or financially supports a political committee.' (Definition of

"~connected organization" 11 CFR 5100.6(a)). Thus, the National
Anti-Drug Coalition should have been designated as a connected
organization on the Citizens for Freeman Statement of
Organization. In addition, the various interconnections of
funds between these organizations throws into doubt the
compliance of the Citizens for Freeman committee with the
strict requirements regarding a political committee's Or
federal account's separate receipts and disbursements as set
out by 11 CRF Sl02.5(a)(1)(i) and (ii).

I have focused primarily on the FEC violations
committed by Ms. Debra Freeman and her authorized campaign
committee. I wish to note as well, however, that the Fusion
Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine, and the Executive
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Intelligence Review magazine appear to have violated 11 CFR
SlO0.5(a) by raising more than $1,000 for Ms. Freeman's
campaign and failing to register as political committees. In
addition, the defined number of violations I have noted in this
complaint should not be construed as constituting the sole
violations that may have been committed by Ms. Freeman and her
associated organizations. Further violations may well be
discovered by the Federal Election Commission as it conducts a
more thorough and extensive investigation than I have been able
to pursue.

I ask that you review this complaint and urge you to
recommend to the Commission that it pursue a full investigation
of Ms. Debra Freeman and the Citizens for Freeman committee.
We are fortunate the Congress has passed substantive laws aimed
at curtailing abuses in campaign and election procedures.
Laws, however, are only as strong as their enforcement. Thus,
I hope you will puruse this matter which appears to call
urgently for proper enforcement.

Sincerely,

Barbara A. Mikulski
Member of Congress

407 Cannon HOB
Washington, DC 20515

VERI FICATION

I do solemnly swear that the matter and facts set
forth herein are true to the best of my knowledge, information,
and belief.

Barbara A. Mikulski

- 7 'i ,Lc / pC



Appendix A: Improper Contributions Accepted BY
The Citizens for Freeman Committee

Name & Address of Contributor P, age t tem .Mumbe in Report,
filed by Citizens for Freeman

L. W. Knox P
3131 Liberty Tower
Oklahoma City, OK 73102

.820-232-579, Item A 8/29/82

Contributed $250; was told it would be used for an
anti-Jerry Brown campaign.

Dr. Donald MacNay8702 Sudley Road
Manassas, VA 22110

P. 820-232-579, Item C 9/6/82

Contributed $400; was told it would be used for a
Fusion magazine subscription and an anti-Jerry Brown
campaign.

Albert K. Rogers
808 Pleasant View
Ephranta, PA 17522

p. 820-232-580, Item D 9/6/82

Contributed $225; was told it would be used for a 6month subscription to Executive Intelligence Review.

Lawrence Swenson P.2141 Esperenza Lane
Lexington Park, MD 20653

820-232-581, Item C 8/28/82

Contributed $600; was told it would be used for
assistance to Fusion magazine.

Laura Lawrence
Hawkaway Farm
Warrentown, VA 22186

P. 820-232-579, Item B 8/28/82

Contributed $325 to the Freeman campaign after
extensive harassment by representative of Fusion

magazine.

Baltimore Evening Sun, Dec. 7, 1982 (Part I of a
three-part series on Ms. Debra Freeman, researched and
written by reporter Mark Arax.)

Citizens for Freeman, Report of Receipts and
Disbursements, submitted to the FEC for the period
covering August 26 - Sept. 30, 1982. (Filed by
Belinda Haight, Treasurer.)

'0

Sources:

5637



FEDERALELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

July 12, 1983

Honorable Barbara A. Mikuiski
407 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congresswoman Mikuiski :

NThis letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on July 7, 1983, against Citizens for Freeman

'C and Ms. Debra Freeman which alleges violations of the Federal
_ Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to

analyze your allegations. The respondents will be notified of
~this complaint within five days.

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

04 additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
~office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the sae

manner 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
~Steven Barndollar at (202) 523-4073.

Sincerely,
UL)

Charles N. Steele
General. Counsel

Kenneth A. Gro~s"Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~WASHINGTON. D C 20463

July 12, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Citizens for Freeman
Belinda DeGrazia Haight, Treasurer
P.O. Box 4848 "3.Baltimore, MD 21211 ,

Re: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Haight:

_- This letter is to notify you that on July 7, 1983, the
~Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
C that your committee may have violated certain sections of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Ac") A
"-.? copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 1556. Please refer to this number in all future
• : cotrespondence .

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
.... writing, that no action should be taken against your committee in

connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
' within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. 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.

II



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONIII:. ASINCTON. DC. 20463

July 12, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Debra H. Freeman
4004 Linkwood Road
Baltimore, MD 21210.

cO Re: HUR 1556

_ Dear Ms. Freeman:

"© This letter is to notify you that on July 7, 1983, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which allegesC" that you may have violated certain sections of the Federal

04 Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (=the Act'). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter HUH 1556.

O Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, ini
~writing, that no action should be taken against you in connection

with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days
c of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15

days, the Commission may take further action based on the
f-f available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4175. For your
infoemtion, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

•Associate General Counsel

SC

C Enclosures1. Complaint
2. "Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Citizens for Freeman

C
t



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1'IF ~J WASH INCTON, 0 C 20463

Sz, 1 0'July 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Executive Intelligence Review
Campaigner Publications
304 West 58th Street
New York, NY 10019

Re: MUR 1556

Dear Sir/Madam:

This letter is to notify you that on July 7, 1983, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

~that your organization may have violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

C copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbeed this matter
MUR 1556. Please refer to this number in all future

"0C correspondence.

• . You were not previously notified as you vere not clearly
- identified as a respondent in the complaint. Under the Act, you

. have the opportunity to demonstrate, in writing, that no action
should be taken against your organization in connection with this

, matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt
of this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 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.



If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4175. For your
information, ye have attached a brief description of the
Coimission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

*1*
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IWUYLY.) WASHINGTON. D.C 204 3

July 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine
The Fusion Energy Foundation
P.O. Box 1438
Radio City Station
New York, NY 10101

~Re: MUR 1556

C Dear Sir/Madam:

'C This letter is to notify you that on July 7, 1983, the

C Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that your organization may have violated certain sections of the

C Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('tbe Act'). A
\3 copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 1556. Please refer to this number in all future
: correspondence.

" You were not previously notified as you were not clearly

identified as a respondent in the complaint. Under the Act, you

S have the opportunity to demonstrate, in writing, that no action

, should be taken against your organization in connection with this

matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt
of this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, stiatements 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.



If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4175. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By
Associate General Counsel

C~4

~Enclosures
'm 1. Complaint

2. Procedures
~3. Designation of Counsel Statement



ISYIU.X FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
U~YSJ.) WASHINGTON. DC -20463

July 19, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Fusion Energy Foundation
P.O. Box 1438
Radio City Station
New York, NY 10101

Re: MUR 1556

, Dear Sir/Madam:

? This letter is to notify you that on July 7, 1983, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

C that your organization may have violated certain sections of the
C Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A

copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
S MUR 1556. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

You were not previously notified as you were not clearly
identified as a respondent in the complaint. Under the Act, you

..... have the opportunity to demonstrate, in writing, that no action
should be taken against your organization in connection with this

F) matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt
of this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the
Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,the attorney assignled to this matter at (202) 523-4175. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel

(N:

(NI

Enclosurestf) 1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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July 28, 1983

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

Re: Debra Freeman - MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele,

Enclosed please find my appearance and motion forinvestigation in the above entitled MUR. I think the matters
alleged are very serious and deserve your personal attention.

Very truly yours,

JFS /id
Enclosure

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037

TIELIEPHONE (202. 822 9333

TIELE.COPIIERI (202k 463 8071



Federal Election Commission

~In the Matter of

Debra H. FreemanM.R. 15

ii Now comes respondent, Debra H. Freeman, by her counsel,

[James F. Schoener, without waiving deficiencies in the complaint

!i filed by Honorable Barbara A. Mikuiski, and appears specially to

icomplain as follows:

1. Said complaint has been made public in violation of
the confidentiality section of the Federal Election

S Campaign Act and Regulations of this Commission.
0

S2. That attached is Exhibit A, an article from the
" Baltimore Sun of July 14, 1983, indicating the filing

(N4 C of said complaint.

- 3. That respondent found out about the complaint by press

4* inquiry about the details and reading said article,
prior to the receipt of such complaint from the Federal

.... _Election Commission.

* 4. That even a~r such article had been published
respondent tried to find out the terms of such

t i complaint, but could not do so -- even from Fred
i Eiland, the source mentioned in the article as

, confirming the issuance of said complaint.

5. That according to said article a "congressional
source who had seen the complaint" gave further
information to the writer of the article, a Mark
Arax.

6. That the same writer who authored the story on
i July 14th, was also the author of the articles
ii referred to on page 2 of the Mikuiski complaint,
i which form the basis of the complaint.

*i 7. That respondent's rights under 2 U.S.C. § 437g (a) (12)
i! and under 11 C.F.R § 111.21 have been denied since she

has not waived or consented to public information of
these matters.
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boll, after winning th annual ChesapeakeTurtle Derby a. the War Memorial Plaza.
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foe draws
election
complaint

l oa campagn and a request to investigate con-
itins~ that Freeman may hare illegally re-

Th- e FE ha Jus sent a copy of the complaint to
F reeman, who was defeated in theSetm r
Democratic primar by Rep, Barbara A. MIdkuiski,

Freeman has 15 days in whic to answer In
writing. The matter will then be forwarded to the
six-member commimion which will decide wheth-
er so proceed with a formal investigtion.
, I can confirm that a complaint was received
by this office but I eant say anymore," Fred Ri-
land, spokesman for the cmisin said yester-
dy. He would mt disclose the souree .1 the com-

plitor say when it was received by his office
Menhl, tire local office of thbe ]FBI as contin-

ulgits eight-month investigation into Freeman's
capinand it ties to an extremist political or-

The Federal Bureau of Investigaton Is foumng
on the LaRouche organization's me of interstate
telephone lines to solicit campaign contrlbutions
for Freeman.

"It's 'still pendin It's an active invetgtion,".
Andrew Manig a spokesman for the local FBI
office, said. 'We're at the point where we can't
make any commnent at all."

Freeman, at perennial candidate for local and
congressional office, is now running for city coun-
cil president as part of a national slate of candfi-
dates under the heading of the National Democrat-
ic Policy Committee, a political action group
headed by Lafloucee

_LaRoucbe, twice a presidential candidate imu-
self, has been criticized by various civil liberties
groups as promoting extremist and anti-Semntic
ideologies

A spokesman for the Baltimore office of the
National Democratc Policy Committee said Free-
man had not yet received a copy of the complaint
filed with the F'EC "'We know nothing about it,"
John Ascber, a candidate for city comptroller,
said.

The complaint, contained an a four-page letter,
cited a series of articles last December in The
Ev'ernfl Sun that detailed questionable contribu-
tions to Ciizn for Freeman, according to a con-
gressional source who has seen the complaint.

See FREA, E2, Col. 1
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Go-ahead granted !
for disputed store xi

By Michael A. Fletcher
Evenang Sun Stall

Despite opposition by a number of
White Marsh residents, the Baltimore
County Review Group has approved a
plan to build a gas-and-go conve-
nieice store at Old Philadelphia and
Middle River roads.

Yesterday's approval of the
7-4 leven store and gasoline station
was opposed by a group calling itself
the Stop 7-Eleven Coalition The
coaliton, made up mostly of r-esi-
dents of the 900-unit Kings Court con-
dorninium development, had gathered
mCre than 800 signatures on a peti-
tion in opposition to the store.

SThe store would be built on a half-
acre lot at the northeast corner of the
intersetion, across Old Philadelphia
Road from the condominiums.

The opponents said the store would
entice children to cross the heavily
traveled street

Also, they said, lighting at the site
would be a bother andi existing water-
runoff problems at the condominiums
would be compounded.

Eugene Bober, head of current
planning for Baltimore County, said
that the review group -which over-
looks building plans in the county-
passed the site plan but stipulated
that the grading at the store would
have to be changed to alleviate the
potential runoff problem Also, re-
strictions have been set to cut down
on illumination at the site

In May. an assistant zoning com-
missioner approved a special excep-
tion petition allowing gasoline pumps
to be built on the site The citizens'
group. however, has appealed that de-
cision to the Board of Appeals Nohearing date has been set in the case.

The site already had the proper
zoning for construction of the store,
so now community leaders hope they
can stop the store project at the I
Board of Appeals

"The county is going to do mostly
what they want when it comes to big
business," said Milton Stroup, head of
the Kings Court Condominium Associ-
ation "'They don't care about us ....
Now we have to wait for our appeal."

Mikuiski foe draws complaint
FREEMAN, From ElThe FBI investigation was aLso

prompted by the newspaper articles
Several people who were listed in

federal election records as contribut-
ing thousands of dollars to Freeman's
campaign told the newspaper they
had nevtr heard of Freeman. or had
intended the money as payment for
subscriptions to magazines

Several contributors told the Eve-
ning Sun that callers from the La-
Rouche organization did not mention
they were raising funds for Freeman

Contributors said that solicitors
identified themselves only as repre-
sentatives of one of three organiza-
tions with which the contributors had
some prior dealing-the Fusion Ener-
gy Foundation, which has been given
tax-exempt status by the Internal
Revenue Service. Fusion, a pro-nu-
clear power magazine founded by La-
Rouche. and the Executive. Intelli-

gence Review, which publishes La-
Rouche 's economic theories

As a tax-exempt organization, the
Fusion Energy Foundation is prohib-
ited by federal law from "'participat-
ing or intervening in any political
campaign on the behalf of any candi-
date for public office'

in addition, federal law requires
that organizations soliciting more
than $1,000 in campaign funds be list-
ed as political action committees.
Neither Fusion magazine nor the Ex-
ec'utive Intelligence Review are listed
as PACs

The FBI is looking at possible
violations of federal election laws by
the La Rouche organization, including
fraud in soliciting campaign money
via interstate telephone lines

The FEC has jurisdiction in mat-
ters focusing on the propriety of the
contrebutio&e once they have ,been
made
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATrION OF COUNSEL
Re: MUR 1556

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS :

TELEPHONE:

James F. Schoener

Miller, Canfleld, Paddock & Stone
Suite 300, 2555 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

822-9333

The above--a~ed inPdividual is hereby designated aa o
counsel and is a uthorized to receive any notifications and other

communications fromn the Commission and to act on my behalf before

CD the Cormwission.

July 26, 1983

Dat e

NAME:

ADDRESS :

HOME PHONE

BUSINESS PHONE :

Sicnature

Debra Hanania Freeman

4004 L inkwood Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21210

301 243-2076

301-243-4585
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IfDERA[ [1ICTION COMMISSION

'1 2 August 3, 1983

James F. Schoener ' " o
Miller ,Canfield,Paddock & Stone : "-,
Suite 300
2555 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20037

Dear Mr. Schoener:

-- We have received your letter of July 28, 1983, regarding the
possibility of a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act

:'" of 1971, as amended ("the Act').

" The 1976 amendments to the Act and Commission regulations
c require that a complaint meet certain specific requirements.

Since your letter does not meet these requirements, the
(Ni Commission can take no action at this time to investigate this

matter.

However, if you desire the Commission to look into the
matter discussed in your letter, to determine if the FECA has

~been violated, a formal complaint as described in 2 U.S.C. S
437g (a) (1) must be filed. Requirements of this section of the law

C and Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 111.4 which are a
' .O prerequisite to Commission action are detailed below:

(1) A complaint must be in writing. (2 U.S.C. S
437g (a) (1)).

(2) Its contents must be sworn to and signed in the
presence of a notary public and shall be
notarized. (2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1)).

(3) A formal complaint must contain the full name and
address of the person making the complaint. (11
C.F.R. Slll; 4).

(4) A formal complaint should clearly identify as a
respondent each person or entity who is alleged to
have committed a violation. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).



(5) A formal complaint should identify the source
of information upon which the complaint is based.
(11 C.F.R. Sill. 4).

(6) A formal complaint should contain a clear and
concise recitation of the facts describing the
violation of a statute or law over which the
Commission has jurisdiction. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

(7) A formal complaint should be accompanied by
supporting documentation if known and available to
the person making the complaint. (11 C.F.R. S
111.4).

Finally, please include your telephone number, as well as the
full names and addresses of all respondents.

' Enclosed is a copy of Commission regulations, and your
>- attention is directed to 11 C.F.R. SS 111.4 through 111.10 that

deal with preliminary enforcement procedures. Also, enclosed is a
~compilation of Federal Election Campaign laws on which these

regulations are promulgated. I trust these materials will be
C'helpful to you should you wish to file a legally sufficient
C4 complaint with the Commission. The file regarding this*

correspondence will remain confidential for a fifteen day time
O period during which you may file an amended complaint as

spec if ied above.

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not
r hesitate to contact me at (202) 523-4175.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Bennet5

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
cc: Mark Arax

Honorable Barbara Mikuiski



August 3, 1983 '

Federal Election Commission i
1325 K Street NW i
Vashington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Re: MUR 1556

Dear Sir:z

I am in receipt of the complaint in the above matter
under review and respond on behalf of Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee for Debra Freeman during her 1982
camp~aign for Congress in Maryland's 3rd Congressional District.

The newspaper article annexed as Exhibit "A"
.. demonstrates that a serious violation of the confidentiality

provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act has occurred
with respect to this complaint.

C Citizens for Freeman has at no time given its consent
C that the matters under investigation in this complaint or in

the notification of the complaint be made public by the Federal
'0 Election Commission or by any other person. Yet the newspaper

article states that the Federal Election Commission has sent a
copy of the complaint to Debra Freeman and the Federal Election
Commission has a received a copy of the complaint. Fred
Kiland, a spokesman for the FEC is quoted as stating that the

- Commission had received the Complaint.

! The newspaper article further evinces detailed knowledge
of the complaint ("the complaint, contained in a four-page
letter cited a series of articles last December in The Evening
Sun that detailed questionable contributions to Citizens for
Freeman, according to a Congressional source who has seen the -
complaint"). I believe that an investigation of the
circumstances of this violation will disclose that employees of
the Federal Election Commission, Barbara Mikuiski, the
complainant, members of Congresswoman Mikulski's staff,
Baltimore Sun reporter Mark Arax and the Baltimore Sun
newspapers have knowingly and willfully violated the provisions
of 2 Usc Section 437(g) 12(A). This violation is especially
egregious in the context of Debra Freeman's candidacy for City
Council President in Baltimore, Maryland at the time of the
violation.•

I also believe that such an investigation may reveal
activities by Federal Election Commission employees in



S S
conjunction with Mr. Arax prior to the filing of this Complaint
which are of questionable legality and which are ethically
unconscionable when viewed in the context of the FEC's mandates
under the First Amendment. I note in this regard that a 1980
conciliation agreement between Debra Freeman and the Federal
Election Commission became a major Baltimore newspaper item
almost the minute it was finally executed. The progress of
Mrs. Freeman's fine being paid to the U.S. Treasury was
similarly a major "story". (See Exhibit "B").

In light of these circumstances, Citizens for Freeman
demands that the Federal Election Commission investigate this
violation of its own rules and procedures prior to demanding a
response from Citizens for Freeman to the Complaint.

I believe that such an investigation, undertaken in good
faith, will demonstrate to the Commission the politically

r motivated nature of the allegations against Citizens for
Freeman and the baseless character of the allegations

- themselves. It may also aid the Commission in insuring that
its employees exhibit the type of political neutrality and
ethics mandated by the FEC's First Amendment obligations prior
to the 1984 election cycle.

4 I also believe that such an investigation will reveal an
abuse of the disclosure provisions of the Federal Election

S Campaign Act by Mr. Arax who utilized our reports to the
Federal Election Commission in a campaign of harassment and

" slander of Freeman campaign contributors. I realize that Mr.
Arax's activities in this respect are within the present
"legalities - countenanced by the FECA. However, the Commission

r. may want to re-examine these provisions with a view toward
providing some minimal protections to political contributors

tc and campaign committees faced with such abusive practices as
those undertaken by Mr. Arax, Congresswoman Mikulski and the
Sun newspapers.

Very truly yours,

Belinda Haigh
Treasurer, Citizens for
Freeman

-2-
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I By Mark AraxEvening Sum Staff
The Federal Election Crmminion has received

a complaint regarding Debra Freeman's eqfes-
sortal campaign and a request to investiate con-
tributions that Freeman may have illegaly re-
ceived last year from an extremist political group.

The FEC has sent a copy of the complaint to
Freeman, who was defeated in the Septemdber
Democratic primary by Rep. Barbara A.Miuki
D-3rd

Freeman has 15 days in which to answer in
writing. The matter will them be forwarded to the
six-member comuae which will decide wheth-
er to proceed wit a formal Ineslgtios.

"i can confirm that a complaint was receved
by this office but I can't say anymore," Fred3-
land, a spkemn for the counnisiom, said yester-
day. He would not discloe the source of the em-.
plaint or say when it was receivedl by hisofce

Meawhle the local office of the FBI u cela-
sin its eight-umth im utgto into Freman's
campaign and its tie to an extremis psitical or-
gnization beaded nationally by Lyndom La-
Rouche.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation as focmin
on the LaRouche organization's use of interstte
telephone lines to solicit campaign cotributions
for Freeman.

It's still pending. It's an active inve tia,"
Andrew Manning. a spokesman for the local Fil
office, said. "We're at the point where we can't
make any comment at all."

Freeman, a perennial candidate for local and
congreional office, is now frnning for city coun-
cil president as part of a national slate of candi-
dates under the beading of the National Democrat-
ic Policy Committee, a political action group
beaded by LaRouche.

LaRouche. twice a presidential candidate him-
self, has been criticized by various civil liberties
groups as promoting extremist and anti-Semitic
ideologies.

A spokesman for the Baltimore of f'ce of the
National Democratic Policy Committee said Free-
man had not yet received a copy of the complaint
filed with the FEC. "We know nothing about at,"
John Ascher, a candidate for city comptroller,
said.

The complaint, contained an a four-page letter,
cited a series of articles last December in The
Eteungn Sun that detailed questionable coatribu-
twos to Citizens for Freeman, according to a con-
grfessional source who has seen the complaint
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Go-ahead granted~for disputed store /
Eugene Bober, head of currentplanning for Baltimore County, said

that the review group- which over-
looks building plans in the county-
passed the site plan but stipulated
that the grading at the store would
have to be changed to alleviate the
potential runoff problem. Also, re-
strictions have been set to cut down
on illumination at the site

In May, an assistant zoning com-
missioner approved a special excep-
tion petition allowing gasoline pumps
to be built on the site. The citizens'
group, however, has appealed thatde
cision to the Board of Appeals. No
hearing date has been set in the case.

The site already had the proper
zoning for construction of the store,
so now community leaders hope they
can stop the stoe projet at the
Board of Appeals.

"'The county is going to do mostly
what they want when it comes to big
buinss"said Milton Stroup, head of
the KingS Court Conomnium Amoci.I
ation 'They don't care about us .... ,
Now we have to wait for our appeal."

ws complaint
gence Review, which publishes La-Rouche's economic theories.

As a tax-exempt organization, the
Fusion Energy Foundation is prohib-
ited by federal law from "participat-
ing or intervening in any political
campaign on the behalf of any candi-
date for public office."

In addition, federal law requires
that organizations soliciting more
than 81,000 in campaign funds be list-
ed as political action committees.
Neither Fusion magazine nor the Ex-
ecutive Intelligence Review are lsted
as PACs.

The FBI is looking at possible
violations of federal election laws by
the LaRouche organization, including
fraud in solicitng campaign money
via interstate telephone lines

The FEC has jurisdiction in mat-
ters focusing on the propriety of the
contributto,# once they have .been

made.

By Michel A. Fletcher
Evening Sui Staff

•Despite opposition by a number of
White Marsh residents, the Baltimore
County Review Group has approved a
plan to build a gas-and-go) conve-
'ile,,c store at Old Philadelphia and
Middle River roads.

•Yesterday's approval of the
7-4 leven store and gasoline station
was opposed by a group calling itself
the Stop 7-Eleven Coalition. The
coulition, made up mostly of resi-
dents of the 900-unit Kings Court con-
ranum development, had gathered

nibre than 800} signatures on a peti-
tim in oppositio to the store.

-The store would be built on a half-
acr lot at the northeast corner of the
itretoacross Old Philadelphia
Read from the condominmm.

The opponents said the store would
entice children to cross the heavily
tiaveled street

Also, they said, lighting at the site
would he a bother and existing water-
rurnoff problems at the cnonnm

would he compounded.

Mikuiski foe dram
FREEMAN, From ElThe FBI investigation was also

prompted by the newspaper articles.
Several people who were listed in

federal election records as contribut-
ing thousands of dollars to Freean's
campaign told the newspaper they
bad never heard of Freeman, or had
intended the money as payment for
subscrptions to magazines.

Several contributors told the Eve-
rng Sun that callers from the La-
Rouche organization did not mention
they were raising funds for Freeman.

Contributors said that solicitors
identified themselves only as repre-
sentatives of one of three organaza-
tions with which the contributors had
some prior dealing-the Fusion Ener-
gy Foundation, which has been given
tax-exempt status by the Internal
Revenue Service. Fusion, a pro-nu-
clear power magazine founded by La-
Rouche. and the Executive Intelli-
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Candidate agrees to fine

Washington (AP)-Debra Free-man, an unsuccessful candidate for a
Baltimore seat in the U.S. House of
Representatives this year, has agpreed
to pay a $2.,500 fine for siging anoth-
er" person's name to afcontributionl to
the Lyndon LaRouche campaign for
president, the Federal Election Com-
mission said yesterday

aThe Laftouche campaign iself has

agedto pay a $15,000 fine for vio-
lating federal election laws in an
agreement to settle a variety of FEC
charges, some of which the LaRotiche
mun was contesting in court. -

"- tr. I ue-onegroup known as the U.S. La
but his campaign for the I
prsietial nomination in
to win any delate suppor

The agreement betwe
Rouche campaign and U
copy of which was relea'
comms ,n listed 79 vi
federal election law.
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New York, Barbara Bloyd, said there
would be no comment on the agree-

ment.
The agreement cited 211 contrbu-

tions that were eit~her from) fictitiow
persons or from campaign workers
who signed ether people's names on
documents that were submitted to the
FEC for matching funds.

One particular instance of sucti
falsification involved Ms. Freeman. a
LaRouche campaign worker in Balti-
more. The FEC alleged that Miq

Freeman sent a $250 contribut to
Mr. La~ouche in the name of a "Uutr
old 4Harrisonl." Federal law forlbds
campaign conbutions made In the

name of another person.
Ms. Freeman agreed to pay a

$1,500 fine to settle the allegation.
She has an unlisted phone number and
could not be reached for comment
last nigot.
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HardZ Lxr
THIE COST OF DEBIRA N-
mm's allegiace to the U.S.
labor Party and its leader, Lym-
dmLa~euche, moved up
another notch lat wee when the
Federal Elections Commision
(FE) announced a settlement in
which Freeman will pay $2500 in
fines because of federal election
law violations she committed dur-
ing LaRouche's abortive 1980 bid
for the presidency.

Freeman, who dissociated
herself from the Labor Party dur-
ing her recent run against incum-
bent CongresswomanBaes
Mlkulski, was described in the
FEC conciliation agreement reach-
ed by both parties as "a volunteer
for the Citizens for LaRouche
Committee during the 1980
presidential primary campaign." In'
that capacity, the document goes
on, Freeman "solicited and col-
lected campaign contributions in
and around Baltimore ... and for-
warded them to LaRouche head-
quarters in New York."

Because 1.aRouche had applied
for federal matching funds he had
to follow FEC rules. One of them
stpulates that someone may not
submit a contribution on another
person's behalf. One day in the
middle of January of 1980,
Freeman did just that, withdrawing
$750 from her savings account at
Maryland National Bank and rasing
part of that sum to purchase a
ashier's check for $250, according
to FEC documents. She then sent
the check along to LaRouche head-
quarters under the name of one
Harold H. Harrison, M.D.

The Freeman settlement was one
small portion of a larger agreemecnt 1
reacheid between LaRouche's camn-
paign arm "and thie FEC for a cou-

pit. of dozen spcific violati,.is.
The laRouche group has agreed to
pay fines ttalinlg $15,000.

The settlements mark the first
time the FE(C has extracted cash
pe:nalties from I.aRouche and his
toillowcrs. It is the fruit of an FEC
investigation that dates back to
l.aRouihe's '76 presidential cam-
paign. Because it operates under a
conlidentiahitv statute, the commis-
sion cannot say whether this latest
agreement will bring actionis
against LaRouche to an end.

One outstanding matter of
businmess remains on the public
record, however-a repayment o1
inappropriately granted federal
matching funds. That could mean
another $54,000 out of the 6P

Frea did not reurn -d
cellst made to her at the Roid
ot.a of the National Anti-Drug
Coaalitio, where she works. The
Rlramore chapter of the Labor
Pary (which now cal itself the

ationa Deocaic Pelic Com-
mittee and runs it canddates as
Demcsr), of which she tised to
be a high-ranking member, still
owes $3i0,000 to one-time city
ouncil candidate Gren Whitman

as an award fosr libelous statements
made about him during his '75
election bid.
i Phyllis Ornck
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Freeman
funding
under FBI
inquiry

Dy Mark Arax

The F s codctn a pr~e~mI
nary inquir into the fundin of Iebra
Freeman's cogesoa campaign
and its tes to an extreme right-wing
movement headed nationally by Lye-
don LaRouche.

The federal agency is focsing o
the LaRonebe organization's use of
intes-s'tate telephone lines to solicit
campaign contributious for Freeman,
who was defeated in the September
Democratic primary by Rep. Barha-
ra Mikuiski, D-Srd.

"We're looking to determinie if
there were any violations of federal
elections law, and one of the things
that mnay be rnvolved is the way the
contributions were solicited," said
Charles Wroblewski, a special agent
supervisor with the FBI. "There are
any number of possible violations
that we are looking at"

The inquiry, requested last week
by the U.S. attorney's officee in Balit-
more, was prompted by a series of ar-
ticles in Th1e Et'etnQn Sun. People

who were listed in federal election
records .ts contributing thousands of
dollars t,, Freeman's campaign told
The Fventnig Sun they had never
heard of Freeman or had intended the
money as payment for subscriptions
to magazines.

Freeman is the local head of the
National Ants-Drug Coalhtion, an arm
of the widespread LaRouche move-
ment,

Many comtributori to the Freemancampaign who live in states as far
away as Alabama and Oklahouna,
said they were contacted by La-
Rouche organizrs telephoiq from
Wasigtn Baltioe and New
Vork.

They said the callers did : nasa
tion they were raisng fud for Fr"ee-
man and identified themaelves only
as representatives of one of thee or-
ganiztions tied to LaRomce the Fe-
sion Energy Foundation, which has
been given tax-exeinpt statun by the
Internal Revenue Service; F a a
pro-mclwa power magestu puth-
lisbed by the foundatom; and the Hz-
ecutive Inel c Reie, which
publishes LaRoerhe's eeoooic
theories.

The donations to the lPsain Ener-
gy Foundation and the pamunta for
the inagaine ranged hf Sire to
$60 and were made over the -km
with the m eof a credit card mndt-

Some of these listed as csilbe-
tors expresed dismay whem they dis-
covered that these paymm5, totaling
at least $,00, wound up iaFre
man's campaign fund. Others said the
magazines f or wiuch they had paid

See FREEMAN, AS, Cml 3

'veningSu
|

m



FBI sets inquiry into Freeman funding
FLRJEEMA., From AlI

several hundlred dollars have never
been delivered.

Thbe F'BI is looking at possible
violations of federal election laws, in-
cluding fraud in solicitingl campaign
contributions via the mails or inter-
state telephone wirn. Th Federal
Election Commlssion has Jurisdiction
in matters focusing On the propriety
of the contributions.

According to campaign records
filed with the commiion, about
$40,000 of the $51,000 contributed to
Freeman's unsuccessful campaign to
unseat Mikuisti came from out of
state. Twenty-five of the 30 contribu-
tors interviewed by The Er'euim
Sun said the solicitors identified
themselves not as Freeman cam-
paign workers but as representatives
of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fu-
sion magasmne and the Execuuve In-
telihgence Review.

As a tax-exempt organization, the
foundation as prohibited by federal
tax laws from "participating or Inter-

S We're looking to determine if there were
any violations of federal elections law, and one
of the things that may be involved is the way the
contributions were solicited. There are any
number of possible violations that we are

looking a t. . .

vening in an) political campaign onthe behaif of any candidate for pblic
office.'

In addition, federal law requires
that an nrganization that solicits
more than $1,000 in campaign funds
must be tiated as a poltcal action
cOnmittlt,.u Fusion nidga/,ane and the
Executive Intellhgence Review are
not listed as PA(Cs Sev-eral thousand
dollars w,,- raised through these or'
ganizations

The magazines help promote La-
Hotiche's gio ,,nspiracy theories
that the British monarchy and influ-
ential Jews control the international

--Charles Wroblewiki, FBI special agent

drug trade.
Freeman and her husband, Law-

rence, the regional director of La-
Rouche's National l~erocra ti,- Policy
Committee, are longtime umeri burs of
the LaRouche movement and pe.riod-
ic candidates for local and fede-ral of-
fice Together they he.ad the I15-mem-
ber Baltimore office of the organiza-
tion, which operates out of an office
at the Rotunda and is one of 30 simm-
lar offices in thc United States, Cana-
da, Europe and Latin America

The Rotunda office is rented to
Caucus Distributors and houses the

local offices of the Anti-Drug Coalh-
tion and the National Democratic
Policy (Comrmittee. a p4ulitical action
committee which raised more than $1
million last year for La~ouche.

The Anti-Defamation League o f
the B'nai B'rith and other Jewish or
ganizations have criticized La-
Rouche, a one-time Marxist whn
turned to the far right, and his vari
ous operations as being viruh.-rtlv
anti-Semitic.

LaRouche carnpaign d for pre-;i
dent in 1976 under the 19 S Labr
Party ticket, the now disbanded p,.lt
ical arilof his ot ganization In I1980
he ran as a [)ern,'rat in sever il pri

The Fedcra.l 1't<'n (~,io', ,L
recenrtly fined Freeri.ui $2.500 ai,

LaRouc'he $15.000 fir l,.ldtlng ..Ih
tion laws durflng thy J980 prcsidt roi
campaign. The FE(' said that Fru-v
man sent a $2S0 c.ontrubtul ,-. to l~d
Roucht under the nairi "alda~ liar
rison " The (:ontibution w . hate-d a.
eligible for puh! t',i ri:t -hog f ,n~L Ii
all, the LaRouche campaign obtaln:d
more than $b00i)00 in matc'hng
funds

I 5- U ~ 9 ~ ~-
0 *
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CONGRESS' HA
STUDENT TALKS

CHUCK FA GER [12]

Geading for
Smears

A Look at Local Labor
Party Candidates

WY P91YLLIS ORE W

Continuing to e1poi~ ts new guise as the Na-
tinlDemocratic Policy Committe (NDPC)
the Baltimore cadre of Lyndon LaRouche's ex-
trmist right-wing U.S. Labor Party i. mour-
riga citywide effort in thi yea's eoai
prmr, posting candidates for the top three of-
ices ciywd, as well as contensin fiv of the
City's six councilmanic districts. More
Laocecandidates may emerge a the seaon
wpson. At this point they represent an
amalgam of longtime, perennial local candidate
like the husband-wife team of Larec and
Debra Freeman (running for Mayorand City
Council President, respectively) and relative
nwoesto the political process as defined by
the LaRouche machine, like Sixth ri'..ict
Council candidate Veronica Allen. a-

Cop's CopFrank Battaglia chats

, ? i iii i
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GIVEN THE ANTICIPATED HIGH
voter turnout in this year's primary, phus the
tact that several districts already boast recod-
breaking numbers of candidates fur office, the
Lagouche people could manage a third-place
wnin at least one district, giving the group,
which has been using the Democratic Party as
a launching pad since September of 1979,
their first local victory.

In ldtimore, the Labor Party is most fre-
quently identifed with the Freemans, who
also work in a LaRouche-backed organization,
the National Anti-Drug Coalition, with Of-
fices in the Rotunda. Debra Freeman drew at-
tention to her cause in her campaign last year
against Third Ditric Congresswoman ar-
bars Mikuisk, a campaign makd by radio
comumils equating Mikulaki with a series
of barnad animl, and a slogn, "Vote for a
Sragh Democra" tha subtl played so some
voter bomopbond maS.

In other stat, the LaRouch group has
kept hammering away at local races much the
same way at has in Maryland. The dcision in
'79 by Lakutche's people to join the
Democrtic Pary - mase was part of their ef"
forts to put diir an in the running in the
1960 presita primrie, apush which
fizzled in April of 190, but not be~fose
Lalouche maagd to win 170,000 primary
yoe n 14 stte (though he didn't elec a
sisedelga) and spend roughly $l.e
million, more than $400,000 of which con-
sasted of federal matching funds. Much of that

onywas devoted to sophisticated media
campaigns includin a number of nationally

- abe noted, baying been eetd thefirs woman prsdn of local 1694 of the
Asoito of Federa, stae, Cont md

that she had been familir wth the NDPC Lv
"two yerm. As I've goe. to know them and
what they sand fer. I am tha they sm a bat-
ter tomro, a goverment flu- the people, by
the people."

Echoing a favoeatadie theme, Mien
emphmaed the a ned o high teholg as-
tao. so the City's unemloymet, asying tha
Mayor Schaefer's emphasis o the lamer Har-.
bor "haes robbe mar child,.. of an
eduation." She also cetlci the Mayo for
turning the City into a "gambl circus,"
citing the Loto.popsa that recenty passed
the Legslturae.]h ip po lo to .tee,
chemical ad car indwbm,"mul."

Caligeself "iwe awr cine.,"

the NDIC, "They have so much money, they
-m become a faco i citywid politics."
MmlmAthasg Whtim. pleas to back several

caddts e declined to me thm out of
fear that they would be targeted for especially
o diss trasment at the hands of Lalouche's
People. Also he added, he doesn't wan to tip
them off shorn ay posil counter-strteie
he my employ. Othe politcal observers, wo
didn't wane to beamedt for brn of iciting the
NDCm 's wrth sspec that Cit Counci
P ruid e t cand idat M asy P in C he ke, w hose
horn turf is the Second Ditrict, will be a
targe of La uch-pired smearn.

One Councilmantic candidate, Second
Ditithopeful Temy ,Amhsldg, has no
usda qualm about metn the Laouh
( rtu he -o. 4le's almdy esprene a

wUn thism.mmer coud brin.
lbs NDPC grdidete for the Second Distic

reply as being, "'What are you, a goddamisdope pmushr like (inn Whitman?' Ambridge
beivdthis was a reference to the fact that he
is on the board of Man Alive, a longtime
methadone and drug addiction treatment pro-
gram in lower Charles Village.

"There's going to be trouble," Aznbridge
opined. But, he added, "You can't ignore it."
Aacher did not return repeated phone calls;
Ogden could not be reached at either of the two
numbers he left with the City Board of Elec-
tao..t. (His work number, which he shares
with NDPC Frtm District candidate Cecilia
Peel., did not answer and is an officially un-
published number; his home number is not an
service.)

Ambridge plans to "put them on the defen-
sive. I'll ask them, 'What have you ever done
for the community?'" Ambridge also said he
would use Whitmn's successfu slander sui,

NPC 's II bbftt¢eu e eamdldgt. LUmd 3a: m dirty trcks.

ammaaimm
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in the lU0 cai'ign weelaer found tobe in
trcejwrangling, Lagouche ad the FederalElections Commision (FEC) came to an
agreement which resulted in both LaRoucheand Debra Freea being mese fie forcampwgn misconduct. Among the chargesleveled agains Freeman was her practic ofsubmitting contrbutions (which would laterbe credited fort federal matching funds) under

false names.
Two-and-a-half years ago, repor~ter DennisKing, one of the nation's experts on theLaRouche phenomenon, reported that

LaRouche, now 60, controlled what was thena SS-million-a.year computer software firm
that did work for some of the country's biggest
corporations. Other front groups like the Fu-sion Enerty" Foundation and the Anti-Drug
Coalition continue to thrive.

But perhaps the biggest boost for these new-born Democrats is the recent Pentagon moveembracing the so-called laser-beam weapons, a
longtime pet project of LaRouche, who's
known for his heavily pro-nuclear stance.

Although some may discount Freeman's 19percent tally in he atess outing againesMikuiski as an anti-Mikuiski vote, co-
ceivably, this year's local push could also be a
testing ground for LaRouche operatives aim-
ing for another round of Democratic presiden-
tial primarie in '84. On a national level, the
presidential election could provide them with
yet another chance to build on the foundation
laid four years ago. This year, at the least,
they'd have a chance to disrupt campaigns
here in Baltimore.

Although the Labor Party pool of caadidates
seems small-with the same handful of people
running for offce year sfter year-this election
brings a coupe of newcomers to the National
Democratic Policy Committee (NDPC) slate.One of them is Veronica Alien, a longtime
resident of the Sixth District in SouthBaltimore, with a home in Brooklyn just off
Patapsco Ave. Allen will be joining what could
be as many as 15 people in an effort to oust in-.'uments Wilie Myers, Tim Murphy andJe Diaui .

This race is Allen's first. "I'm running," shesaid, "because it's my right to run. I'm just aperson who lives in the City and Pays utes.",Allen, who's worked at a local hospital phar-
macy for !17 years, has had some political ex-

S-mYr I? A wv M

dma" bpoi curres ,fgoms areaonfo her disffection itica
Asked if she supported the use of the samecampaign tactics that have marked

LaRouche candidates' outings in thepin-p a ttac ag i ng from dga-boos of drug abuse to ch g of sexalmicdc-he awered "ye aid no. leanunderstan eting to the point ci" usinthem, she exlind ~Se sid the atk oMikulak "evolved" out ad'Mikusak's aleged
connection to "Globa 2000," a group Allenreferred to as "being involved in genocide"
Akdwhere she lemarne this she couldn't
remember. In fact, Global 2000 is se interns-.tiopopulaion. contrl and resouce plara-
i ngffr, though it was cited frequently inFreeman's campain agaimn Mikulak in the
same way that Allen portrayed it.Allen said the only way she'd resort to such
practces would be "ifsa person made me soangry I'd have co respond. Personally," shesaid, "I'm not one that employs that kind oflactic." Allen conceded that she had"a ver
mixed feeling" about lat year's patcsb
the NDPC, but explained that sme memnharfeht they were needed as ,a shock to wait iao-
pe up."

The only local candidate who chose to takethe Labor Party to tak for its mud-slinging asGmt. Whiuusa, who was tagged, aongocher things, as. a"drug-pusher" by Labor Pat-
ts .pople in hi unsuccessind 1975 Secod
Ditrct ty Coumnci race. Although he won a$30,X00 judgment for slander againstwa
wa then known as the Labor Party, he hase yetto collect, because of the group's claims that ithas since disbanded and is out of funds.

Although, for the most part, he has saed
out of local politics in the ensuing electionsWhitman says that this year, "I intend to dowhatever I can to counteract their activities."Of the NDPC slate, he said, "It's a citywide
smear campaign. It is all to disrupt citywidepolitics." In addition, he noted, with thisyear's races being so crowded in some parts of"the City, "possibly one of those fanatics willget elected to public office." In spate of theheightened competition from the ,Mayor's raceon down, Whitman feels that, among themainstream candidates, "As this point, it'sfairly high-minded, with a lot of very well-

qualified people running." But, he warned of

Ai Ohm Vhs wu save in V'rginia' which nmse Aie as oe of the defendants,Lao ay hoagoj the 70,. Afte a recat again them, if needed. "They say 'dopemeigof the Mt. Royal Demecratic Club, pusher,' and you lose the scope of the rest ofwhere NDPC Comptroller candidate Johba the campaign. It's like banging your head.Aaehs spoke at a forum with incumbent agains the wall," he added.Dya rm. and the only other During the course of the confrontation, Am-declare cadidate, Del. Jah Dauuluas bridge recalled that Aicher described Ogden(D)45), Ambrdg hada• minor confrontation as being "the one that's going to kick yourwith Acher. 
ass."Dy Amnbridge's account, the head-to-head While Ogden might be relatively unknowndispue began whip he asked Ashe if Ascher in Baltimore, he earned something ofta reputa-and. his ,group planned "so slander tion in Virginia, where he ran for office fivecandidates," he sid, referrwg to the Whitman times in six years from 1974 through 1979.campaign. "*'We didn't slander any Twice he carried the Labor Party bannercadiaes" ..rd..eale Aihr' e- agis then-incumbent Congr'essn~a Davidly ao have been. "Then I ase him, 'What are E. Satterfield, III, a Democrat from Rich-your solutions to the drug problem " As Am- mood's Third District. Both times he scoredbixdlge explained, "They tend to respond to roughly 12 percent of the vote-a figure dis-certin key words, like 'drgs' Then Ascher counted by Virginia political observers whoWent ltfon some explanation about Caribbean say it reflects merely the size of the anti-banks, foreign banks, but nothin concrete, it Satnerfield vote, rather than support forwa totally out of this world." Ambridge said Ogden's Labor Party platform.

he continued to press Ancher, saying "'Just Between Congressinal runs, Ogden made abetween the iwo of is: You don't have to play bid for the governorship in 1977 insa threewayto the crowd, what would you do about the race that included Democrat Henry Howelldrug problem?" Amxg recalled Aicher's and Republican John Dalton, the eventual

Isle ~'~S Sm the GOP bid hi 0 h@ First.
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wne. In tha out, oen scoredalmos-00 vote la, than an hi sp Coessinaml
rnn. Thin -in year, 1977. saw Aicha on dhe
ballot - the Labor Pety 4whdidme fr the
Vkgim House . Dekpea frm the, 33,d
laihrv Distict, which o~erlp the Thn
onrsinlDistrit. As political reporte

Tyler Whitleyof the Rihmn New ai er
put it, "Ogden and Acher were cohorts"

Two years laer the two of them ran for
Virgini's House of Deegte, agi on the
LbrParty slate, with Ogden running in the
33rd District this time, aund Ascher running in
the nearby 35th.

News acounts from Ogden's '77 gtzber-
natorial bid shed some light on the 37-year-old
h sgaut of the Universty of Virginia,

du th time the stores were written, ha~d
ad~ln active member' of that state's Labor

m f ive years.
rWbOden at the time was focusing his attacks

on the Democrat, Howell, calling on him to
"def'end 'the fhacist economic poliie of the
Carte adiitio,' "according to the
Nw-Lr'a October 2 report.

Ogenws also stressng the now-familia
Labor Pary theme of our country's economic
colapse, laced with a heavy dose of conspiracy
thoislinking the CIA lson Rockefeller,
the FBI and interaioa bakers

" If you don't believeiat the conspiratorial
theory of history'" Oge 0 quoted s say-
nag" 'you don't kno mUsr.' "Th can.
diae wn on to clok himelf ins• number of
different ideological garbs-socilim,
hmnsad Marxsmong them-clam-
ing there was no contradiction in embracin

his ears in Virginia would result
run-Ins with the law--one, a
inspired" aleged probation viola-

i -oat Ogden put it, the other, a 1978 harm-
mert suit hase ssuly pressed aanth
Richmnd IPoice Bureau that resulted in his

preseted a button.<down imge.
As the Noaud r reporter noted in 1977,

Ogden "p~oke in i, moulte tones and
had a tuch of" the midwes i his yoic."
(Ogden is a ntiv of Plymouth County in
Northwes Iow.) " Man the Labor Prty

Sshil and a ditre of the peac," the ac-
am ontinues, "bout the physialimg
Outs is subdued and consevaive."

ofOgde's political stm ents,
however, took a moretrmimst slant. One
pres relem, fiar eample, cited the "ter-
rorsm" being sponsored by the US. gover-
ment, whic.h involved "top-down conirol" of
auem uw em "tIe SI.A. she Black Lihrm

Bach descibed the NDPC m a group "head-ad by Lyndnlm ndie. This is - orlIin-
tans o1" cuevtu Democmmrat wh m the
Demcatic ledrsi dmiqing she Nry."
Bach singl out fome Vle Prsim Walter
Mondale and Pary uaid Charle Mau mt
the prime villans "who think computers are
the wav of the futr, who say we need to
gear down, that smaller is better" Also on her
enemies list is the "peace movement" which
advocates "lying there waitinlg for the Soviet;
they (the Soviets) are delighted at the Freeze
Movement ."

Bach conceded that sh~e's new tO the Party:
"I've been a Decrat mab four montha,."
Althouglh she said she's talked to a few
Democratic clubs in the District, she sad she
wasn't actively seeking enoseets. "I'm
only focusing on the largest groups of people I
can find," Bach explined.

As for the NDPC's tactics in past cam-
paigns, she commented, "Quite frnkly that
doesn't appeal to me." She did go on to say+-
that "i know why they have done: it." She said
the tacti are used becaue "this country is a-
tremely complacent." She likened the present
debate over economic and social polii to "a
life ad death struggl."

Bach hesl sad that "pe.onally, I will
not" use the smaer tactics of the pa, butsh
added, "there're others" in the NDPC who
thin they're neesr.

Although. a epye cadidate Bah hb
earned something of ame for herself in
Third District political circles. Third District
Citizens for Good Government had, Mark
Adams, recalls that Bach ad her cohorts
have atended the two most recent meetings of
his Democratic club, much to is displeasure.

"Their Council candidates are an excuse for
handing out Freeman literature," Adams said
of the citywide sle, noting that the leaflets
focus on the pet isues of the top two can-
didtes, Debra and Lawrence Freeman. He re-
called that NDPC people attended the group's

mtrecent meeting on judicial selection.
"They tot of handed out iterature," he
noted, without taking par in the discussio.
"People are polite to them ow of gneral
niees" Adam exlind alhuh in hi
-,moo "I don't thin -, shd gav

t.m ay slck." Adann likened people's
dmimsl of the N1)PC t "the 193s, whe
pople were downgradig Adolf liltw - a
beer hll lunatic." He noe tha "thee're so
many alienated people who foll for lunaic,
just lik the Jim Jones thn in Guyana"

made sminroad~s in anothe Thidmi¢
ora in she Unity Clb a ,mmisaiv rn~htadk

(~~ELe
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asuc poupa as "She SLA, she Back Lbeation
Army , she Weathe Undergroud," a.n o"
whch acodin to Oim, were osmoled
by -a privat insllpe m sw " linked to,
-mm - Nelso Rokffe ad dee in-
atunte for Policy Studies, a liberal
Wwhinp., D.C..,.,- ..-.

WhileOpim will be puttng easof
politicking so work i,, his race skis year, the
JDFC's Third Ditrc Council cn~e

Lhda Dsh, wil, like AlUs in the Sixt, be-i votes Lxsh rt tm n. Her pot,

abows how she t1sr Pus la.- chane dur-
iog she cors otis evl imo as present
"Deorai" mmfeatio.

A teachr Lx shelint 15 year, the e five
working with the retaded at a Iahimore
Cosar school, flac sid tat "in o the
31at cim rmas" behin he icij to
rn was that "Te induaril bas .f the coon-
wlyhas been detoyd" lik Allen, she war
rial of the Les gpme and gabln in

She singled ow "the Prsdert's laser beam
technolog," she uued uneie aser beam
weapon, as something th "needis support
from everyomr, evn frm a lowl Cit Con-
cii anler. If theyare't suprtn this la
beam teholg," Bach said ofthe incumbent
TidDistra delegtio, "they're masin
the whole point."

Nent on her egenda is the "attack on the
problem of rug," which shoul involv, in
Dark's new, negottiws wit "te Jamaica
and the Colombin" m - intenaional
level. Likewise ott ecoi prblm can be
laid at the international coamniu's door.
"Ther are special imeress in that higher
echlon" Dek apheed - Federa
Reserv Bor Charman Paol Volke, not t
memun mnmoh bankin inerst lik

Mrn uaran t, CUitank ad i0he Sw m

upb sh ikesd oHeary Kmssigrand th
Trnlatera Commiidan fx a masive loan ind
taeoe by sehn ased, "She ank L
International Setnsam." Th'is tmd, accor-
ding so Bach, war baced dung she Sr~m

Ikh eapmd tha "You have a x o u
have an opposus t be berise on t
sobp utd nmsa.r.I oldmblz

usi a ur jII j i~ .. ,, - - t---Adam noted how Bach and her cohort had
made me inroads in another Third District
organiztin, the Unity Club, a conservative
outfit. "Some of the older felw who aren't
that aware of what's really going o in poic
even pus up lawn aiira"L forae Freeman in

Adai himef anded a Unity Club meeing
where the N,4DPC -mt were speaking.
'"The accused Congres of actin chlds in
ateir beavior. !ad them if running com-
mercal tha bad a member o Congres bray-
inqg like a mule w~an't childish." Adams ad-
mined that he has frequently been known to
get in shouting matches with the group. "Par-
ticuarly in Northeas Baltimore," Adams
said, "they come on my sar'f; they hew to
abide by my rules."

Rounding out Latuh's ciywd slate
thear ar e Edwin Ctise,, who's running
in the Fifth Distic, and Poole, their can-
didate from the Fart. Clutter referred all ques-
tions to Aacde, who didn't return phone calls.
Poole, who sha the same work number as
Ogden, coul not be reached for coment.

Poole, however, hs received the dubious
honor of a flil-fledged endorsement from a
gtoup known as the Rtepublica Organization
of East Baltimore, founded and beaded by
Eas Baltimore bookselle John Bowl.., a
political gadfly who claim a membershp of
300 people in his group. He cheerfully conced-
ed that "90 percent of my members are

Bowles sid he supports Poole "because
she's a down-to-earth person." He
acknowledged that "she's a part of that
aiuheticket," but, he noted, "I don's sup-

port Debra Freeman and her husband." His
rten for backing an ostensible Democrat is
that "The Republicans aren't going to be run-
niasg anyone in East Baltimore." Asked bow
dose Poole's links with the Laouh crew
were, he said, "That's a good question." A
fa a he knows, Poole "always lived in1 E ast
Batime and wants to clean up Es
Baltimore." As for she Lagouche rhetori,
"the laser beam and all," in Dowles' word,,
"The people i Eat Baltimore don's want to
hear that."

He datimed that Poole's concto with
Laoce"doesni bother me. It could have a

lims ehlah on me," he conceded, but "I
den's think any cndidate should be banned."
Hxplindi aliance in the felwn way:
"rm wokn agims th Dmc tcPat
from the ouside temal Cei is work-
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August 5, 1983

HAND DELIVERED
~VIA MESSENGER

,:-. Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Federal Election Commgission
1325 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20643

RE: MUR 1556

-.. Dear Mr. Gross:

My letter of July 28 in response to the above-entitled MUR
was answered by the attached letter dated August 3. I tried to
call you immediately upon receipt of that letter, but I have been
informed that you are gone for the weekend--even though it is now
1:30 p.m. on Friday.

If you had taken the trouble to read the reponse you
certainly could have determined that it was not a cornlaint but a
response to the complaint filed by Ms. Mikulski. It was a
repos to the violation of your own procedures, and I believe a

vitin of the slim due process provisions that are allowed to
a respondent in a MUR of the Federal Election Commission. I find
no provision requiring a repos to comply with 437g(a) (1), and
I resent the amateurish response to a valid objection to the
violation of my client's right to confidentiality offered by the
FECA. I hope you will assure me that the fact that complainant

SU1TE 300
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MILLER. CANFIELD. PADDOCK D STONE

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross -2- August 5, 1983

in MUR 1556 is a Member of Congress is not responsible for this
irregular manner of proceeding.

The other MOST DISTRESSiNG item in your letter is that you
have apparently communicated th'e letter to the Baltimore Sun
reporter and the complainant Mikuiski, even though you do not
recognize it as a response to the original complaint. Either the
matter should have been returned and confidentiality retained and
neither the newspaper reporter nor the complainant would be
interested parties--or the response should have been acted upon.
Your method is totally uncalled for. I have been informed that
you have communicated my response to MUR 1556 to those two
prsons along with your letter of August 3.

Because of the violation of my client's rights--complicated
\ by further apparent violation of her rights--I am sending copies

of this response and your letter of August 3, 1983 to all members
~of the Commission. I urge you to refer the violation of my

client's confidentiality to the Department of Justice, as was the
~action in a prior similar matter.

..... Very truly yours,

/ eF.Schoener

JFS/cb
Attachment 7



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~WASHINGTON. D C 204b3

Hand Delivered Via Messenger August 19, 1983

James F. Schoener, Esquire
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone
Suite 300
2555 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Dear Mr. Schoener :

We are in receipt of your letter of August 5, 1983,
disputing the determination that your letter of July 28, 1983, on

S behalf of Debra H. Freeman, and the enclosed document,
. constituted a complaint which did not conform to the requirements

of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a)(l). In your more recent letter you assert
: that your intent as to the July 28 letter and enclosed document

was to respond to the complaint forming the basis of MUR 1556, not
C to file a separate complaint against the persons named. You also

expressed concern that the document deemed a complaint by this
C Office was forwarded to persons named in your communication as
-.3 those who should be examined as part of an FEC investigation of

the alleged violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act
:'-: (FECA).

": Although your July 28 letter and the document attached made
.... reference to MUR 1556, the format and content of the enclosure

were those of a complaint alleging a violation of the Act totally
'.:9 separate from the subject matter in MUR 15-56. The first sentence

read in part, "Now comes Debra H. Freeman, by her counsel,
James F. Schoener, . and appears specially to complain as
follows: .. . ." (emphasis added). There then followed the
specifics of the complaint, supporting information, and prayers
not only for the postponement of the investigation in MUR 1556
but also for the examination under oath of certain named and
unnamed persons, specifically Max Arax, Fred Eiland, Barbara
Mikulski and the Congressional staff of Barbara Mikulski.

Allegations of breaches of confidentiality regarding the
filing of complaints have been received by the Commission in the
past and have always been treated as matters under review
separate from the matters regarding which the alleged breaches
occurred. (See MURs 601, 804, 1161, 1244, 1251, 1266 and 1275).
This procedure is based upon the requirements of 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and (2) that no investigation may be undertaken
without notification of the person against whom a complaint is



James F. Schoener, Esquire
Page 2

filed, an opportunity for that person to show why no action
should be taken, and a finding of reason to believe that a
violation has occurred. (See also 11 C.F.R. S 111.6). In the
present instance, it would not be permitted under the Act or the
Commission's regulations for the Commission to pursue the type of
investigation requested without following the preliminary
procedures required.

11 C.F.R. S 111.5(b) requires that if a letter is sent to
the FEC charging violations of the FECA and the letter does not
meet the requirements for filing a complaint, the General Counsel
shall so notify the complainant and any persons identified therein
as respondents. This regulation also requires that a copy of the
complaint be enclosed with the notification sent to each putative "0
respondent. As we have previously noted in our letter of
August 3, 1983, your letter of July 28, 1983, failed to meet the

-_ requirements for a properly filed complaint. Thus, each putative
respondent received a copy of the July 28 letter you filed with

S the FEC. We again assert that if you wish to file a complaint

with the FEC it must meet the requirements set forth in 11 C.F.R.
S 111.

C
As to your request for a stay of the proceedings in

(N! HUE 1556, allegations of breaches of confidentiality are
considered by the Commission as separate matters, and the

S underlying HUR where confidentiality has been allegedly breached
. is not stayed. Thus, even if there were a properly filed
• ; complaint before the FEC concerning breach of confidentiality, we

- would not stay proceedings as you have requested during the
pendency of the consideration of the allegations of breach of

S confidentiality. Therefore, your request to stay proceedings is
den ied.

- The time for responding to the Commission's notification of
the complaint in HUE 1556 has expired and no extension of time
has been requested. However, we will provide an additional five
days from the receipt of this letter which has been hand-
delivered to your office so as not to occasion further delay in
this matter.

If we can be of any further help, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel
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HAND DELIVERED

Charles N. Steele, Esq.
"' General Counsel

~Federal Election Commission
" 1325 K Street, N.W.
.! Washington, DC

RGBERT • GPWVrIN •
CL EVELAND TimuRIBE

WILLIAM 6 BU7LERI
VITCH S WiL.LIAMSt

COUNSEL

August 23, 1983

Re: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele:

Enclosed please find a response to the above-entitled MUR,
on behalf of my client, Debra H. Freeman.

I can find nothing (in the statute, the legislative history
or conference transcripts) that justifies your position to
require a separate complaint to expose violation of Ms. Freeman's
confidentiality rights. Under the circumstances of this matter,
I believe that you should proceed on information ascertained in
the normal course of carrying out your responsibilities to
determine who and under what circumstances her right to
confidentiality were violated.

I also note that the Department of Justice has had the
identical complaints under continuing investigation since
December 1982 (see Sun clippings attached). I assume that
pursuant to the D.O.J. - F.E.C. understanding of 1978, response
to one or the other of the agencies is all that is required. I
would appreciate your comments on this question.

JFS/cb
Endl. Response

Newspaper Clippings

/ ry truly your,!

ames F. Schoener
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

DEBRA H. FREEMAN MUR 1556 -- RESPONSE

NOW COMES Debra H. Freeman, respondent, by her counsel,
James F. Schoener, without waiving deficiencies in the complaint
filed by Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski, and not waiving violation
of the confidentiality provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission
and says:

1. Such complaint, being as rambling and disjointed as it
is, cannot be responded to in a logical and normal
manner.

2. Such complaint, to the extent that it is based upon
" newspaper articles by Mark Arax, has been responded to

and denied in the Baltimore Evening Sun by respondent,
" ' a fact that must have been known by complainant; such
C response having been made over six months ago.

C 3. Such articles apparently are conceived of by Commuission
counsel to rise to the requirement of a "sworn
complaint" by virtue of the verification and
notarization of page 4 of the request to "puruse" [sic]

"? the matter. At no place does complainant state facts
.... of her own knowledge which would justify a complant.E

S4. No specific charges against respondent can be fathomed
from the complaint as it stands, but respondent
specifically states:

a. In none of the solicitations of any of
the persons named in the stories by Arax was she
mentioned as the one making solicitation. She
possesses no information that would indicate any
improper solicitation.

b. That she is informed and believes the
treasurer of Citizens for Freeman committee did
not make such solicitations, nor does she have any
information that would indicate improper
solicitation.

c. That respondent is informed and believes
that the newspaper articles made a part of the
complaint were produced by misrepresentations by
reporter Arex to the contributors regarding the
nature of the Freeman campaign.



d. The fact that campaign volunteers also
worked in other capacities does not appear to
violate FECA.

5. That respondent has no knowledge or information
indicating any funds received by her conunittee were
accepted in violation of any provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act or Regulations.

WHEREFORE, respondent prays :

1. That this Commission dismiss the so-called complaint
with prejudice, and

2. That this Commission on its own motion determines the
facts and circumstances of the violation of
confidentiality to which this Commission has been
referred.

r Respectfully submitted,

Debra H. Freeman

'0 CITY OF WASHINGTON )

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA )

On this JI' day of August, 1983, personally appeared
Debra H. Freeman, respondent, who being duly sworn says the

; foregoing response is true and correct, except as to information
~stated to be on information and belief, and as to those matters,

she believes it to be true.

Notary bi

My Commission Expires:/7/ 4jyf/,7

JFS 5/MCPS 1



BALTIMORE, FRIDAY, DECEMBER 31, 1982

Freeman
funding
under FBI

inquiry
Dy Mark Area3~m S- Sean

The FBI i conducin a prebm"
mary inur into the fu dc IDbra

an it tie to an extreme rlMwn
nmmen heaed umtiunl by Lyn-
do. LaRonehe.

The federal agency is fo mo
the LaRouche organiztion's me ci
interstate telephone lines to solicit
campaig contrilbton for Freeman,
who was defeated in theSetbr

eoratic primary by Rep. Barba-
ra Mikulski, 1)3rd.

"We're looking to determine If
there were any violations of federal
elections law, and one of the tig
that pay he involved as the way the
contributions were solicited,'" said
Charles Wroblewski. a special agent
supervisor with the FBI. "'There are
any number of possible violatons
that we are looking at."

The inquiry, requested last week
by the U.S. attorney's office in Balti-
more, was prompted by a series of at-
ticles in The EtvninQ Sun. People
who were listed in federal election
records as contributing thousands of
dollars to Freeman's campaign told
The Evening Sun they had never
heard of Freeman or had intended the
money as payment for subscriptions
to magazines

Freeman as the local bead of the
National Anti-[)rug Coalition, an arm
of the widespread LaRouche move-
ment.

Many contributors to the Freemancampaign, who lie iin states as far
away as Alabama and Oklahoma,
said they were contacted by La-
Ruche oraizr telephomin from
Washngton Baltimore and New
York

They said the callers did not, mem-
tion they were raising finds for Free-
man and identified thenuelves only
as representatives of cue of thr ee or-
ganaatc. tied to LaRoeche. the F.-
sim Enrg Foundatio, which has
been given tax-exempt itatu. by the
Interna Revenue Servie; FPml a
pro-nuclear power magaie pahr
lished by thle foundaticu and tIa-
ecutve Intelligence Review, h
publse LaRouche's enmuunic

The donation to the Fniun Ibr-

the maaie ranged from $1U to
$600 and were made over the -dm
with theum of a credit card mmer.

Some of those listed an astrib.-
tots expressed dismay when they die-
covered that these paymnmaa tUaling
at least $3,000, wound up in Free-
man's campaign fund. Others said the
magazines for which they had paid

See FREEMAN, A, Cml 3

C'4

'VeninngSue



'FBI sets inquiry into Freeman funding
FREEMAN. From AlI

several hundred dollars have never
been delivered.

The F'BI is looking at possible
vaolaum of federal election laws, in-
chiin fraud an soliciting campaign
contributions via the mails or inter
state telepbooe wires. The Federal
Election Commi~ulon has jurisdiction
in matters focusing on the propriety
of the contribution.

Accordin to campaign records
tiled with the commission, about
540.000 of the $51,000 contributed to
Freemn's muucessful campaign to
unseat Mikulski came from out of
state Twenty-five of the 30 contribu-
tors interviewed by The Eveningn
Sun said the solicitors identified
the.m,elves not as Freman cani
paign workers but as representatives
of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fu-
sion magazine and the Eiecutive In-
teiligence Review.

Aks a tax-exempt organization, the
foundation as prohibited by federal
tax laws from "participating or rnter-

4. We 're fooking to determine if there were
any violations of federal elections law, and one
of the things that may be involved is the way the
contributions were solicited. There are any
number of possible violations that we are

looking at... 9

vening in an) political campaign onthe bebaif of any candidate for public
office.'

In addition, federal law requires
that an ,iganization that solicits
more than $1,000 in campaign funds
must be ,isted as a political action
comnuttet Fusion magazine and the
E'xocutiv., lnteilgenee Revijew are
not tasted as~ l'A('s Several thousand
dollars . raised through thcs or"
ga n ia tions

"[he ni~dgd~ine-s hi'lp promote la-
Rouche's gh~ o .,,ispiiac) theo~ries
that. the British monarchy and influ
ential Jews control the international

--Charles Wroblowskt, FBI sciecial afent

drug trade.
Freeman and her husband, Law-

renc~e, the regional director of La-
Rouche's National [Democratic Policy
Cozamittee, are longtime niembers of
the LaRoucbe movement and period-
ic candidates for local and federail of-
fice. Together they head the I S-mem-
bez Baltimore office of the organiza-
tion, which operates out of an off i'c
at the Rotunda and is one of 30 sini-
lar office.s in the u~nited States, Cana-
da Europe and Latin America.

The Rotunda office is rented to
Caucus Distributors and hous-s the

local offices of the nti-Drug Coa]i
tion and the Natuonal Democratic
Policy Committee, a political action
committee which raised more thanl $1
million last year for LaRouche

The Antr-Defarnation L'ague ;f
the B'nai B'rith and other Jewish or-
ganiiations have critcwzd La-
Rouche, a one-time Marxist who
turned to the far right, and his vari-
ous operations as being virulently
anti-Seni tic.

LaRouche campaigned f',r presi-
dent in 1976 under the [! S. Lab,
Party ticket, the now disbanded p)Iht
icail arm of his urganizat ion In 1 980,
he ran ds a Derncrat Inl - e ,-t l pr)i

The lFedcr.i Eh, t,,n (i,-, t. t,
recentiy fined Frek nido~t $2.500 an

thon laws durng t he 1981l) p.r-i '.1, it.,

campaign. The FE(" ' .u thit l,',
main Si'!) d $2S0 i-orn,! ijri~ , Lio
Rouch' und,:r the nat'lt "iarid ll.r-
risen 'The eontrihut~on was. Iiste~d ,,
eligible for public iilat h ua rind In
all, the l.aE-touehe cirnlpdi : *>bta'ned
mo)re than $50),000 in mat-hrng
funds

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION -" " !!
1325 K Street, N.W. (

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S RE1 1U( I A9 1" 8

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMI ~L By MUR NO. 1556
OGC TO THE COMMISSION / g-.o0DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED

/ " BY OGC July 7, 1983
DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENT July 12an

19,t 1983
STAFF MEMBER
Anne A. Weissenborn

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Congresswoman Barbara A. Mikuiski

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: Debra H. Freeman
Citizens for Freeman

, Fusion
~The Fusion Energy Foundation

~Executive Intelligence Review

\C RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. SS 431(4), 433 (a) and (b) (2),
11 C.F.R. SS 100.5(a), 100.6(a),

C 102.1(a), 102.5(a) (2), 103.3(b) (1)

C INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: None

O FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: Memorandum of Law and Affidavit filed
~by U.S. Attorney for the Southern

District of New York in Opposition
to Plaintiff's Motion for a

SPreliminary Injunction in LydH.
LaRouche, et al. v. WlamWebster,

~75 Civ. 6010 (S.D.N.Y. 1983)

~SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On July 9, 1983, Congresswoman Barbara A. Mikuiski filed a

complaint alleging that Debra Freeman and Citizens for Freeman have

violated 11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a) (2) and 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (1) by

obtaining funds from eight individuals for use in Ms. Freeman's 1982

political campaign through misrepresentations of the intended use of

the monies solicited. More specifically, these contributors

allegedly had either never heard of Freeman, thought they were
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purchasing subscriptions to Fusion magazine or the Executive

Intelligence Review, or thought they were buying charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. The complainant also

alleges violations of the registration requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S 102.1 and 11 C.F.R. S 100.5(a) (2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and 2 U.S.C.

s 431) */ by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine and
the Executive Intelligence Review in light of their apparent

raising of more than $1,000 for Ms. Freeman's campaign, as well

as the violation of 11 C.F.R. $ 100.5(a) (2 U.S.C. s 433(a) and

,- (b) (2)) by Citizens for Freeman for failure to disclose the above

CJ three entities as affiliated organizations and the National Anti-

C Drug Coalition as a connected organization. In addition, the

C complainant questions the adherence of Citizens for Freeman to

the requirements for the maintenance of separate accounts set

forth at 11 C.F.R. $ i02.5(a)(l)(i) and (ii) in light of the

close involvement in the Freeman campaign of persons associated

!f> with the National Anti-Drug Coalition of which Ms. Freeman is

^ director of the Baltimore chapter, and with the National

Democratic Policy Committee (NDC:P) of which Ms. Freeman's husband

is the director of the regional chapter. These allegations are

assertedly based upon information contained in a three-part

series on Debra Freeman and various organizations in Baltimore

associated with Lyndon LaRouche published in the Baltimore

*/ The complaint cites only violations of the regulations.
Appropriate statutory citations are added in parenthesis
where applicable.
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Evening Sun on December 7-9, 1982, and upon the complainant's own

observations.

The facts involved in the alleged misrepresentations made to

potential contributors are the subject of an on-going FBI

investigation initiated at the request of the United States

Attorney's office in Baltimore. On April 18, 1983, the U.S.

District Court for the Southern District of New York denied a

motion filed by the attorney for Lyndon LaRouche, et al., for a

preliminary injunction barring this FBI investigation.

.. , FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

-C All respondents were notified of the complaint on July 12

C and July 19, 1983. On July 28, 1983, Jutes F. Schoener, counsel

04 for Debra Freeman, submitted what he termed a 'response' in

~MUR 1556 which did not address the issues raised in the

complaint, but which, rather, alleged violations of 2 U.S.C. !

~S 437g(a)(12) and of 11 C.F.R. S 111.21 as a result of an article

,j appearing in the Baltimore Sun on July 14, 1983, which stated

~that a complaint had] been filed regarding Debra Freeman's

congressional campaign. Counsel also requested that the

Commission 'postpone any requirement of respondent to answer to

said complaint (MUR 1556) until complete and thorough

investigation of her right to confidentiality is completed.'

In keeping with Commission policy, this Office notified

counsel that his communication of July 28 was being treated as an

improperly filed complaint. More recently, in response to his

letter of August 5, 1983, questioning this procedure, this
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Off ice has informed Mr. Schoener of the bases for considering his

July 28 communication to be a complaint which alleged violations

of the Act separate from those involved in MUR 1556. Counsel's

request for a stay of the proceedings in MUR 1556 has been

denied, although he has been informed that this Office will

provide an additional five days after his receipt of its latest

letter for his client to respond in the present matter. (See

attachments ).

On August 10, 1983, this Office received from the treasurer

O of Citizens for Freeman, Belinda Haight, a letter also alleging a

breach of confidentiality as a result of the sine Baltimore Sun

article, but not responding to the specific allegations in
C

MUR 1556. Ms. Haight's letter is also being treated as an

improperly filed complaint. No responses have been received from

i the remaining three respondents.

Given the extension of time granted Debra Freeman to respond

to the allegations in the complaint, submission of recommendations

to the Commission is being delayed. We anticipate making such

recommendations after the time for receipt of this response has

elapsed and the initial analysis of all issues has been

compl eted.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

D , ,_ A / BY:Ass oci ate'Geerral Counsel

Attachments
Letter to James F. Schoener dated August 19, 1983
Letter from James F. Schoener dated August 5, 1983



BEFRE TE FEDERAL LECTION C SXON

In the Matter of ) - \Z <"'

Debra H. Freeman )"SU 1556
Citizens for Freeman )
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )
The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ) SII'V

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

BACKGROUND

On July 9, 1983, Congresswoman Barbara A. Mikuiski filed a

complaint alleging that Debra Freeman and her principal campaign

-- committee, Citizens for Freeman, had violated 11 C.F.R.

$ 102.5(a) (2) and 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (1) by obtaining funds from

"C certain individuals for use in Ms. Freeman's 1982 campaign for

the U.S. House of Representatives through misrepresentations of

the intended use of the monies solicited. The comlaint alleged

, that these contributors had either never heard of Freeman,

thought they were being asked to purchase subscriptions to Fusion .,

~magazine or to the Executive Intelligence Review, or thought that

c, they were buying charter memberships in the Fusion Energy

Foundation. The complaint also alleged violations of the

registration requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 102.1 and 11 C.F.R.

s 100.5(a) (2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and 2 U.S.C. S 431) by the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine and the Executive Intelligence

Review in light of their apparent raising of more than $1,000 for

Ms. Freeman's campaign, as well as the violation of 11 C.F.R.

$ 100.5(a) (2 U.S.C. $ 433(a) and (b)(2)) by Citizens for Freeman
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for failure to disclose the above three entities as affiliated
organizations and the National Anti-Drug Coalition as a connected

organization. In addition, the complainant questions the

adherence of Citizens for Freeman to the requirements for the

maintenance of separate accounts set forth at 11 C.F.R.

$ 102.5(a)(lfli) and (ii) in light of the close involvement in

the Freeman campaign of persons associated with the National

Anti-Drug Coalition of which Ms. Freeman is director of the

~Baltimore chapter, and with the National Democratic Policy

? Committee (=NDCP =) of which Ms. Freeman's husband is the director

~of a regional chapter.

C These allegations are based upon information contained in a
Cq4

three part series published in the Baltimore Sun on December 7-9,

1982, regarding Debra Freeman and various organizations in

~Baltimore, Maryland, associated with Lyndon Laflouche, and upon

C the complainant's own observations.

L The respondents have been notified of this complaint. Only

A Debra Freeman has filed a response which addresses the substance

of the complaint. The treasurer of Citizens for Freeman, Belinda

Haight, and counsel for Debra Freeman have raised allegations of

breach of confidentiality with regard to a newspaper report that

a complaint has been filed. The documents containing these

latter allegations have been treated as improper complaints; they

have not been resubmitted with the required notarizations.
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LBG&LAND FACTUAL ANALYS IS
1. Propriety of the Complaint

In her response to the complaint, Ms. Freeman states that

the newspaper articles submitted by the complainant

apparently are conceived of by Commission
counsel to rise to the requirement of a
'sworn complaint' by virtue of the
verification and notarization of page four of
the request . ... At no place does
complainant state facts of her own knowledge
which would justify a complaint.

On November 15, 1979, the Commission approved the

recommendation of the General Counsel to continue to accept

complaints based on newspaper articles pursuant to Agenda

Document #79-299. As noted in that document, the legislative

history of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1), in particular the debates in

the House of Representatives, indicate that the requirement of

signed, sworn and notarized complaints stemmed from a desire to

deter false accusations by requiring that complainants identify

themselves and their sources and that they face prosecution for

false statements. (See, e.g., remarks of Representative

Rostenkowski, 122 Cong. Rec. H2542, daily ed. Mar. 30, 1976).

"These concerns are met without further requirements for external

complaints based on newspaper articles." Agenda Document $79-

299, page 3. The issue of possible inaccuracies is met by the

requirement that news articles used as the bases for complaints

be substantive in their statements of fact. Agenda Document #79-

299 recommended, in summary, that complaints based on newspaper

articles be accepted
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"...(s)o long as a complaint . . . satisfied
2 U.S.C. s 437g(a) (1), by including a sworn
statement that the complainant believes the
facts to be true as alleged, and satisfies
11 C.F.R. S 111.2 (nov S 111.4), in that the
news article on which the complaint is based
must be substantive in its facts . ..

11 C.F.R. S 111.4(b) requires that the complainant provide

his or her full name and address and that the contents of the

complaint "be sworn to and signed in the presence of a notary

public and be notarized." 11 C.F.R. S 111.4(c) states that

" (t) he complaint should differentiate between personal knowledge

- and statements based upon information and belief, while 11 C.F.R.

: $ 111.4(d) provides that the complaint should clearly identify

"each person or entity . . . alleged to have committed a

C violation; identify the complainant's source of information if

the allegations made are not based upon personal knowledge;

,._ contain a "clear and concise recitation of the facts which

. describe a violation;" and provide documentation supporting the

c allegations if available. On the basis of this distinction

!/ between required and requested contents, Ms. Freeman's apparent

position that a complaint, in order to be justified, must be

based upon personal knowledge is unfounded.

The complainant in the present matter has complied with all

of the Commission's required elements for a proper complaint and

with all but one of those requested. The complainant is

identified by name and address, the complaint is sworn to, signed

and notarized, differentiation is made between personal knowledge

and statements based upon information and belief, the sources of
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identified, and the alleged violations are described clearly and

concisely. No documentation is provided over and above references

to reports filed by the Commission; however, none is required.

2. Alleqations

A. Fusion Energy Foundation. Inc.. Fusion Energy and
Space Program Magazine. Campaigner Publications.
Inc.. and Executive Intelligence Review

1. Corporate Contributions

The complaint alleges that representatives of "Fusion
Ti-,

. magazine," Fusion Energy Foundation, and the Executive

~Intelliqence Review solicited monies for magazine subscriptions

C and an anti-Jerry Brown campaign from persons who later were

C reported as contributors by the Citizens for Freeman Committee.

The complaint cites five individuals reported as contributors by

the Freeman campaign who assertedly have confirmed their intent

to subscribe to one of the magazines rather than to contribute to

~the Freeman campaign. At least two of these persons made their

- payments by means of telephoned authorization of payment through

credit card.

Information in the newspaper article forming part of the

complaint indicates that another seventeen (17) contributors to

Citizens for Freeman told the reporter that they intended to make

contributions to the Freeman campaign, but that they were

solicited not by Freeman but by representatives of either the

Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine or the Executive

Intelligence Review for their contributions.
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Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., is a not-for-profit

organization incorporated in New York County, New York in 1976.

This corporation is the publisher of Fusion Energy and Space

Program Magazine, the "Fusion magazine" cited in the complaint.

Executive Intelligence Review is a publication of Campaigner

Publications, Inc., of New York City.

The costs of any solicitation of contributions to Citizens

for Freeman by representatives of the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc. or of its magazine, or by Campaigner Publications, Inc.
No

personnel or representatives of its publication would constitute

in-kind contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b. There is

- no indication that these solicitations were made by separate

Cq segregated funds to persons within the permissible classes

~established by 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b) (4) (A).

: We recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that

the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner Publications,

Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind

_ contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation

costs.!/

B. Citizens for Freeman

1. Receipt of Corporate Contributions

The complaint asserts that seventeen (17) individuals who

were reported as having made contributions to Citizens for

1/ The appropriate respondents in this matter are the
publishing companies, not their publications.
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Freeman have stated that they were solicited for these

contributions by representatives of the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., and of the Foundation's publication, Fusion Energy and

Space Program Magazine, and by representatives of Executive

Intelligence Review, a publication of Campaigner Publications,

Inc. Given the corporate status of the Foundation and of

Campaigner Publications, the acceptance of such solicitation

efforts by Citizens for Freeman would constitute receipt of in-

kind corporate contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

We recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens

c for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting in-kind

C contributions from the above corporate entities in the form of

solicitation costs.

' ":2. Acceptance of Funds and Reporting

The complaint alleges that Citizens for Freeman has violated

11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a) (2) and 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (1) by accepting

- funds not intended by their original sources to be political

contributions to Debra Freeman's campaign.

The regulations cited by the complainant concern the

necessity for political committees supporting both federal and

non-federal candidates to maintain separate accounts or to assure

that only contributions permitted by the Act go into the account

from which contributions to federal candidates are made.

Apparently illegal contributions must be returned or reported and

their legality established. Although it can be argued that
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candidate committees are subject to the specific requirements of

11 C.F.R. $ 102.5(a) as well as to those of 11 C.F.R. $ 103.3,

the better finding is that the reporting of the receipt of funds

from individuals who did not intend to make political

contributions constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and

(3) in that the funds received were not in fact contributions

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i). The latter provision of the

Act states that a "contribution" includes any gift, etc., "made

by any person for purposes of influencing any election for

Federal office." The absence of such intent on the part of the

original sources of the funds renders illegal the reporting of

- such sources as contributors pursuant to Section 434(b) (3) and

C results in the misreporting of all total amounts of receipts

"© pursuant to Section 434 (b) (2).

.... We recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens

for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

S reporting as contributors individuals who did not intend to make

contributions and as contributions monies expended by these

individuals which were intended for purposes other than the

making of contributions..

3. Reporting of Affiliation

The complainant has also alleged that Citizens for Freeman

has violated 11 C.F.R. $ 102.1(a) and $ 102.2(b) (1) by failing to

disclose the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine and the

Executive Intelligence Review as affiliated organizations. This
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allegation is based upon the assumption that these three entities

are "political committees m under the Act because they allegedly

raised in excess of $1,000 for Ms. Freeman's campaign.

2 U.S.C. s 431(4) defines political committee as "n

committee, club, association, or other group of persons which

receives contributions . . . or makes expenditures ....*. For

purposes of the Act, "contribution" and "expenditure" are defined

at 2 U.S.C. s 431(8) (A) (l) and S 431(9) (A) (1) as transactions

made "for the purpose of influencing any election for federal

off ice." 2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibits any corporation from making a

-c contribution or an expenditure in connection with a federal

C election. Thus, with the exception of olitical committees

C incorporated for liability purposes only pursuant to 11 C.F.R.

'C $ 114.12(a), corporations cannot be either a political committee

or an affiliated committee of another political committee.

Rather, any participation by an incorporated entity, other than a

political committee, in the campaign of a federal candidate must

- be addressed in the context of a possible violation of 2 U.S.c.

5 441b. (See above)

The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. and Campaigner

Publications, Inc., are both incorporated entities. Thus, they

could not be affiliated committees of Citizens for Freeman. Nor

could their respective publications.

4. Reporting of Connected Organization

The complainant also alleges that Citizens for Freeman has

violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.2(b) (2 U.S.C. $ 433b)) by failing to
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disclose the National Anti-Drug Coalition ("the Coalition") as a

connected organization. The complainant argues that the

Coalition, as regards its relationship with Citizens for Freeman,

fulfills the definition of "connected organization" found at

11 c.F.R. S 100.6(a), i.e., an organization which "directly or

indirectly establishes, administers, or financially supports a

political committee." In support of this allegation the

complainant cites the listing of Debra Freeman's name on

Coalition leaflets as director of its local chapter, and the

. complainant's personal contact with *various individuals working

~for Ms. Freeman, whom I have noted working alternately in the

C capacity of campaign staff (handing out Freeman for Congress

C4 literature) and in the capacity of Anti-Drug Coalition staff

(handing out anti-drug literature)."

The definition of "connected organization" found at

._. 11 C.F.R. $ 100.6(a) parallels the language of 2 U.S.C. S 431(7)

which defines such an organization as "any organization which is

- not a political committee but which directly or indirectly

establishes, administers, or financially supports a political

committee." This definition was added as part of the 1979

Amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act and was explained

as follows in the report of the Committee on House Administration

which accompanied H.R. 5010:

The term "connected organization" has been
defined to mean the entity, such as a
corporation, labor organization, membership
organization, cooperative, or corporation
without capital stock, which establishes,
administers, or financially supports a
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separate segregated fund under the provisionsof section 316 [2 U.S.C. S 441b]. House RPt.
No. 96-422, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 6.

Thus, a "connected organization" can only be an entity which

is prohibited from making contributions to federal campaigns by

2 U.S.C. S 441b, i.e., corporations, labor organizations,

incorporated membership organizations and cooperatives, or

corporations without capital stock. No evidence has yet been

found that the Anti-Drug Coalition is incorporated. Therefore,

the appropriate findings are that the Anti-Drug Coalition has

-- made in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

the services of staff members and that Citizens for Freeman has

\© failed to report these contributions.2!

C
We recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that

~Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens

for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) by failing to

report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

~Coalition in the form of staff services.

' 5. Commingling of Funds

The complainant also asserts that the "various

interconnections of funds" between the Fusion Energy Foundation,

2/ Citizens for Freeman has continuously reported a debt owed

to Caucus Distributors for "phone and rent" ever since the
committee's first report dated July 15, 1982. The debt has stood
at $872.36 since the committee's October 15, 1982 report. The
address of Caucus Distributors is the same as that of the
National Anti-Drug Coalition, as that of the National Democratic
Policy Committee headed in Baltimore by Ms. Freeman's husband,

and as the address now being reported for Citizens for Freeman.
(Until its most recent report dated July 17, 1983, Citizens for
Freeman reported a post office box number).
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Fusion magazine, the Executive Intelligence Review and the

National Anti-Drug Coalition throws into doubt the compliance

of the Citizens for Freeman committee with the strict

requirements regarding a political committee's or federal

account's separate receipts and disbursements as set out by

11 C.F.R. $ 102.5(a) (1)(i) and (ii)." Again, it can be argued

that this regulation applies to candidate committees; however,

the better citations are 2 U.S.C. S 432 and 11 C.F.R. S 103. In

either case, however, the complainant provides no evidence of

.. commingling of funds beyond asserting the possibility of such.

Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find no reason to

C believe at this time that violations of the Act or regulations by

C Citizens for Freeman or by Belinda Haight as treasurer have

occurred in this regard.

C. Debra Freeman

~The complainant alleges violations of the same statutory and

. regulatory provisions by candidate Debra H. Freeman as are

- alleged to have been incurred by Citizens for Freeman.

In her response to the complaint, Ms. Freeman has denied

possessing "information that would indicate any improper

solicitation * or any "knowledge or information indicating any

funds received by her committee were accepted in violation of any

provisions of the Federal Election Act orReuain.

(Attachment 1). These denials, however, constitute only legal

conclusions as to the legality of solicitations made, not denials

of knowledge of the basic facts in this matter.
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2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a) makes it illegal for a candidate to

knowingly accept corporate contributions. Ms. Freeman's failure

to deny the facts which form the basis of the recommended

findings of violations of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b by her authorized

committee, and the present commonality of addresses of Citizens

for Freeman and of Ms. Freeman's National Anti-Drug Coalition

off ice,3/ could provide bases for a finding of reason to believe

that Ms. Freeman was involved in acceptance of solicitation costs

incurred by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and by Campaigner

Publications, Inc. However, we recommend that the Commission

defer any finding with regard to Ms. Freeman's own involvement in

this matter until information has been obtained concerning the

( personnel and methods which may have been used in solicitation

O activities undertaken on her behalf by these two corporations.

~RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the Commission find reason to believe that the Fusion
r Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

have violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b by making in-kind
'. contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

solicitation costs.

2. That the Commission find reason to believe that Citizens for
Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting in-kind
contributions from the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and
Campaigner Publications, Inc. in the form of solicitation
costs.

3/ See footnote 2.
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3. That the Commission find reason to believe that Citizens for
Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by
reporting as contributors individuals who did not intend to
make contributions and as contributions monies expended by
these individuals which were intended for purposes other
than the making of contributions.

4. That the Commission find reason to believe that Citizens for
Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) by failing to
report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug
Coalition in the form of staff services.

5. That the Commission find no reason to believe at this time
that Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of
Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 432 or
11 C.F.R. S 103 by commingling committee funds with those of

r other organizations.

" 6. Send attached letters.

~Charles N. Steele
CC / Genera oonel

.BY:___________ __

Associate General Counsel

... Attachments
- i. Response received from Debra H. Freeman

2. Letters to respondents (4)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C Z06

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM.
DATE:

SUBJECT:

(fERL CuEL
MARJORIE V. EMMONS/wjN SAv B

ocr~21, 1983

AtD)II(XqL CBECI - ?VR 1556 Gueral ze1's
1~otsigned (k 19, 1983

The above-name document was circulated to the

Co ission on We sa, tbe 19, 1983 at 4:00.

Objections have been received from the Conuissioners

as indicated by the nm (a) chocked:

Comsioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Harris

Comissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Conmsussioner Reiche

x

x

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Thursday, Occbr27, 1983.

the Executive Session

C
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In the Matter of)
)

Deba H. Frsa ) ?IJR 1556

CitizmaS for Fr )
Cwamigrr lctcmS, Inc.)
The~ Fusion Energy Fourdation, Inc. )

I, Marjorie W. E mons, Recording Secretary for the Feeal

Election 0zamiission Exaecutive Session on C oe 27, 1983, doerb

- certify that the Qzuission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the

following actions in MIR 1556:

07 1. Fidl rean to believe that the Fuio E, rgy
Rcwdation, Inc., and Ca9agne Pubitions,
Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C. S 44Th by ukn

'0 inkn contribu tions to Ciiza for Fran

in the form of solicitation csts.

S2. Find reason to believe that Citiwh forFrsn

aid Belinda Baight as treasurer of Citiwms for
SFrestan have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accpting

in-kiM contribtins from the Fusio &rg
' Fcurdtionl, Inc., and C agner Publications, Inc.

in the form of solicitation csts.

3. Find reason to believe that Citizenxs for Fresian
and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
Frsinhave violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)
by reporting as contributors indiividuals who did not

intend to make contributions and as contributions
monies expended by these individuals which wre
intended for purposes other than the making of

contributions.

4. Find reason to believe that Citizenis forFrsa
and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
Feanhave violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b) (2) by
failing to report in-kind contribultionls from the
National Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff

services.



(ertification for MJR 1556 Page 2

Octoer 27, 1983

5. Find no reason to believe at this tine that
Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as
treasurer of Citizens for Freenan have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 432 or 11 C.F.R. S 103
by c inigng cxinttee fud with thxee of
other organizations.

6. Send the letters attached to the General
Counsel' s report dated Ocoe 19, 1983.

7. Send the letter attached to the General
Counsel's ?Aendumz to the October 19, 1983
report.

-Comissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Mcionald, Marr,

" and Ieiche voted affirmantively for the decision.

XC)
Attest:

C

Secretary of the Qiunissiocri



! FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

November 1, 1983

James F. Schoener, Esquire
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone
Suite 300
2555 14 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

RE: IBUR 1556

Dear Mr. Schoener:

In your letter of August 23, 1983, which enclosed the
response of Debra H. Freeman in the above-cited matter, you
stated that there is an ongoing investigation of the Department
of Justice into the same issues as those being addressed by the
Commission, and that it is your assumption that "pursuant to the
DOJ-FEC understanding of 1978, response to one or the other of
the agencies is all that is required."

C By "DOJ-FEC understanding of 1978" we understand you to mean
Ci the memorandum between the Civil Division of the Department of

Justice and the Commission signed in March of 1978. This
S memorandum addresses only the handling of civil litigation. It
S does not address investigations by either the Department or the

Commission.

A separate memorandum of understanding was entered into by
- the Commission and the Criminal Division of the Department of

Justice in December, 1977. This earlier memorandum serves as a
t guide to the respective statutory responsibilities of the two
- agencies. It does not address simultaneous investigations. It

does not follow, therefore, that service of a response upon
either the Department or the Commission represents service upon
the other, which we believe, to be your assumption. In effect,
each agency's investigation is a separate procedure requiring
separate responses.

We hope that this answers the question posed in your letter.

S incerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel



(~ ~) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WSHINCTON. D.C. 20463

November 1, 1983

President
The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
P.O. Box 1438
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10101

RE: MUR 1556

Dear SiJr/Madam:

~The Federal Election Commission notified you on July 12,
1983, of a complaint which alleged that Fusion Energy and Space

S Program Magazine and the Fusion Energy Foundation had violated a
S section of the Commission's regulations. A copy of the complaint

was forwarded to you at that time.
C

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
c •complaint, the Commission, on October 27, 1983, determined that
. there is reason to believe the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind contributions to
:.: Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation costs.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
S believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
S of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Fusion Energy
Foundation, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to the
next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.



I I

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.s.c. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and $ 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be maode
public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
417/5.

Sincerely,

Danny L. McDonald,
Chairman

Enclosure
_. Procedures



'4 S
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

November 1, 1983

President
Campaigner Publishers, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1556

Dear S ir/Madam:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on July 12,
-- 1983, of a complaint which alleged that your publication, the

... Executive Intelligence Review, has violated a section of the
Commission's regulations. A copy of the complaint was forwarded

- to you at that time.

C Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
C complaint, the Conission, on October 27, 1983, determined that

•there is reason to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind contributions to
Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation costs.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
- believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against Campaigner
Publications, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to the
next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.



This matter wiii remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and $ 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Veissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4175.

S incer ely,

Danny L. McDonald,
Chairman

o Enclosure
Procedures

C

(N



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNGTO DC 0463November 1, 1983

Ms. Belinda Haight, Treasurer
Citizens for Freeman
711 West 40th Street, 4310
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Haight:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on July 12,
9 1983, of a complaint which alleged that Citizens for Freeman had

violated certain sections of the Commission' s regulations. A copy
? of the complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

c Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on October 27, 1983, determined that

C there is reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman and you as

*g treasurer of Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by
accepting in-kind contributions from the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner Publications, Inc., in the form
of solicitation costs; 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting
as contributors individuals who did not intend to make

r contributions and as contributions monies expended by these
individuals which were intended for purposes other than the
making of contributions; and 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) by failing to
report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

- Coalition in the form of staff services. The Commission found no
reason to believe at this time that Citizens for Freeman and you
as treasurer of Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 432
or 11 C.F.R. S 103 by commingling committee funds with those of
other organizations.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

LI



M4s. Belinda HaightPage 2

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your committee
and/or yourself, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to the
next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4 ) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4175.

,<r Sincerely,

Danny L. McDonald,
C-' Chairman

'0

Enclosure
r Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WHNTO, C 83 NOV I14 AIO: 31I

November 14, 1983

IUW)RANDUM

TO : The Commission

FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross /A
Associate General Counse

SUBJECT: Authorization to Issue Subpoenas and
tr Orders in Connection with MlUR 1556

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe
' ' ' that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner
C Publications, Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b by making in-"

kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in 1982, and that
C4 Citisens for Freeman has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting in-

kind contributions from the above corporations; 2 U.S.C.
'0 $ 434(b)(2) and (3) by reporting as contributions monies not

intended to be such by the makers; and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) by
"> failing to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-
.. Drug Coalition.

C The first stage of our investigation will focus on the
organizational structures of the respondents, their persnnl,

'J especially those involved in solicitations, their respective
~methods of solicitation, bookkeeping and banking, relationships

between the corporations and Citizens for Freeman, and the
relationship betveen the National Anti-Drug Coalition and
Citizens for Freeman. Based on prior experience, it is our
opinion that it is unlikely that these respondents would
voluntarily comply with requests for documents and other
information; hence, we believe compulsory process will be
necessary.

Attached are subpoenas, orders and cover letters which we
recommend that the Commission authorize for service upon the
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
and Citizens for Freeman.



Memorandum to the Commission
MUR 1556
Page 2

Also attached is a sample of the letter and questions which
this office proposes to send to 42 persons listed as contributors
in reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, and which we recommend
that the Commission approve.

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the attached subpoenas, orders and cover letters
to Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., Campaigner Publications, Inc.,w
and Citizens for Freeman.

Approve the attached sample letter and questions to be sent
to reported contributors.

Attachments
Copies of Subpoenas and Orders - 3
Copies of Letters - 3

'0Copies of Sample Letter and Questions - 1



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASINGTON. 0 C 204163

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM :

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EM 'ODY C. RANSOM 7<
NOVEMBER 17, 1983

OBJECTION - MUR 1556 Memorandum to the
Commission dated November 14, 1983

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Mobnday, November 14, 1983 at 4:00.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:
CV

Couuss ioner

Commissioner

commissioner

Commi s sione r

comuis s ioner

commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Harris

.McDonald

McGarry

Reiche

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, November 29, 1983.

x



In the Matter of)
)

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., ) MUR 1556
Ca~agner Publications, Inc.,)
Citizens for Freem

T' iCATIQN

I, Marjorie W. Bwucns, Recording Secrtr for the Fdeal

Election Qitutission Ex~ztve Sessioni on Nta*e 29, 1983, do hereby

cOcertify that the Ociunissicided by a i t of 6-0 to take the

fo11 ir actions in )IJR 1556:

1. Authorize the mtsu aia, orders aind cover letters
C to Fsion Ergy fo~~ation, Inc., Calpig r

Publications, Inc., arud Citizens for Fruw as
C 4 rem In the i'uc Ge~ral Omael' s repor

kO 4ted ? e 14, 1983.

-. 2. hpicu the smp1e letter ani cqusstions to be sent
to reor ciirltr, as L,- , ;in the

z Guiemral QOusel 's report dated Noaste 14, 1983.

C Qiuissiorers Aivi, Elliott, Harris, MClonald, !osarxy, and

Jeiche te affirnatively for the decision.

Attest:

rate Mroi . m~
Secretary of the OCunmission



November 14. 1983

Charles Steele 0

General Counsel -

Federal Election Commission :
1325 K Street N.y.
Washington. D.C. 20463 - :

'N

Attn. : Anne Weissenborn i
~Re: I4UR 1556

C Dear Sir:

04Pursuant to a telepon conversation Of this date between

Sanford Roberts and Anne Veissenborn. request-is her* Fy mad

for a ten day extension of time in which to respond to MIR i

1556. This request is made on behalf of Belinda Haight, .

f Citizens for Freeman.

~I am forwarding the designation of counsel to your office

under a separate cover.

Respect fully,

Iayr organroth



9 9
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON.DC. 20463

November 23, 1983

Mayer Morganroth, Esquire
Suite 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Morganroth,

Your request of November 14, 1983, for a ten-day
extension of time within which to respond on behalf of
Citizens for Freeman in the above-captioned matter has

~been received. The request has been granted, and thus
C we will anticipate receiving your response on or about

November 28, 1983.
C l

'0 Sincerely,

1I Counsel



9J
ODIN P. ANDERSON v .

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02114

November 15, 19836172080

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 1556

-4
Dear Mr. Gross:

I have been retained by the Fusion Energy Foundation and
Campaigner Publications, Inc. to represent them in the instant
matter. Reference is made to your letter of November 1, 1983
in which you notified various parties that the Commission has
determined that it has reason to believe that the Federal
Election Campaign Act has been violated, and that they had
ten (10) days to respond to this determination.

Pursuant to a conversation between yourself and my
associate, Robert Rossi, I am requesting an extension of
approximately two (2) weeks to respond to the letter. I am
currently on trial, and have only recently been retained in
this matter. I have not had an opportunity to fully discuss
this matter with my clients, and would appreciate being granted
until November 28, 1983 to respond to the allegations in the
letter.

If you should have any questions, feel free to contact
me at any time.

Very truly yours,

Odin P. Anderson

OPA/ jmr



O I
STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

Re: IbU
NAME OF COUNSEL: Odin p. Anderson

ADDRESS: One Longfellow Place

Boston, Mass. 02114

TELEPHONE: 617-720-1800

.,IG a:8
1556

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my -
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

November 13, 1983

Signa ture
PaulGl agher

Executive Director
Fusion Energy Fdn.

NAME: Fusion Energy Foundation

ADDR ESS: P.Q.Box 1438
Radio City Station

SNew York, N.Y. 10101

HOME PHONE

BUSINESS PHONE: 212-247-8439

Date

I
i-



STATEEN OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

Re: MUR 1556

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson

One Longfellow Place

Boston, Mass. 02114

617-720-1800

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commi ss ion.

November 13, 1983

Signature Linda De Hoyos
President
Campaigner Publications

NAME:. Campaigner Publications

ADDRESS: 304 W. 58th Street
Newi York, N.Y. 10019

HOME PHONE

BUSINESS PBONIE: 212-247-8820

Date



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL N,

Re: MUJR 1556"

NAME OF COUNSEL: Mayer Morganroth _

ADDRESS: 24901 Northwestern Highway -
Southfield, Michigan 48075 __

TELEPHONE: 313-355-3084

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

r the Commission.

,C'

C

.November 14, 1983

Sicnature
Belin iHt

Treas ure r,
Citizens for Freeman

NAME: Belinda Haight and Citizens for Freeman

ADDRESS: 711 west 40th Street, Room 310
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

HOME PHONE

BUSINESS PHONE:

301-243-4585

Date

i



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONIVA5HINCTON, D.C. 20463

November 23, 1983

Odin P. Anderson, EsquireOne Longfellow Plaza
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MURE 1556

Dear Mr. Anderson,

Your request of November 15, 1983, for an extensionof time within which to respond on behalf of your clients
in the above-captioned matter was received by this office
on November 23. The request has been granted, and we will
therefore anticipate receiving your responses on November 28,
1983.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

i ennetn A. iyossAssociate General Counsel



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
• WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

December 12, 1983

Mr. Robert Norment /
3050 Hilihedge
Montgomery, Alabama 36111

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Norment:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

3 writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

c may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
C? or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
04 these same entities.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

,c investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
. consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 3982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I ntel1igence Review? ..

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

, paid.

-O 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
L of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:

'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'fl d) what was said by that person;

.. e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
9) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



QuestionsPage 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself je.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

cO$ 250 9/6/82

> Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

Ob) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

'? the person who approached you identified
_ himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

' credit card) ;
.f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill2 received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

(N



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WAH NC ON DC 043 December 12, 1983

Mr. Lawrence Swenson
2141 Esperanza Lane
Lexington Park, Maryland 20653

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Swenson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requestedO to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

,j may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

. the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit cardC invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C these same entities.

xO The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

__ Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

to investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
,. consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charl e N. Steele

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



• e
QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
tO the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you wer e approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the forxrof payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
__h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
C paid.

N" 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

C of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C i If you were so approached, please state:

'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
) face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
to an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
r-e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



QuestionsPage 2

c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the fo]lowing contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 600 8/28/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

C 4 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);
b) the approximate date you were approached;

"Oc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
o the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
- an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

, credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

r.g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
IWILY) WASHNC'ION. D.C 20463

December 12, 1983

Mr. David Frackleton .
487 South Mason
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Frackleton:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

r to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

CI Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
_ '0 matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
"< investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.

This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
to investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Char)e. N. Sel

BY (nehA G'ross -

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



QUESTIONS:

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion'Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., cheek, money order, credit

card) ;
tOh) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
C paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
c of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

'C a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

"r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
,/) an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
,"e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

9) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with-thecommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

i 00?
250 8/19/82
500 8/21/82

Please state whether you intended to make these'0 contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C:: If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you respondedO (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);
C b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
. an organization) ;

__d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

c': credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

L g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
_ on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) 'the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C-"

'C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 2043

December 12, 1983

Mr. William L. Ritchie .-..
34 Kalorama Circle /
Washington, D.C. 20008

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Ritchie:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

oO to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

C 4
"O The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
" investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

. confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

t investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

" investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Gaes N. Steel

BY: K enne .Ar~
Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.*Enerr4 and Space Program' Maazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form. of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
O h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
c paid.

" 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
C of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

"0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

* b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
"od) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion m.agazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelience Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "if you were contacted in person or by te]lephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
9) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 150?
075 8/3/82
S675 8/15/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C
04 If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

0a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
- c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'J9d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

CN
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~~WASHINGTON. D C 20463 Dembr1,98

Mr. William S. Smith /

P.O. Box 24154
New Orleans, Louisiana 70184

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b. the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

~to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proqram

-- Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, inc.,
~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C ~

C, The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
'Cmatter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
-" investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

r confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

*Vs) investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

S investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Stel

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 19p2, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-*Energv and Space program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to Lhe Executive I ntellisence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
,'Oh) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
-- pa id.

f 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

'?b) the approximate date you were approached;
-- C) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
"";d) what was said by that person;
, e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card );

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so appr oached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commit tee :

Amount Date

r$ 300 7/19/82
50 8/3/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
. contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
"c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

~an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

, e) the form of payment used (e.9., check, money order,
credit card) ;

Sf) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payvment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

If)

C

C J



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wASHINGTON, D.C 2043

December 12, 1983

Mr. Thomas J. McMahon
2532 C South Arlington Mill Drive
Arlington, Virginia 22206

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. McMahon:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and space Program
Magazjne (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
The ExecutTie ntelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
c invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
- matter, but, rather, a witness only.

- Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (32) (A) apply.

c This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

" consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.*Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Exe'cutive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
N- h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
"--T-.paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
V of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
>2 face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
-c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
r the person who approached you identified
L himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
tO an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/her self Ae .g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 500 8/13/82

-- Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

._ If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C' a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the biJI received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION6 ~ WSHINTON.DC 2463 December 12, 1983

Mr. Carlos A. Siso Pauan
1901 Brickell Avenue L
Miami, Florida , .,

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Siso Pauan:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

c writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

-- may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C' or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C4 these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
S matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
, investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
, This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
r. consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Cha~Zs N. Steel

BY: A

Associate Ge~er one

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tO
the Fusion-Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I ntell119ence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
0 h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
04 paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
C of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

_a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
" face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

r the person who approached you identified
' himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

, an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herSelf (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

___$ 500 8/13/82

C Please state whether you intended to make these

contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

CD b) the approximate date you were approached;
w- c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified
r, himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
Sd) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
~credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative ofan organization);e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money-order,credit card);g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recordedon the bill which you received.
(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISStON

December 12, 1983

Mr. Ted R. Hunt
Route 2
Bostic, North Carolina 28081

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Hunt:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

r to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

: Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

o invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
- investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

'D investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

- investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Ch4?es N. S te~

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



QUEST IONS

1. In l9.82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Enerqy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

ri) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
C paid.

- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
_ of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

'C a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

' : b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
-Od) what was said by that person;
,.,e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelhgqence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
.the personrWho°fapproached t s*you identified
himself/hersle. g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commit tee:

Amount Date

$ 250 7/21/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
C'. contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

" If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
c's (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
- " c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

.. the person who approached you identified
" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
-. an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
C e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
'/)f) whether a receipt was provided;
,,g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
s ta te:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credi.t card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

'0

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

a '. ~~WASHINGTON. D C 20463 Dembr1998

Mr. James M. Anderson /
627 North Jackson
Arlington, Virginia 22202

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Anderson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection w~ith an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
~may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
-the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
Cinvoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C 4

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
- investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

- investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

". investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

BY. enn .St~

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUEST ION~S

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Enercw and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I ntelligence Review? ..

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
coh) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
• C' paid.

'". 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

_ of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

_- a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'/ d) what was said by that person;
,,..e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a recei.pt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellcence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself le.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee:

Amount Date

$ 00?
c ]1,000?

100 8/31/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
O (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

f an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

"oe) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
- credit card);

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

a

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

December 12, 1983

Edward G. Allen, M.D.
Box 123
Clifton Forge, Virginia 24422

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Dr. Allen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

-- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
• - may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

M agazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
i the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C: invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.

- \0 The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only. i

Since this information is being sought as part of an
- investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
S This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
! investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
r, investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate Gener 1 Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



4. 0
QUESTIONS

1. In 19 2, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review? -

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-f ace contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of paymenc (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

' i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
. ..... paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:j

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

' '"b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'fl d) what was said by that person;

,.e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identif ied
himself/herself /e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 200?
245 9/4/82
555 9/10/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
~contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

.:b) the approximate date you were approached;
: 2c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

- an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

tCe) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
. credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) ±f you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

CN

NC



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~~WASHINCTON. 0 C. 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. Edwin L. Wildner, Jr.
211 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, Virginia 22202

RE:= MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Wildner:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

' ) to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
:.: may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

Mgazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation,In,
. heExecutive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C: invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.

kO The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
S investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

,f) investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

r. investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Cha~jies N. S teele

BY /Kenneth A."Gsf-
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review7

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);,
h) whether a receipt was provided;

Oi) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
. paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

I__

Cq If you were so approached, p~ease state:

- kOa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

t"b) the approximate date you were approached;
_c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'f)d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intell3.cence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/19/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

N- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Oc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
'°: himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
- an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
.'.e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
' 'f) whether a receipt was provided;
.. g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

cO



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS WAH INTON.D C 0463December 12, 1983

Mr. Richard H. Warren ,
216 Layton Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Warren:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

c writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proqram
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

" the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
C" or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

- The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a vitness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

S investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



1. 1n 192, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion -Energyand Space Program Magazine (Fso magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., cbeck, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

Q i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C-
If you were so approached, please state:

a) th formof te solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,face-to-face contact) ;
. b) the approximate date you were approached; .l

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how "
r the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

,J d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

""f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, vith the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 215 8/21/82
__255 9/4/82

-- Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

- - b) the approximate date you were approached;
v.c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

' credit card) ;
.. f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) '*he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact)

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C\I

C-

~'0



7 0 0
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS WA~iNGON.DC 2463 December 12, 1983

Mr. Edward L. S tepenson
P.O. Box 3475
Tequesta, Florida 33458

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Stepenson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

9 writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

: may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C- or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

04 these same entities.

O The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

-- Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

C confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

,d9 investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
. consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

BY: entA r
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

i. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inteligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;-
h) whether a receipt was provided;

ri) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

4 .
Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
tOd) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
r.f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Inteflizence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/21/82

t Please state whether you intended to make these
- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

. If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C7a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C4 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
r e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
t f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
s ta te:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

'o

C
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS . ~~WA5HINCTON. DC 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. Stoney Elmore r
1509 Royal Oak Drive
McLean, Virginia 27102

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Elmore:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks vbich you

~~may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Enerqy and .Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

" invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
,:- investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

'. investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 2982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusionih.Enercly and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

cC) i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
. paid.

;-. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

" .b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

" " the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

Lod) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

r f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Inteilaqence Review to make a contribution to be
used }or activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 600 9/4/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C-

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
04 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

. the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

" '" an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
. credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
Sg) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state :

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

cM
NO



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING'rON. D C 20463

1Oecember 12, 1983

Mr. Jaime M. Benavides
P.O. Box 1166
Belle Glade, Florida 33430

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Benavides:

The Federa] Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Couu'ission, you are requested to answer in

_- writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proaram
Ma aine Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

N- the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit cardC invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C these same entities.

O The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

r confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

LO investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



p .~ QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space P rogram Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the" Executive Intelligence Review? '

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

04i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
'. pai d.

, 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

C4 •
a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

O face- to-face contact);
Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
__c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

LOd) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

Sf) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 225 9/3/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
'.;. contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

~If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

Sa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
CNI (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

,:: the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization);

d) what was said by that person;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;L )f) whether a receipt was provided;
r.g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1UI~i V) WASHINCTON. DC, 20463

December 12, 1983

Ms. Mary Sperry
113 Singing Wood Lane
Elgin, South Carolina 29045

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Sperry:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

Ut) writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proarm
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

" the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

04 these same entities.

'O The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

r Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

C confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

S consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Char N. Steele77

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Ques t ions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1962, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion'Energv and SPace Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-f ace contact);
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

Di) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

N 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
C If you were so approached, please state:

'0a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

~b) the approximate date you were approached; i
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approacned you identified
- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'f)d) what was said by that person;

.e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 700 9/3/82
1- 00 9/5/82
100 9/29/82

. Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C J

9a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

- the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
" an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

~credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

co

,

CN

p.-



f FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWASHINGTON. 0 C 20463U ,December 12, 1983

Mr. Michael Sperry
113 Singing Wood Lane
Elgin, South Carolina 29045

RE: HEUR 1556

Dear Mr. Sperry:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

O being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

. to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proqram

. Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C' or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
CN invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
c matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
c investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
Tf) This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (BOO) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charli N. Steele/

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review? ...

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of paymen (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);
h) whether a receipt was provided;

Q9 i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
0 pa id.

. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

Da) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

I ;b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
tOd) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself le.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 3982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 100
-- 500 9/5/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
~contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

CT If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
D (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
' c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
L,,,e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
"f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

(7

Cq4



*0 0
f FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~~WASHINCTON, DC. 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. Albert K. Rogers "
808 Pleasant View
Ephranta, Pennsylvania 17522

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Rogers:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b the Commission, you are requested to answer in

,) writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

,. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Proqram
Ma azine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Fonaion n.

~the Executive itelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit cardC invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C4 these same entities.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

- Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

c confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

tf) investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
_consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

ChrsN. stM"

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1.e In 19,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
teFusion--Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or

to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

ri) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
.o paid.

- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

",O_ a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
-c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
'/ d) what was said by that person;
Se) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 225 9/6/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
< contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

" If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

Ca) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Oc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
: J himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

,- an organization);
d) what was said by that person;

Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

!/ f) whether a receipt was provided;
r-g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

Co

. 4
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIINCTON. 0 C. 20463*2* December 12, 1983

Mr. Frank Robinson
P.O. Box 127B, Route 2
Mt. Solon, Virginia 22843

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Robinson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

, writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Enerqv and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit cardC- invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C these same entities.

'0> The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

7 Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

' investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
_ consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Char ls N. S tee 6

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to Lh4e Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the forE. of paymen¢ (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);,
h) whether a receipt was provided;

cOi) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
. pa id.

. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:
CM .

Sa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

:" .b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

r the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
,3d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
r-f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail.,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Quest ionspage 2

c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 9/21/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
. contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

~If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
: himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
. - an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
te) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;f f) whether a receipt was provided;
_g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

0

C

CNI



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~~WASHINGTON. D C° 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. William A. Patch 7
Bob White Acres
P.O. Box 89
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Patch:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutoryduty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

_- being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

. to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion EnerQy and Space Program

i Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments .to any of

these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
S investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
' This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

S incer ely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



a4~'.

QUESTIoNS

1. In 19,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.*Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inteligsence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

('4 i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
pa id.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
t d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellgence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
9) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 9/5/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

~If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
04 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Oc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
. the person who approached you identified
" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
- an organization);

d) what was said by that person;
.... e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
t nf) whether a receipt was provided;

_, g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



fFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
"SDecember 12, 1983

Mr. Edward L. Patr idge j

Brent, Alabama 35034

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Patridge:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

to may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and SPace Proaram
. Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
~or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
Cthese same entities.

(~4 The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

; Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

' consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QU!ESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-f ace contact) ;
C) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of paymen (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

'C) i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
....... pa id.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

C'4 .
.Da) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
:b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

t d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelliguence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) * if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself -(e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 100?
.150 8/28/82

~Please state whether you intended tc make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

_ If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C',{a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

9b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified
. - himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

tD, credit card) ;
r.f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

,NO



Q S
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION1 0 ~~~WASH$INCTON. D C. 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. Dan Herbert
P.O. Box 3682
Wilmington, North Carolina 28406

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Herbert:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as ajmended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

c writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

- may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

- the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
- or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

~invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

'0The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

- Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

C confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

, investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
, consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Since rely,

ChaTz es N. S tel/

B : "#Knnet .Gr~<
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUEST! ONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fuin~eq and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to--face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

CDi) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
.:- paid.

. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
. rc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
tOd) what was said by that person;

.e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Inte2liaence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Quest ions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

i himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee:

Amount Date

$ 009//8
$ 500 9/9/82

' " Please state whether you intended to make these
~contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

c If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
D (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
,, c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
_ an organization) ;

6) what was said by that person;
, e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
" f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
f ace-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

(N



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 204635 December 12, 1983

Mr. L. W. Knox /
3131 Liberty Tower
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102

RE: ?4UR 1556

Dear Mr. Knox:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

~to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
r may have written in 1982 to the FUsion, Enerqy and Space Proaram
~Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

o- invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

C 4
The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
- investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

. investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

S investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

S incer ely,

L*arles N. Ste~l

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inte~L~gence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;-
h) whether a receipt was provided;

ri) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
pa id.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, p~ease state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
o face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate d]ate you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

"- the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
" an organization) ;

tod) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

r-f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/29/82
I) Please state whether you intended to make these

contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.
If you did intend to make these contributions, p~ease state:
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded04 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);\ b) the approximate date you were approached;c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
, credit card) ;f) whether a receipt was provided;" g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.
If you did not intend to make these contributions, please

state:
a) the purpose for which you believed money was being

requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONSWASH INCTON. D C 20463Deebr1,18

Ms. Laura Lawrence /Y

Hawkaway Farm
Warrenton, Virginia 22186

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Conmission, you are requested to answer in

O writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

S may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Enerqy and Space Program
Majajne (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the-Executive Ite1ligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit cardC invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C these same entities.

'0 The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

~Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

C confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

t investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

BYg: /3enneth A. ls
Associate Gen ral Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



OUESTION~S

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion'.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intell.igence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

r-.i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

c% .
vDa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
:" b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
-- the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
If)d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
r f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Inte33icence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Quest ions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

!d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 325w 8/28/82

o Please state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.
- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C-a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;'0c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
r e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;1!) f) whether a receipt was provided;
,. .g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



• 0
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONU ~~~WASHINGTON. D C. 20463 Dembr1,98

Mr. Donald L. MacNay
8702 Sudley Road
Manassas, Virginia 22110

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. MacNay:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

CD writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

-. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Maqazne (Fusion magazine), the Fuso EnegyFoundation, Inc.,

- the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C" invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

'C The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

r Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

r confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

"O investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
,,, consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-tree
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

BY Kenneth A. Gr 05s
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fuin.Eeq and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

-- i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

CM
• Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

.T the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
tn d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellacence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commit tee:

Amount Date

"4$ 400 9/8/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
. contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
O (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
- .c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

c an organization) ;
-d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

Sf) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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C) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

'0



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

December 12, 1983

Mr. Leo Mark
307 Dunwood Lane
Hollywood, Florida 33021

RE: HUE 1556

Dear Mr. Mark:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection uith an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

r writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Enerqy and Space Proqram
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C- invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

'CThe Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

,r investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
S consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Stee

BY: ,~neh.
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



QUESTION4S

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the FusionEnergy and space program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inhtelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact); -
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ; -
h) whether a receipt was provided;

if) i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
~paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

-Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

:'b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

to) d) what was said by that person;
_e) the amount paid for membership;
:' f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellgence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee:

Amount Date

$ 175?
'0 250 9/6/82

75 9/8/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C J

vOa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

,, -:b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

[ d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

r, credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

December 12, 1983

Mrs. Charles O'Donovan ...
207 Churchwarden Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mrs. O'Donovan:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as alended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

co writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and] backs of any checks which you

. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, ...Inc.,

"" the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
c or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
CM these same entities.

- The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
S matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

... confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

' investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
S consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questio~ns, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

eN. teele

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fuaioni.Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

O i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
. paid.

" 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
Cq If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

: b) the approximate date you were approached;
- c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
' d) what was said by that person;

Se) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
! an organization);

id) what was said by that person;
Se) the amount which you contributed;
if) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 500 8/26/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
< contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
(7

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C04 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
. c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

. .. the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

, credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

-. g) if a credit card was used], how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



• • U
Questions
Page 3

c) \he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C"

04



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION0 ~ WSHICTO. C)C 2463 December 12, 1983

W. S. Banks
3600 Dunlop
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20016

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Banks:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

.' writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

C. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and space Program
S Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
C or Citizens for Freeman, as veil as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C these same entities.

C. The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
, matter, but, rather, a witness only.

"-,' Since this information is being sought as part of an
,.. investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
. This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
- consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

S incer ely,

BY: en

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.*Enercw and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

' paid.

' 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
04 If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

'' b) the approximate date you were approached;
- c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

'J)d) what was said by that person;
.e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions tO
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 150?
r250 9/6/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
-contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C" If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
",Ci, (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

C an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

!oe) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

Sf) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).
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I~~'&Y~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASb#NCTON. D C 20463

% December 12, 1983

Ms. Rita Landry
6218 BreeZewood Drive, *301
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Landry:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as apended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

BY: eneth A.Grs
Associate GenerlCone

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1.e In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription t
teFusion.*Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine)Oor

to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;"i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

r .... paid.

c% 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
Cq If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;.... b) the approximate date you were approached;

..... c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

tOd) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself ( e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/15/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if d credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
f ace- to- face contac t) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

cx

(7
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

a , ~~~WASH INCTON, 0 C. 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. David Huling
333 Madison Avenue
Cape Canaveral, Florida 32920

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Huling:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

0 to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

- Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
. ., the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C 4

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
S This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
,D investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
. investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONSI

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-*Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I ntelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
9) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;-
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

_ pa id.

- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C-
C If you were so approached, please state:

_ \?a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

'. d) what was said by that person;
.e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Inte31acence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself -(e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 50?
04500 8/15/82
__100 9/6/82

o Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C
If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

-oa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

;b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in peison or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
LOd) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
" credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WSHINCTON. D C 20463Deebr1,98

Dr. Victor Liszka j..
1900 South Eads Street
Arlington, Virginia 22202

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Dr. Liszka:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

r to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
_ may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
., .- the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C J

vD The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
S investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
,. confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.

This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
,f) investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
S investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Chart' N. Stelr

BY: Kenneth A.Grs
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

1. In19.82, were you ever approached tO buy a subscription to
the Fusion-.Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Int'elligence Review?"

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

tfl i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
_- paid.

c 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

r

If you were so approached, please state:
cN .
v?..a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
:b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
" the person who approached you identified
.: himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face- to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself Ae.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 200?
'C150 8/19/82

-- Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

c If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

-'a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
, (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);
-b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
, e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
-.. f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

cr'

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHINGTON. D C 2043

December 12, 1983

Mr. Barry Bieble
381 N.W. 35th Court
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309

RE: MUJR 1556

Dear Mr. Bieble:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

co writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
-_ to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Maqzin (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
V. matter, but, rather, a witness only.

.r Since this information is being sought as part of an
C investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
' This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

if you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

-- pa id.
S 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

c If you were so approached, please state:

Sa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face- to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
,c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
Lod) what was said by that person;
Se) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 50
0400 9/16/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
:-. (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
": himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
t e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWASHINGTON. D C 20463UDecember 12, 1983

Mr. Robert C. Gray "/

Route 118
Baldwin Place, New York

* RE : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Gray:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b7 the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and SPace program

c Maqazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
c the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C'4

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

U investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

S investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any guestions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank YOU for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Char N. Steele/'

Enclosure
Questions
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QUESTIONS

i. In 19,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

rOi) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
C ,. paid.

" 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, phease state:

9a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

' b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
" d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used 'for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 9/10/82

¢.,, Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
c-

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

! " the person who approached you identified
_ himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

tfl credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend tO make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact) ;

id) it you were approached in person or by telephone, how
i the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

!f)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~~WASHINC TON, D C 20463 eemet2,18

Ms. Miriam Ewing
721 South View Terrace
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Ewing:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

0 may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space proqram
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C these same entities.

'0 The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
- matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (1.2) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

S consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Char e N. Steele

B* ethA G 9
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



.............. QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);
"h) whether a receipt was provided;

) hthryou evrreceived temagazine orwhich yo
paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter memberC of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:
'0

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
r-% face-to-face contact) ;
., b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
c the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
to an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
9) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelliaence Review to make a contribution to beused for activi.ties against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/23/82
c"1,000 8/31/82

1,000 9/9/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
C contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C\I If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
: (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;'-c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
r the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
, an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;.
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state :

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION:i , WASHINCTON. D.C 20463

December 12, 1983
x °"

Mr. J. Carroll Fisher
614 N. Main Street
Salisbury, North Carolina 28 144

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Fisher:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted b? the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

CD to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any cbecks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Pro ram

" ag.azine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the ExecutTiv ntelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C? invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

04.
The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

-- matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.

S This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
, investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
S investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In l9,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the" Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

-- i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
;-. pa id.

2. In 2982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

Sa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

:::b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

- the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
t , d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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!!c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/16/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

" If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

, the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

-- an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

! credit card);
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



! astionls
c) he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



tI rj! FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 204I63U December 12, 1983

Mr. G. Howard Bathon, Jr.
P.O. Box L
Northeast, Maryland 21901

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Bathon:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

r writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

. may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Ez'ergvy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
04 these same entities.

o The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

, Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

S confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

' investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.

Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
~the Fusion.*Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
~to the Executive I ntelligence Review?

! If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

tDi) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
:. paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

.. ,0a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

' "b) the approximate date you were approached;
_c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
" the person who approached you identified

r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization);

tf) d) what was said by that person;
,,,.e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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!c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 225 8/13/82
175 8/13/82

: Please state whether you intended tc make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

,b) the approximate date you were approached;I
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (eog., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
-d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
LJ) credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money-order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

C
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH INCTON. D C, 204b3U December 12, 1983

Ms. Hazel Fox ..
1922 Rux ton Road
Ruxton, Maryland 21204

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Fox:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as alended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

co to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program

'" Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
~the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

these same entities.
C 4

k The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.

S This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
:C investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Cha~s N. Stee.3.w/'7

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTI ONS

1. In 19,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to t~e' Executfve Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
C) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

o i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

c4 -
a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

\O face-to-face contact) ;
: b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified
. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
" an organization) ;

"od) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

"f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive InteJilicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself ( e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 7/16/82
750 8/17/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) tthe form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASMINCT'ON. DC 2044i3

December 12, 1983

Mr. Gordon Stick
4001 Greenway
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Stick:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

tN to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space P rogram
Ma azine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

c> the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

c The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

, investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

" investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

S incer ely,

Aca N teerleConse

Enclosure
Questions



1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
" of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

- If you were so approached, please state:

_a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
" " face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

-- the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization);

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;

-- f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellioence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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i c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 100 9/5/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

,©b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

v. the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

,ry credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

r.g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, moneyorder,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

SC

C)



. - FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
... " .-.. -. T. . WASHINGTON, D C 20463

~December 12, 1983

Mr. Alan Cinsavich .........
2 Livia Court, Apt. A
Baltimore, Maryland 21237

RE : MUJR 1556

Dear Mr. Cinsavich:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

~writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

- may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
~Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
c" or Citizens for Freeman, as Well as copies of any credit card

invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
C i these same entities.

- The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
., matter, but, rather, a witness only.

- Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

F confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charl .N. Stele/

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



• QUESTIONS

1. in 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
~the Pusionb.Energv and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or

to the Executive I ntelligence Review? .....

~if you were so solicited, please state:

Sa) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) tbe approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., cbe.ck, money order, credit

card) ;
hi) whether a receipt was provided;

r-.i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid.

> 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

CN*•
a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
*- the person who approached you identified

r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
• an organization) ;

- d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization);

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 50
cO500 9/8/82

- Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman s campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

" b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

": the person who approached you identified
- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
F- d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
'/' credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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i c) "the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact) ;

i~id) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was. recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



V 0 0
FEDERAL ELECION COMMISSION(5 . ~~WASHINCTON. 0.C 20463Dembr1,98

Mr. Robert N. Ware ..

Route 3, Box 395
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUJR 1556

Dear Mr. Ware:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by tbe Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

CD may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc,,
the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

c or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of

C- these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

v Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.

S This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

t consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

S incer ely,

Charl N. Steele/

BY: Kenneth A. 0

Associate Genra Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the FUsion.Energy and Space ProgramMagazine (Fusion magazine) orto Lhe Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

I!  a) which magazine was involved;
' b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;Sc) the approximate date you were approached;
:d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ; -
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
c of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:

_a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
\O face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
"c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

. an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

t e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions -
Page 2

c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedil himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
!g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amou nt Date

$ 300 9/6/82

C~j Please state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
- 'C) c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
'" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
~an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
-e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
'fl f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

o d) if you were approached in person or. by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
an oganzaton)himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

ie) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);

h) if a credit card Was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.
(Plaserefer to any prior answers if appropriate).



ODIN P. ANDERSON 83DE,,A)'4

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE. BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 021114

December 1, 1983 617-72 1800

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel --
Federal Election Commission *.

Washington, D.C. 20463
(A)

Re : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele:

Campaigner Publications, Inc. (hereinafter
~Campaigner), through its attorney, hereby responds to

the letter of November 1, 1983, whereby Campaigner was
- notified that the Commission has determined that there
., is reason to believe that Camapaigner has violated 2
" U.S.C. Section 441b.

The instant matter was commenced by a complaint
( filed with the Federal Election Commission by Barbara

A. Nikuiski, dated July 1, 1983. The Kikulsii
• f-.complaint, which is based almost entirely on a series
. , of newspaper articles in the Baltimore Eve4n Sun

by Mark Arax, was primarily directed at a e
-:7- violations of F.E.C. regulations by Debra Freeman and

Citizens for Freeman. There is no basis in the
" Complaint for any finding that Campaigner violated the

Federal Election Campaign Act as alleged in the November
.st lt',r

p First of all, and most fundamentally, Campaigner
is nowhere mentioned anywhere in the complaint. The
Executive Intelligence Review, which is alleged to have
violated F.E..C. regulations, is not published by
Campaigner. Second ly, the November 1, 1983 letter
charges Campaigner with violating 2 U.S.C. Section 441b
by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman
in the form of solicitation costs. The term
"solicitation costs" is ambiguous, and does not
adequately inform Campaigner ds to how it is alleged
to have violated the statute. This is especially
egregious in view of the fact that the Mikulski
complaint never mentions Campaigner, ani cites only
11 CFR Section 100.5(a) as having been violated, which
is not the same as alleging a violation of 2 U.S.C.
Section 441b.



* S

In a conversation with Commission staff, counsel
for Campaigner was informed that the term "solicitation
costs" refers to matters such as the use of personnel
to solicit contributions for Citizens for Freeman, and
the use of telephones, facilities, and! the like to
solicit for the Freeman campaign. However, Campaigner
provided no such services to the Freeman campaign.
Campaigner has no employees in Baltimore, leases no
office space there, and has no telephone facilities.
While Campaigner has had a relationship with individuals
in Baltimore who solicit sales of publications
associated with Campaigner, Campaigner did not
authorize, nor would it authorize, any individual to
solicit contributions in its name on behalf of the
Freeman campaign.

b-? The only relationship Campaigner had with the
Freeman campaign was fully disclosed to the F.E.C. in

'; the campaign filings. Campaigner provided printing
services to Citizens for Freeman, and it billed Citizens

- © for Freeman for those services at its regular rates.
Campaigner has partially collected the amounts due on

C this account, and continues to endeavor to collect the
t 4  full amount owing. No other services of any kind were

provided to the Freeman campaign, and Campaigner raised
NC), no money for the campaign.

" For the above reasons, Campaigner is not chargeable
. with having made any in-kind contributions to Citizens

for Freeman in the form of solicitation costs, however
~~that term is defined . Therefore, the Complaint of

Barbara Mikulski should be ,dismissed and no further
!.l proceediings hdl with respect to Campaigner Publications,

Inc.

Very truly yours,

Odin P. Anderson
Attorney for
Campaigner PuOlications, Inc.

OPA\jm



0 a.# ' C1'E. ,' FEO

ODIN P. ANDERSON 80~ 94

ONE: LONGFELLOW PLACE. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 2 114

December 1, 1983 617.720.1800

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

He : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele:

~The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. (hereinafter
FEF), through its attorney, hereby responds to the

- letter of November 1, 1983, whereby FEF was notified
that the Commission has determined that there is reason

~to believe that FEF has violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441b.

C" The instant matter was commenced by a complaint

cM. filed with the Federal Election Commission by Barbara
A. Mikulsici, dated July 1, 1983. The Mikulski complaint

,. : was primarily directed at alleged violations of F.E.C.
regulations by Debra Freeman and Citizens for Freeman.

:',,"i Only towards the endi of the complaint does Mikulsii
state her belief that FEF may have also violated F.E.C.
regulations. However, the factual basis for her allega-
tions are tenuous.

b First of all, the bulk of Mikulski's "facts" are
taken from a series of newspaper articles in the
Baltimore Evening Sun by Mark Arax. The basis for
the claim against FEF appears to be that "[t]wenty-five
of the thirty out-of-state contributors interviewed
by Mr. Arax said they were contacted not by the Citizens
for Freeman Committee, but by representatives of the
Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion magazine, or the
Executive Intell igence magazine"?, and that a few of
these individuals allegedly intended the money to got
to the FEE rather than the Freeman campaign. As a
preliminary mtter, it should be noted that the
complaint fails to specify how many of the 25 contacts
were allegedly made by FEE representatives, and how
many by representatives of the Executive Intelligence
magazine, which is in no way connected to the FEF.

More fund!amentally, however, the allegations of
the complaint fail to support a finding that FEF has



violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441db. The complaint charges
that the FEF raised more than $1,000 for the Freeman
campaign but failed to register as a political committee
as required by 11 CFR Section 100.5(a). This is not
the same as alleging that FEF made in kind contributions
to citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation
costs. Furthermore, the very use of the term
"solicitation costs" is ambiguous, and does not
adequately inform FEF as to how it is alleged to have
violated the statute.

In a conversation with Commission staff, counsel
for the FEF was informed that the term "solicitation
costs" refers to matters such as the use of FEF
personnel to solicit contributions for Citizens for

N. Freeman, and the use of FEF telephones, facilities,
and the like to solicit for the Freeman campaign. If

<Y' this is the meaning to be accorded to "solicitation
costs", the complaint inadequately sets forth facts

c upon which such a charge can be based. The Complaint

c merely states that "representatives" from FEF and Fusion
magazine were involved in soliciting money for the

(\j Freeman campaign, without specifying further how these
"representatives" were connected with the FEF. As to

'0 the use of FEF facilities, telephones, and the like,
there is nothing in the Complaint which in any way
refers to such matters.

The fundamental assumption of the Complaint is
(_ that the Freeman campaign contributors were contacted

and solicited by "representatives" of the FEF. However,
t.O the Fusion Energy Foundation has no paid employees in
~Baltimore, nor does it pay for any office space,

telephones, or other facilities in that city. While
the FEF has at times sponsored forums in Baltimore and
has volunteers who solicit for Fusion magazine and
transmit orders from Baltimore, none of this activit
is or was in any way connected to the Freeman campaign.
The Fusion Energy Foundation is a non-profit, tax-exempt
organization which in no way involves itself in
political campaign activities.

The FEF in no way participated in the Freeman
campaign or in Citizens for Freeman. No facilities



of the FEF, including telephones, were utilized by the
Freeman campaign in any manner, and the FEF did not
pay any campaign expenses or provide assistance to
anyone working on behalf of Citizens for Freeman. The
FEF has no knowledge of any of its personnel working
in the Freeman campaign, nor were any of its personnel
authorized to do so. The FEF as an organization had
no connection with the Freeman campaign, raised no money
for the campaign, and did not in any way provide the
campaign with personnel, facilities or any other form
of assistance.

For the above reasons, the FEF is not chargeable
with having made any in-kind contributions to Citizens
for Freeman in the form of solicitation costs, however
that term is defined. Therefore, the Complaint of
Barbara Mikuiski should be dismissed and no further
proceedings had with respect to the Fusion Energy

; Foundation, Inc.

~Very truly yours,

¢ Odin P. Anderson

~Attorney for the

Fusion Energy
r'i Foundation, Inc.

OPA/jm
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December 5, 1983

Charles N. Steele 7;
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W. i~
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M UR 1556 "

Dear Mr. Steele:z(

E nclosed please find the response of Citivens for
! 'C'Freeman and Belinda D. Ui . Tresgrer tot Citialasfor,

Freeman, to the above ref~re d smate ~Irt rftev.

CAlso enclosed please 1nd a .forma orocomplaint

:i 0 concerning this Watter use kr R vte,. Yhe'I:: .... :m;

Deiginat ions of coo--sI fot the o cress ala . d U g
the undersigned as counsel for Citi~ems fo r Items eess :
F. Schoener as counsrel for Debra Frema on .the

c: cross-complaint, are also enclosed. Since the o bpI t nt
formally have designated counsel on the croseespa$ , I

?f trust it is not necessary to list the complainants hom
telephone numbers and addresses.

By this letter, respondents Citisens for Freman ad:
Belinda D. Haight also formally request that MUR 1556, as it
pertains to these respondents, be conciliated immediately
pursuant to the provisions of 11 C.F.R. 111.18(d). Please
contact me concerning your decision on conciliation and to
arrange for suitable conciliation discussions at the earliest
possible date.

Very truly yours,

MAYER NORGAT H

MM :be



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In Re Matter Under Review 1556

----------------------------- X

RESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda D. Haight, Treasurer of

Citizens for Freeman, by their undersigned attorney, respond to

the Reason to Believe Finding in this matter as follows:

1. Citizens for Freeman denies that it received

unlawful contributions in the form of "solicitation services"

from Campaigner Publications or the Fusion Energy Foundation or

that it received undisclosed contributions from the National

Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of "staff services". The teru

"solicitation services" is vague and undefined in the Reason to

Believe finding. Campaigner Publications is not referenced in

the underlying complaint of Barbara Mikulski. The relationship

between Citizens for Freeman, the Fusion Energy Foundation, the

National Anti-Drug Coalition and Campaigner Publications is set

forth in the annexed Affidavit of Belinda D. Haight. Citizens

for Freeman denies that the relationships set forth are

violative of any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act.

2. Citizens for Freeman denies that it knowingly and/or

willfully violated the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 434(b)(2) and (3)

as stated in the Reason to Believe Finding. The annexed



affidavit of Belinda D. Haight answers the allegations set

forth in the underlying complaint of Barbara Mikuiski

concerning specific questioned contributions.

3. Citizens for Freeman denies that it "comingled" funds

with the Fusion Energy Foundation, Campaigner Publications,

EIR, the National Anti-Drug Coalition or any other entity

referenced in the underlying complaint of Barbara Mikulaki or

the reason to believe finding by the Federal Election

Commi ss ion.

4. Citizens for Freeman exercised "best efforts" to
C comply with the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act

'C in solicitation and receipt of campaign contributions. :

Wherefore, it is respectfully requested that the FEC

terminate its investigation of Citizens for Freeman and Belinda

D. Haight, Treasurer for Citizens for Freeman, and that the

underlying complaint of Barbara Mikulski be dismissed.

MAYE R MORGANROTIW
Attorney for Citizens for
Freeman and Belinda D. Haight
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075
313-355-3084

Dated: December 5, 1983
-2-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
-. m.. x

In Re:z Matter Under Review 1556

---------------------------- X

AFFIDAVIT OF BELINDA D. HAIGHT

STATE OF MARYLAND )
) seo.:

COUNTY OF BALTIMORE )

BELINDA D. HAIGHT, being duly sworn, deposes and says:z

1. I was the treasurer of Citizens for Freeman,

("CFF"), a respondent in this MURo I make this affidavit to

answer the allegations in this MUR that Citizens for Freeman

received unlawful contributions from Campaigner Publications

C and the Fusion Energy Foundation in the form of solicitation

sgervices, did not report contributions from the National

Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff services, and received

~and reported contributions which were not intended by the donor

for Citizens for Freeman.

2. This complaint stems from a series of newspaper

articles by Baltimore Sun reporter Mark Arax. The articles

have generated an ongoing FBI investigation of Citizens for

Freeman and the instant FEC complaint filed by Barbara

Mikuiski, Debra Freeman's opponent in her Congressional

campaign. CFF has contended since these articles first

appeared that the articles were false and defamatory and that

the articles were written for purposes of providing a pretext

for bad faith law enforcement activities. The Baltimore Sun



"investigation" vas the result of a vendetta by Barbara

Mikuiski and her political supporters. The Baltimore Bun and

FBI investigations have already had their intended result of

frightening and intimidating contributors to an electoral

campaign and permanently damaging Debra Freeman's future

electoral prospects. I doubt whether these contributors will

give future money to any effort by Debra Freeman after having

been harassed and examined and re-examined by Mark Arax, the

FBI and others concerning their campaign contributions.

i:3. The charges made by Mikulski and the Federal

c Election Commission concerning Campaigner Publications, the

C

are vague. Without more specificity, I can only respond by

describing the relationship of Citizens for Freeman to each of

these organizations in terms of the general charges made. I

note that Campaigner Publications is not even mentioned in the

L© original Mikuiski complaint.

4. Campaigner Publications, which is a New York

publishing services organization, was a vendor to the Freeman

campaign. It provided printing services and advertising

services to the Freeman campaign which were billed at

Campaigner's normal rates. Campaigner's services were paid for

as is fully disclosed on our FEC report. There remains an
-2-



outstanding invoice for *75.00 in shipping costs for leaflets
which had been previously overlooked in our accounting.

5. There was no relationship whatsoever of the Fusion

Energy Foundation to the campaign except for the fact that

certain individuals who worked in the Freeman campaign also

politically support the ideas and goals of the Fusion Energy

Foundation.

xr 6. The campaign rented office space and telephones frou

NC Caucus Distributors, Inc. We still show a debt and obligation

c to Caucus for this rental. In the circumstances of multiple

C7 investigations of those who would most likely contribute to
(N

retire our debts, we have not been able to raise the money to

, pay Caucus the *872.36 owing on account.

C 7. There was no relationship whatsoever of the National

! Anti-Drug Coalition to the campaign except for the fact that

Debra Freeman is prominent spokesman for the National Anti-Drug

Coalition and individuals associated with the Freeman campaign

vigorously support the political ideas and programs of the

National Anti-Drug Coalition. Since individuals in Baltimore

engage in volunteer activities on behalf of the NADC, I do not

see how this could be deemed to be a contribution of "staff

services" by the NADC.
-3-



8. The gravamen of the Arax arnd Mikulaki charges

appears to be that individuals were contacted for contributions

to the Freeman campaign by representatives of the Fusion Energy

Foundation or the Executive Intelligence Review magazine and

that some of these individuals thought their monies were going

to these organizations rather than to the Freeman campaign.

9. Some individuals who solicited on a voluntary basis

for Debra Freeman also have solicited in the past for EIR

magazine and for the Fusion Energy Foundation. In attempting

to raise money for Debra's campaign I asked everyone I knew to

contact anyone they knew who would support the ideas and

policies of the Freeman campaign. I believe this is a fairly

typical caupaign practice. I specifically instructed

solicitors to give a complete briefing on why Debra was running

against Barbara Mikuiski and the policy planks which would

characterize the campaign. It is my understanding that this

was done in each and every instance of solicitation although I

did not personally witness each and every solicitation.

10. It is no secret that Debra's campaign was supported

by the National Democratic Policy Committee, a nationwide

political action committee running candidates on the policies

of Lyndon LaRouche or that Debra was a candidate supporting

LaRouche's policies and programs. It is also no secret that

LaRouche's ideas permeate the Fusion Energy Foundation and the

-4-
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EIR. However, I do not believe that these general ideological

agreements have or could result in violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act.

11. After receiving the FEC finding, I have reviewed

the Federal Election Campaign Act in the context of the

circumstances outlined below. I can concoct only the most

far-fetched analysis of a violation concerning "solicitation

services". Under the most strained reading of the law, CFF

might have paid some type of referral fee to FEF or EIR because

CFF solicitors knew potential CFF contributors based upon their

C previous contributions to FEF or EIR. Since I did not think

Cg this analysis was applicable at the time these solicitations

'0were done and have no knowledge that there was anything wrong

- with the way the actual solitations were done, I did not inform

FEF or EIR that CYF was soliciting subscribers to their

publications or make any such financial arrangements.

12. There were instances in the Freeman campaign where

solicitors for the Freeman campaign contacted people who knew

the solicitors from previous contacts concerning the EIR or

Fusion. However, in no instance, to be best of my knowledge,

did the solicitors represent themselves as conducting a

solicitation on behalf of EIR or Fusion when they were

soliciting on behalf of the Freeman campaign. The solicitors

referenced EIR or Fusion in the course of their solicitation

for campaign contributions to the Freeman campaign since these

-5-



contributors knew some of the Freeman solicitors from previous

solicitations on behalf of these publications. The

contributors who were contacted in these instances had not

previously been solicited for the Freemn campaign and had no

reason to know of the campaign but for the initial CFF

solicitation.

13. The Mikuiski complaint specifically charges five

instances of illegal receipt of campaign contributions by CFF.

I do not see how there is an FEC violation in the complaint of

Laura Lawrence. She does not state that she did not intend

monies to go to CFF--she only states that she was "harassed" to

~give money. This Tharassment" consisted of the campaign

Cq calling her repeatedly to secure a contribution and playing the

'C) tapes of our ads against Mikulski. Ms. Lawrence is something

of an eccentric and I can only conclude from her remarks to the

"Sun" that Mark Arax convinced her that fame and fortune lay

with siding with Freeman's opponents rather than taking Debra

~Freeman's side in what she terms a "backyard brawl."

14. Lawrence Swenson and Donald ?4cNay have both

emphatically confirmed their Citizens for Freeman

contributions. Swenson was completely and totally misquoted by

Mark Arax. Dr. McNay was a victim of Mr. Arax's shotgun

interview techniques. Arax would call contributors and ask

them if they had given money to the FEF or EIR. He would then

-6-
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state or imply without qualification that the monies these

individuals had previously donated to EIR or FR? had been

illegally diverted to the Freeman campaign. In the face of

this type of interrogation and implication of illegalities, Dr.

McNay did not initially remember his contribution to Debra

Freeman which was given by check in the amount of 0400.00.

When the campaign recontacted him he said that he had been

caught "of f-guard" by Arax and remembered after Araxis call the

circumstances of the Freeman contribution. Dr. McNay is a

cO frequent contributor to organizations which are publicly

,. associated with Lyndon LaRouche.

C 15. The contributions of Albert K. Rogers and L.W. Knox

04 were solicited by telephone and were credit card

'0
contributions. In Mr. Knox's case the solicitation was not

done from Baltimore but by a National Democratic Policy

Comuittee volunteer in Houston, Texas. For the most part, the

Freeman campaign handled its own solicitations from Baltimore.

~Members of the NDPC from other parts of the country who have

known Debra over the years did volunteer to solicit for the

campaign although I did not encourage this practice since it

gave the campaign less direct control on solicitation.

16. I was told by the NDPC volunteer in Houston that

Knox had previously given money to the NDPC when briefed on the

NDPC's support of the Wertz for Senate campaign in California

-7-



("the anti-Gerry Brown campaign") and that the solicitation of

him for a contribution to Citizens for Freeman was done on the

specific basis that Mikuiski was exactly the same type of

liberal as was Gerry Brown. I had absolutely no reason to

believe that this was not the case at the time the contribution

was received. I still believe that L.W. Knox was solicited and

gave his contribution to Citizens for Freeman on this basis

although it is my understanding that he recalls his anti-Gerry

Brown contribution to the NDPC and not the Citizens for Freeman

contribution.

17. Dr. Rogers apparently does not recall his specific

C contribution to Citizens for Freeman. I am told that he was

~extremely upset by the entire course of events and that Mark

,' i Arax got him on the telephone by threatening his secretary with

publication of his name in the Baltimore Sun. Mr. Arax also

C-
accused Freeman contributors of being part of a cult, of

associating with Nazis and of being part of nefarious and

illegal financial dealings. I believe that Dr. Rogers was

solicited specifically for the Freeman campaign and he gave his

money for this purpose but that he has been confused by this

entire course of events.

18. In the normal course of telephone credit card

solicitations, a contributor authorizes a charge to his or her

account and receives a statement from the credit card company

-8-
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listing the amount of the charge and the payee. In the case of

Citizens for Freeman, a contribution to Citizens for Freeman

would be listed on the credit card statement of the contributor

since it was CFF which received the credit card contribution.

If the contribution was not authorized or the contributor does

not recognize the charge or there is some other irregularity in

the charge, the contributor normally notifies the credit card

company and arranges for the disputed amount to be charged back

and thereby eliminated from the statement of account. No such

0 chargebacks were made on CFF charges by either L.W. Knox or Dr.

Rogers to my knowledge.

C
19. Other than the word of individual volunteer

\3 solicitors which I had no reason to doubt and the contributors'

? actions in verifying their charges on credit card statements, I

: had no other method of checking the validity of campaign

rcontributions. As stated previously, I have no knowledge that

the questioned contributions were not in fact contributions to

Citizens for Freeman.

20. The Mikulski complaint only cites these five

contributions as questionable. I cannot respond to or rebut,

in specific, allegations concerning other contributions without

knowing what is alleged or whose contribution is questioned.

-9-
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21. The Freeman campaign was not a large campaign

effort in traditional terms. It was dependent on many

volunteers utilizing their free time to get contributions and "
to mobilize the public to vote for Freeman. The Mikulsii i

complaint would appear to suggest some massive deployment of i

time and manpower on the Freeman campaign. Unfortunately, this

was not the case. Debra's vote totals were the result of

relatively minimal efforts coupled with a loud and abrasive use i

of media. This appears to have permanently rankled !i
.-- Congresswoman Mikulaki and has colored her perception of the i

:.. .effort involved. i

', BELINIDA D. HIGH (J
:: Sworn to before me this i
: 5~ day of Decembr, 1983. '

Ix gp~ pirw July 1, 1986

-10-



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

Rb=- .. iD 7

830DEC13 10: 01

December 13, 1983

MEMORANDUM
TO : The Commission

FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

(N SUBJECT:

BY: Kenneth A. Gross ' /
Associate General Counsel

Response to Request for Pre-Probable
Cause Conciliation in MUR 1556

" On December 6, 1983, this Office received from counsel forC Citizens for Freeman a response frm that committee to the
Commission's findings of reason to believe in Mlii 1556 and a

C request for immediate conciliation pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
$S 111.18(d). Because the investigation of this matter has only
just begun, it would not be possible to preare a factually

. correct proposed conciliation agreement. Therefore, this Office
recmmends that the Commission approve the attached letter to be

- - sent to counsel for Citizens for Freemn.

C Recommenda tion

~Approve the attached letter to be sent to counsel for
~Citizens for Freeman.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Citizens for Freeman
MUIR 1556

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on December 15,

1983, the Commission approved by a vote of 5-0 the letter

to be sent to counsel for Citizens for Freeman as attached

to the General Counsel's December 13, 1983 Memorandum to

the Commission.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McGarry and Reiche

voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner McDonald did

not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Commission

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

12-13-83, 10:0112-13-83, 4:00

ti'
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCI'ON. D C. 20463

December 19, 1983

L " Mayer Horgenroth, Esquire& Suite 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway

'- Southfield, Michigan 48075

!' i RE: MUR 1556

" Dear Mr. Morgenroth:

~Your letter of December 5, 1983, containing the response of
- Citizens for Freeman and Belinda D. Haight, treasurer, in

. MUR 1556, a cross-complaint, and a request for conciliation has
been received. Acknowledgement of the cross-complaint was mailed
to you on December 8, 1983.

C" Because factual discovery in this matter is still
proceeding, the Commission is unable to propose a conciliation

-c agreement at the present time. When discovery has been completed,
, the Office of General Counsel will contact you for discussion of !

-- " the terms of conciliation. If you have any questions, please i
.... contact Anne A. Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this

matter, at (202) 523-4175 or call our toll free line at (800) 424-
" 9530.

' . ~Si ncerely, !

Charles N. Steele

B: Kenneth A.Grs
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~December 22, 1983-

MEMORADUM 'V

TO The Commission

FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse).

,!? SUBJECT: Revision of Subpoena and Order in
Connection with MUR 1556

.... "-"On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe
C" that Campaigner Publications, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. S 4411) by

making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form.
CNI of solicitation costs. This finding was based upon our

determination, derived from information on the On .Line Computer,_
O Library Center Data Base, that Campaigner Publications, Inc., is

,.,... the publisher of the Executive Inteltience Revew which was i
' citedl by the complainant in this mtter as one of the
- publications whose representatives allegedly solicited

contributions for the campign of Debra Freeman. On November 29,
' 1983, the Commission authorized issuance of subpoenas and orders

in this matter, including one to be served on Campaigner
'/ Publications, Inc.

In the response to the Commission's reason to believe
finding submitted on behalf of Campaigner Publications, counsel
has denied that this corporation is the publisher of Executive
Intelligence Review. Further research has revealed that while
Campaigner Publications was at one time the publisher, as of 1982
this was no longer the case. Rather, the publisher cited in 1982
and at present is the New Solidarity International Press Service,
an entity whose corporate status was dissolved in 1980 by
proclamation by the State of New York for non-payment of taxes.

We do not at present have sufficient information in hand to
recommend a Commission finding with regard to New Solidarity
International Press Service, given its non-corporate status.
Depending upon the outcome of the investigation of the other
respondents in this matter, such a recommendation may be made in
the future.



0 0
Memortandum to the Commission
Revision of Subpoena and Order in M4UR 1556
Page 2

Attached is a revised subpoena and order to be served upon
Citisens for Freeman, which reflects the change in the publisher
of thbe Executive Intelligence Review. We recommend that the
Commission approve this revised document.

Recomend at ion

Approve the attached revised subpoena and order to be served
on Citizens for Freeman.

Attachment
Subpoena and Order

'0

C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

In the Matter of

Citizens for Freeman
MUR 1556

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 3,

1984, the Commission approved by a vote of 6-0 the revised

subpoena and order to be served on Citizens for Freemanj

as attached to the General Counsel's December 22, 1983

Memorandum to the Commission.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry

and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:
12-22-83, 3:4912-23-83, 2:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

E j~. WASHNCTO.DC 0463January 5, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIP)T REQUESTED

President
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Sir:

On October 27, 1983, the Federal Election Commission
S determined that there is reason to believe that the Fusion Energy
: Foundation, Inc. ('the Foundation') has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b

by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the
c form of solicitation costs. Notification of this determination

was mailed to the Foundation on November 1, 1983.

An investigation of this matter is being conducted and it
has been determined that additional information from the

, Foundation is necessary. Consequently, pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
$ 437d(a) (1) and (3), the Federal Election Commission has issued
the attached subpoena and order which require the Foundation to

,, provide information which will assist the Commission in carrying
out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal

,. Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
in the preparation of the Foundation's responses to the subpoena
and order. However, it is required that the information be
submitted under oath and that this be done within ten (10) days
of your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4175.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
AND MATERIALS AND ORDER TO ANSWER

WRITTEN QUESTIONS

TO:" Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1556

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(a) and (3), the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., is hereby ordered to produce for inspection and copying all

documents and materials listed below that are in the possession.

or control of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., or Of its

C officers, agents, staff members, or employees. Production is to

, be made at the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W.,
N' Washington, D.C. 20463 on the tenth day after its receipt of this

subpoena at 9:00 a.m. In addition, the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., is hereby ordered to submit responses in writing and under

S oath to the interrogatories propounded herein, to the Federal

Election Commission within ten (10) days of its receipt of this

order.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

1. The term "documents and materials' shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of writing

of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic materials,

including but not limited to correspondence, memoranda, reports,

transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets, notes,
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letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports,

notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone

conversations and conferences), calendar and diary entries,

contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-outs,

account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and other

negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and compilations in

the possession of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. Designated

"documents and materials" shall be taken as including all

attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are attached to,

C relate to, or refer to such designated "documents and materials."

2. "The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc." shall mean its

predecessors, affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions,

C branches, projects, publications, as well as any other bodies

which conduct business on behalf of the Foundation, and its

S officers, agents, employees, staff and volunteers.

3. All references to the Federal Election Commission
I,-

("FEC) shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its attorneys,

auditors and other employees.

4. "Identify" with respect to individuals shall mean to

give the full name, last known residence address of such

individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and the dates of such

service.

5. "Agent" shall mean any person who has actual, oral or

written authority, either express or implied, to make or to



-3-

authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc., or any person who has been placed within

the Foundation's organization where it could reasonably appear

that he or she may authorize expenditures. "Agent" shall also

mean any person who has actual, oral, or written authority, either

express or implied, to solicit contributions or subscriptions on

behalf of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., or of its

publication, Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine.

6. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

- object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or indirectly

regarding, referring or relative in any way to the subject or

object.

C If any document called for herein is withheld under a claim

D of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identifying each

° such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;

(c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;
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(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is

otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All articles of incorporation, by-laws, rules,

regulations, procedural manuals, governing instruments, or other

documentation of policies or procedures of the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc.

2. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communications between the

... Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Debra H. Freeman or Citizens

for Freeman with respect to Debra H. Freeman's campaign in 1982

C for election as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

office of United States Representative from the Third District of

Maryland.

, _3. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

any decisions of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., to expend

' funds which would in any way further the election in 1982 of

Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

office of United States Representative from the Third District of

Maryland.

4. All documents and materials relating to any expenditure

of funds by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., which relate in

any way to the furtherance of the election in 1982 of Debra H.

Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the office of

United States Representative from the Third District of Maryland,
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including but not limited to journals, ledgers, solicitation

lists, checks, receipts and credit card slips.

5. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation of subscribers to Fusion Energy and Space Program

Magazine between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982, including

but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of potential

subscribers; lists of persons solicited; lists of subscriptions

obtained; bank records of subscriptions received, including

deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card slips.

' 6. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation of charter memberships in the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc., between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982,

including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

,,. potential subscribers; lists of persons solicited; lists of

" subscriptions obtained; bank records of subscriptions obtained,

" including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.

7. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens

for Freeman undertaken by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

including Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine in 1982,

including but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.
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8. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

the Fusion Energy Foundation, including Fusion Energy and Space

Program Magazine, between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

A. Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, consultants, or

other agents of the Fusion Energy Foundation between April 1,

1982 and December 31, 1982. With respect to each indigidual

identified, please identify that person's supervisor.*/

1) Please identify any of the above individuals, and any

other individuals, who participated in any way,
C

directly or indirectly, on behalf of the Fusion Energy

. Foundation in the furtherance of the election of

V Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party

for the office of United States Representative from the

f-Third District of Maryland in 1982.

2) Please identify any of the above individuals, and any

other individuals, who solicited subscriptions to

Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine between

April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

3) Please identify any of the above individuals, and any

other individuals, who solicited charter memberships to

*/ An organizational chart may be provided] in lieu of
identifying the supervisor of each individual.



the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., between April 1,

1982 and December 31, 1982.

4) Please identify any of the individuals, and any other

individuals, who solicited contributions in 1982 to

Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman.

B. Please provide all dates, and sites if applicable, of

meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

between the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Debra Freeman

and/or Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

t 1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of those

in attendance at, each of the above meetings,

discussions or other communications.

C C. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used ii

\ by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., including Fusion EnerGy

S and space..proqrau Magazine, between April 1, 1982 and :~

" December 31, 1982, noting the extensions assigned to or used by

each person identified in response to Interrogatory A.

WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Commission at

1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this O' day of

Y~(e~ , 1984.

ATTEST:

Marjoe W. Emons
Secr e ,ry to the Commission



I ! ' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

, January 5, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ms. Belinda Haight, Treasurer
Citizens for Freeman
711 West 40th Street, *310
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

RE: MUR 1556

D Dear Ms. Haight:

On October 27, 1983, the Federal Election Commission.
determined that there is reason to believe that Citizens for

~Freeman ('the Committee") has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by

accepting in-kind contributions from the Fusion Energy
S Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner Publications, Inc. Notification
c4 of this determination was mailed on November 1, 1983.

C An investigation of this matter is being conducted and it
has been determined that additional information from the
Committee is necessary. Consequently, pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
S 437d(a)(l) and (3), the Federal Election Commission has issued
the attached subpoena and order which require Citizens for

. Freeman to provide information which will assist the Commission
in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with

' the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

~You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
in the preparation of the Committee's responses to the subpoena
and order. However, it is required that the information be
submitted under oath and that this be done within ten (10) days
of your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned tothsm tter, atths(202) 523-
4175./

Ch- les g. eele
General Counsel

E nclosur e
Subpoena and Order _-



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
AND MATERIALS AND ORDER TO ANSWER

WRITTEN QUESTIONS

TO: Citizens for Freeman
711 West 40th Street, $310
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

RE: MUR 1556

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a) (a) and (3), the Citizens for Freeman (=the

r , Committee =) is hereby ordered to produce for inspection and

copying all documents and materials listed below that are in the

possession or control of the Citizens for Freeman, or of its

officers, agents, staff members, or employees. Production is to

be made at the Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W,

S Washington, D.C. 20463 on the tenth day after its receipt of

this subpoena at 9:00 a.m. In addition, Citizens for Freeman is

r hereby ordered to submit responses in writing and under oath to

the interrogatories propounded herein, to the Federal Election

Com-mission within ten (10) days of its receipt of this order.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,
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notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary

entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual-aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession of Citizens for Freeman.

Designated "documents and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

..... attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated "documents

: and materials."

0 2. Citizens for Freeman shall mean its predecessors,

affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions, branches,

projects, publications, as well as any other bodies which conduct

- business on behalf of the Committee and its officers, agents,

.- employees, staff and volunteers.

!f) 3. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

4. "Identify" with respect to individuals shall mean to

give the full name, last known residence address of such

individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with Citizens for Freeman, and the dates of such service.

5. "Agent" shall mean any person who has actual, oral or

written authority, either express or implied, to make or to
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authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of Citizens for
Freeman or any person who has been placed within the Committee's

organization where it could reasonably appear that he or she may

authorize expenditures. "Agent" shall also mean any person who

has actual, oral, or written authority, either express or

implied, to solicit contributions or subscriptions on behalf of

the Citizens for Freeman.

6. The term "concerning = with reference to subject or

object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

If any document called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identifying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;

(c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

Ci) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.
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Please provide in their entirety the following:
1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman

undertaken by Citizens for Freeman in 1982, including but not

limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of potential contributors;

lists of persons solicited; lists of contributions obtained; bank

records of contributions received, including deposit slips and

copies of checks; and credit card slips.

Q2. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

S discussions, correspondence or other communications in 1982

: between Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one

C hand and the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., including Fusion

Energy and Space Program Magazine, on the other.

3. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communications in 1982

c between Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one

'-P hand and New Solidarity International Press Service, including

the Executive Intelligence Review, on the other.

4. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

any decisions of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., to expend

funds which would in any way further the election in 1982 of

Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

office of United States Representative from the Third District of

Maryland.

5. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

any decisions of New Solidarity International Press Service to
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expend funds which would in any way further the election in 1982

of Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for

the office of United States Representative from the Third

District of Maryland.

6. All documents and materials relating to any expenditure

of funds by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., which related in

any way to the furtherance of the election in 1982 of Debra H.

Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the office of

United States Representative from the Third District of Maryland.

S7. All documents and materials relating to any expenditure

S of funds by New Solidarity International Press Service which

C relate in any way to the furtherance of the election in 1982 of

C Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

Nd office of United States Representative from the Third District of

S Maryland.

S8. All documents and other materials related to the

t solicitation of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens

for Freeman undertaken by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

including Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine in 1982,

including but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.

9. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and Citizens



for Freeman undertaken by New Solidarity International Press

Service, including the Executive Intelligence Review, in 1982,

including but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.

10. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence, or other communications in 1982

S between or Citizens for Freeman on the one hand and the National

S Anti-Drug Coalition, on the other.
C 11. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

C any decisions of the National Anti-Drug Coalition to expend funds

which would in any way further the election in 1982 of Debra H.

. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the office of

S United States Representative from the Third District of Maryland.

L 12. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

A. Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, consultants, or

other agents of Citizens for Freeman in 1982. With respect to
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each individual identified, please identify that person's

supervisor .M*

1) Please identify any of the above individuals who in

1982, were also connected with the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc., New Solidarity International Press

Service, or the National Anti-Drug Coalition as an

officer, agent, employee, staff member or volunteer.

2) Please identify any of the above individuals who

~solicited contributions to Debra H. Freeman or to

Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

SB. Please provide all dates, and sites if applicable, of

Cmeetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982 between Debra Freeman

S and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one hand and Fusion Energy

-- Foundation or New Solidarity International Press Service on the

other.

1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of those

in attendance at, each of the above meetings,

discussions or other communications.

C. Please provide all dates, and sites, if applicable, of

meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982, between Citizens for

Freeman and the National Anti-Drug Coalition.

*/ An organizational chart may be provided in lieu of
identifying the supervisor of each individual.
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1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of those

in attendance at, each of the above meetings.

D. Please list all street addresses of Citizens for

Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

E. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December 31,

1982, noting the extensions assigned to or used by each person

identified in response to Interrogatory A.

~WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

S has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Commission at

C 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this 6*~day of

1984.

,-.

ATTEST:

MaA~eW. mon

Secre'ary to the Commission
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January 3, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC: 20463__

f' Dear Mr. Gross:

~In response to your letter of December 12, 198.3, I
would prefer to give you all the general information I can

~remember as, unfortunately, I did not pay enough attention
~to the situation at the time to recall specifically the

answer to all of your questions. I will attempt, then., to
C tell you in narrative form all I remember and hope that that

will suffice.

Sometime in 1979 or 1980 1 signed up as a member of
that Fusion Energy group in an airport in Souston where they

~were operating a booth. I then began to receive the
magazine and shortly thereafter began to get telephone calls

.':: from a voman whose name I now do not recall. On two or
three different occasions, I gave her money to pursue their

Lr> efforts to get certain conservative candidates elected in
,., order to defeat certain liberal candidates for Congress. My

contributions were in the form of $250-$400 and were done by
credit card. She resisted checks each time because it was
always an emergency. She soon began to be quite an
annoyance, as she would call in the evenings and talk
incessantly for 30 or 45 minutes. Actually, she was very
persistent and good at what she was doing, and I finally
reached a point where I would contribute funds just to get
rid of her. They tthen apparently had a split in their
organization which I never did understand, but I do remember
that one of their pitches was to help defeat Jerry Brown.

With respect to the actual case in point, 'Citizens for
Freeman," and the $250 contribution on August 29, 1983, I
told the reporter from the Baltimore Sun that I did not
recall their mentioning Debbie Freeman by name, but I cannot
now recall what the reason was that I sent the money to
them. I do not know who Debbie Freeman is today, and I did
not know who she was then. I finally got tired of their
harassment and long speech making by telephone and told her
not to call me any more. I must confess I did not ever know
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Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page 2
January 3, 1984

who LaRochue was (or is), and I did not like their
anti-Kissinger stance they kept taking in their telephone
d iscus sions.r

I realize this is rather sketchy information, but it is
about all that I can recall. I do not blame anybody but
myself since I gave the money voluntarily, but frankly,I
did not know exactly where the money was going. i

Please let me know if I can be of any further help.

Very truly yours,

,, L. Wendel 1Kno

~LWK : kes ,

C
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January 18, 1984

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steele,

In response to your letter of December
12, 1983, l would like to answer your questions as follows:
1-A I do not remember.
1-B Telephone calls.
l-C I do not remember.
I-D By person and phone.
I-E Its promotion of nuclear energy.

c 1-F Several hundred dollars, I don't know exact amount.

1-C Credit Cardc"1 l N/A

~1-I yes.
2- I was not aware that there was a difference between

'0subscriber and charter member.
3- The only federal election contribution requested for

3 Debra II. Freeman.
4-A Telephone
4-B July perhaps
4-C by name as a representative of the Freeman Campaign

Committee.
4-D She explained that the election coming up and it would

be a good thing to defeat Barbara Nikulski because her
voting record was not favorable to the United States.

4-K Check
4-F I do not recall
4-.c N/A

did intend to make these contributions.

Sincerely yours,

Victor L. Liszka, M.D.

VLL/jaj
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M4.J. GEN. Will1iam A. Patch, USA(Re*> 3P .
233 Pol ynesia Court ro :
Marco Island, Florida 33937 " , "

30 December- 1 983

r. Kenneth 4. Gross
A.ssociate General Counse'
Federa' Election Comryns¢..r,

*e :'ease 4r:- -e!;:-. e t¢ -our letter of 12 December

:. ; ~::'. ,,ere xou e~a- a ro&:',e: to b~ a subscription to the i?
--- '. E':E= : . '. =S~E :- --_ ".'-: E KFUS!QN magazine' or to

•re E :'-" >E I #TEL.LIC'E;E REL4.';- )i

- -' -c: :; :r: 4;.-e-,c-;,:e contact ;n the Dallas- !

-- - ' = - ", . .. Zor, tact was a man. I...

::.. - - .. = ~-, ""- :.- : .,orn other than he was .

- _; "- -, ! '-.i e- " :' - '.e $prir.Q of 1982...! do

-::',: - "* *' *' "- a mar, uhO stated he was
= *:- -. -- * = :r E e . ,"z - a:timore.

e, " . *d 'uai ;r ¢,e~tcr, as'ed me to renew my subscript-
to F-USl C* rmagazi ne. ;

: :: not recall tF~e amourt o tne subscription or the -

" .: " . " $_" & '&'e ± " :- )"

* "ee l)t c"-: . i.a:r e and the EXECUTIVE INTELLI-
=E ; 'E "E, L, ,Ch : ,: "-" . ;

- - -. , ' . a e.,- *:- -: -'- "z ,:omre . cha-ter membl:er

-". ": ,treca 1 ', ",r .,': t tre Sprinfg and, Surmer of 1982
* -as= a '.e eue-. r~:-''" :r: a man and a woman (I do not

";.- " ", a- - ""e-- u,ere from -'n Fusion Energy
i-" i- - . -- ,. . * * - . . : efea,.._'o,,er r. Tervr ,oRr

i

e' -" -". " ". '.-." " * .. ..... . : a'- e ' ,on, the.+. I eer. jotrnec



3. In 1982. were you ever a~Fp-c.acrned by" a person identified asrepresentative of FUSIONJ magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office ''e.g., former Governor Jerry" Brown)? YES.

If you u.,ere so approche. r' ea.e state: SEE ABOY:E.

5 I o" e ecall! a:t~' --. es. ~see agrarh 2. a ,oue.
- " ,- a. ,. ,e ..- :.-e""e: re 'wav,$ ;lerntif~ed themsel'..es

me e~ers :r re.-eser4 .' '#5 c f one or the other ;orgm,-

- 4.-e -- -. ph- = ,

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

-e - ' c :'- ~ '

- - -:;r :,eemar., the prirnc pal
=-ei w th the Connss~or, in-

-; :-.-tr i~ution-. to this commi t-

C' te

- . * - - .

* . --

"e--,-- : ' ~ke these corntributions

- - - "'. -. 'tr,.ut;on, th.e ! , ould

__ . ,c5# ' ve candidiate.C

.. . . ofeme dver" '•" "

" ue D- ; c.e -* ,-

-. 4,.-O - --

° -, S -

4 -

* *1. 4-- * - -- ~.-

-- ~-~- -

- ~-- .:.

* ---- ~. - 4-

-. . E.. I -.c sot recall date.
- *:: .. ; co not remember her name;
:e. ::, -e~resented herself to be
-* "'e a.-ove named organizations.
"- ' bt a , Ms,. =reeman needed

.. -: SC, .CK; D~t 1 have no,

--- -t re-:"' the d. 4 e:

i , . ! r "'! .... ,',' ' ....... .. . . ..... ......... . .. .... .. ........ ' ' ' : ..... i



S

Rouche (Sp "'. I was comnpl
to get money' by' phone and
of others who contributed
were "Fools* to me.

ete!
Mr .
to h

My. Secr~eary haS re,,.e ,ed l
thr-ogh '982. None nr, ,-te t ,

: g to defeat Governc.- B-oorr:

Fr'eeman. Both she & : e e '.e

~fed up wi th their pushy tactics
aRouche. His articles and those
s pubi ication$ demonstrated they,

.' rv. :;r, elled check=_ from 'o8

tipadO anything to the two pub-

-. mr Eergy Foundlaticon, cry cam-
o-, an.' campaign to .Ul:,ort Ms.
,ae,,,ede b> an FBI Agent on

--.t~e _ ,f rr.' Kr~..e ,e, a- • aym.erts. made to. the a~oue :r-_
T..:- to,r,= rs 'Io Erer.c , ::- : t r,. FUSION magazine or the

E E.'^' E !'JFEL'5ENCE. E IEb.~ "'e-e author ized by" me, over the

-* -- e. ": "re rnar, a-,'d ,,rar. =.b:. s:t , = .ted me for support. To the
:::.- :; '. mer ,-_,'> -, : e. ' "" c'' c' ta tion . were authorzed

" =" " ,__ = d Ca r-:¢. u m. . .. Co 1 umbu =.  Bar & "rrus t
Q -. -. ' m-- 'e:-;- a. -, cl, have madle an authOrTza-

r' "er " , ,e mrade t'e -that : and t~en, we di scard the state-
C" ,e -. -' te- e pa the .- ' . Ur-:'turnately, we may have been lax

- e - " - " e . r : " - e a - " e - - ' g e :. I n e ,' e n o t k e p t

-- s:-" :-= , tr .e o,-,;. . . .- ',.'e nx permiston to ao ScO.
-.- -_ - "-' " = " ,s " " , - . c O,' .g the FEC to

- " e:,- "- -" *" e o.e address. Mi- tele-
' 8, Icanr be

- .O •

W, liam A. Patch

- . E.. 4rmy, et red

. ___-- ] :*"

E . '-

- ° - -



EDWARD L.. STrEPHENSON I

P. O. BOX 34"75

TEQUESTA, FLORIDA 33466

December 20, 19S3

Mr. Charles N. Steele .
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission -
1325 K St.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Gentlemen :

Re : MUR 1556

. In reply to your letter of December 12, 1983, I answer the questions
as follows :

1. Yes
C

a) All
~b) Mil
, c ) Several years ago
.... d ) -

if) Do not remember"i
": g ) Check
:. h) Do not remember

i) Yes

2. Do not remember

3.• Yes

a ) Telephone
b) Do not remember
c ) By name
d) Wanted me to contribute to Lyndon Larouche
e) Do not remember
f) Do not remember
g) Do not remember

4. Yes

a ) Telephone
b) Do not remember
c ) By name
d) Said Mrs. Freeman was a person that supported the

beliefs of Lyndon Larouche as against her opponent
who was bad for some reason I don't remember

e ) Do not remember
if) Do not remember



S
EDWARD L.. STrEPHENSON

P. o. BOX 3475

TEOUESTA, FLORIDA 33466

December 20, 1983

Page TwoMr. Charles N. Steele

4. Continued - second paragraph

a) thru h) Not applicable

Very truly yours,

Edward L. Stephenson

I
0

C

C\I ELS :jb



~~K f) FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, ,-

WASHINCTON. D C 20463 -" '.

December 12, 1983 c

Edward G. Allen, M.D.
Box 123
Clifton Forge, Virginia 24422

Rk: MUR 1556

Dear Dr. Allen:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested ._

~~to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which yo ?.t
ay have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space ProaramJ&!

C_ Magazi"ne (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
the ExecutieIntelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.," t -''
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

C invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
these same entities.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
~investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
¢ This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the

~investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Comission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Associate Gener 1 Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



0
QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion-Energv and Space Proqram Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state: ~

b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

c) the approximate date you were approached; .- u
d) if you were contacted in person or by telepoe, now

the i p a~_ .denti fied
hisl n~, as a representative of
an organ ; -

-e) what was said by that person; ' - '-- ,At -u .f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased . 7
g) car orm of paymenc (e.g., check, moneyore,,-?/-

r h) wn-re a receipt was provided; v/z
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

C paid.

O 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
S of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:
'O a) the form of the solicitation (e.g.,( hn mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
Sb) the approximate date you were approached; O6-

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedC himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

t ~an org anT"?TT ;
d) what was said by that person, . o c.^ ~e) the amount paid formebrhp, o
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) w~e a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candid te for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)? N

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., te]ephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



QuestionsPage 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself je.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date Q.
,,,200-

245 ........-- 9/4/82
C 555 9/10/82

~Please state whether you intended to make thesecontributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

0 a) the fo lctto to which you responded
b)(eg.telhonLy mail, face-to-face con tact):b teap~x/aedate you were approached;- ",' o .. i-c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approachL...La.4dentified
Shimself/herself (e.g. as a representative of
' an organization) ;

to "Y-d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

~credit card);
f) whether a receipt was provided; v'g) if a credit card was used, how the payme nt .was rcordeonthe bil reeved. --- c(
If you did not intend to make these contributions, please

state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



* 0
* Questions

Page 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

'0

C

'0
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84"t?3AS:50
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION / .4 , / ,(',

Mr. Jaime M. Benavides
P.O. Box 1.166
Belle Glade, Florida 33430 -4

U:, MU 1556

Dear Mr. Benavides:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

~being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested

c to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you
may have written in 1982 to the F. ] ._ . /P

C,. tNaqasine (Fusion magazine), the . e.
I ~iu tT -litelioen.. Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

C ~or Citizens for Freemn, as veil as copies of any credit card
invoices or bills which you received itemizing pamnts to arny of
these same entities.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
-"'- matter, but, rather, a witness only."

Since this information is being sought as part of an
,.- investigation being conducted by the Comission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the prson or prsons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

BY. As .GSoj

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion.Energy and SIpace Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) orto the EXecutive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

b) te f - Fie solicitation {e ., telephone, miac -face-c tact), /. .c) .. p date you wore apoce;d) zyou were contacted in person or by telephone, how ....the person who approached you identifiect_=-----himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a ~eres natveof
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased; ..g) the. form of payment (e. g., check, money order ,/cei2

Oh) ether a receipt was provided;.i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
-- paid.
c 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member.
C" of the Fusion Energy Foundation?
04 If yOU were so approached, please state: -

"<0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
r face- to-f ace contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached; ir c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identifiedC himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative ofan organization);
'J9d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) faetofcthe form of theoa)licitation (e.g., ,tel ephone mail,

b) the approximate date you were approached; Z?
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c) if you were contacted in pers~ or by telephee~ how
the person who approached/u I dentif4chimself/herself (e.g., b~fam', as 'representa4fve of
an organization) ; L 7

d) what was said by that per Jn
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) tJ.form y payment (e.g., check, money order,

4 card
g) whether a receipt was provided.<-

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date eAA4/ WAoM)

-- ~Please state whether you intended to make these / V
contributions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C.

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;->b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how !Y the person who approached you identified
, ,. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of i

an organization) ;
¢d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
, credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;

629 -I . : fz - 7)
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,face-to-face contact) ;
d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

g:{m~

I, ,~-6i 9 ~ -1vS.-e4 ~1-~.e---~ -

g97~

V

vw w - ,
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POST OFFICE BOX B, BRENT. ALABAMA 35034 ...
Phone (206) 926462 .c.vc ..

L PATIDGE 1984V '

,~srJanuary 12, 18 l."

Mr. Charles N. Steele Y t

General Counsel
Federal Election Coimuission
Washington, D). C. 20463

Re: = lR 1556

. Dear Mr. Steele:

C' I have your letter of Deeme 12, 1983, requesting
certain information with reference to the above MUM 1556.

To save time, I have made certain notations on yu
%0letter in orange ink which I am returning thrwth.

The person who contacted m was a Roshell Asher and to
the best of my knowledge, we discussed several issues -
namely, Fusion Energy, Executive Intelligence Review and the

C Citizens for Freeman Campaign. Seems like a man did call me
t two or three times concerning the Freeman Capign but I am

not sure. My memory is rather fuzzy on that issue, but Ms.
~Asher did call me several times during 1982, concerning or

requesting contributions and/or subscriptions to Fusion Energy
and EIR magazines. All contributions or subscriptions were
charged to my MASTERCARD and I am enclosing photocopies of
my checks for your files. I do not have the invoices from
MASTERCARD since I always throw them away after paying them.

Hopefully, I have given you what you need. If not, please
let me know, however, I have given you everything to the best
of my knowledge.

Very truly yours,

Presi

Enclosures

FRIENDLY SERVICE TO BIBBCOUNTY SINCE 1912



S S
QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Energy arnd Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) orto the Executive Intelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state: 714
a) which magazine was involved; Pwr' ." '"""
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., J ~ p, mail,face-to-face contact);c) the approximate date you were approached* .rtsfdr/ i?
d) if you were contacted in person or byi~ -'' " how

)~ ../ .__.himself(eeg.sei---(e-g as a representative of
an €inizat ion) ; " -

e) what-was said by tnat -person;
f) the amount paid for any subscrjpion purchased; -
g) the form of paymentc (e.g., money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided; /X
i) whether, you ever received the magazine for which you

paid./W/y_

2. In 1982, were you ever approached obc£l charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation? 2- 2/ -.

C If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g.,ctIepi ma ii,
': face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by jeo, how

. ~the person who procidentified• ~himsel e~g.j nafe" as 5 rermntaie ok?2
- an orgah4 ain; <i-7-- .a7' / 'i ,d) what was said by that person;~~~e) the amount paid for member si~,j. " '" Lrr //M

f) the form of payment (e.g., t ec money order, credit
card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candi date for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)? /2

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., (tlphn, il,
face-to-face contact) ; __ -, .b) the approximate date you were approached; -k 1' Di/* .



Quest ions

Page 2

C) if you yore contacted in person or b ~J how
the Pgsnw apoce you identif ied--"--hiusel (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order, :

g) a .rceipt was provided.
4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

tr) 8/28/82 I have no record of this check.D 1
have it confused with someone else?-- Please state whether you intended to ma e tese

contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.f /$

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
CqJ a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., ( ijele iine) mkail, face-to-face contact);
Ob) the approximate date you were approached; 1 .~~~c) if you were approached in person or by t-l ]Ehow" u
'" the personw pproached"ientifi -

~~himself e e.g. , bv' nas aS repcesentative of
d, ~ ~an orga ff-at ion); "-/4uj6 a// t l ,i"

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g. he , money order,

credit card) ; j^ f) whethe a recept was provided; /Y/Og) if a ei adwas us , how the p Lyment was recorded
on the bill received. / i

Ittef you did not inedto make these contributions, please

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

:1i
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BANKS & LEE, INC. . .
Builders Courthouse Square cn ,
Developers 51 0 King St.

Suite 307
Alexandria, VA. 22314
(703) 548-7300

January 11, 1984

Federal Election Couwmission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Kenneth A. Gross, Associate General Counsel

ie- MUR 1556

Gentlemen:

r In reply to your letter of Decenter 12, 1983, copy attached,
" addressed to Mr. W. S. Banks, I enclose copies of his VISA/Master
C : Card accounts, as billed by First Omnl Bank, for the period 7/9/82

through 12/9/82, on which appear several charges and/or credits
~relative to the organizations or persons you have under investi-

-:gation. I also enclose copies of two (2) letters he wro~te about
:': said charges.

It is my understanding that contact, if any, was made by
,- telephone.

:. Mr. Banks is an elderly gentlemen whose memory isn't what
it used to be, therefore we have not attempted to get him to
answer the many questions posed by you.

It is my understanding that charges, such as these, made to
elderly persons' accounts are more than a small problem. I
suggest legislation to "prohibit the charging of political or
other contributions" to this type of account would be in order,
especially if solicited via telephone.

Very truly yours,

JLK" lsc -----

Enclosure



Wilir S.Ban~c

,/"August 18, 18

First Orni BankBank Card Center
Attn: Customer Service Dept.
P. 0. Sax 700
Millsbor, Delaware 19966

Gentlemen:

Re: William S. Bais

Reference tis made to erroneous charge on say July 1982 s tatementfrom Energy Fusion Foundation of New York Ci]ty in the amount of
$250.00. This charge was not authorized by me ano I authorized
no one else to make this charge. Apparently, this charge is a

C) renewal of a subscription from last year which we had a very
difficult time cancelling and 9etting ouJr mony refunded and has

: been renewed wilthot our knowledge using the VISA account t1kber.

~It will be appreciated :Wf you will have this charge removed Includ-
C ing ainy finance charges to my account. In addition, I believe tt

wold be feasible to have my account no. changed so that this firm
vwill have no further access to this account.

~Please investigate this situation and advise me your findings.

~Very truly yours.

-- U. S:Banks
USB/de



IS

December 4, 1982
First Oin Bank
Bank Card Center
Attn: Customer Service Dept. Re: William S. Banks
P. 0. Box 700
Nilisboro, Delaware 196l_________________

Gentlemen:

Reference is made to phone call to your office and my conversation
with your Ron Brown concerning two unauthorized charges appearing
on the November 9, 1982 statement, as follows:

- Ref. 131320360 Fusion Energy Fndatn New York - Transaction 10/04/82
-- Amount: $250.00

- This unauthorized charge, after previous correspondence with you
¢" was credited to us on the October 8, 1982 statement to remove old

unauthorized charge. This charge now reappears on your November
statement and we respectfully request that you investigate and have

c same removed.

c~i Ref. 132615926 Campaigner Publ. New York - Transaction date 10/18/82
Amount: $250.00 i

~~This charge is also unknown and unauthorized by us and should be :
deleted and credited to our account." i

.:- As discussed with Mr. Brown we would like to have new credit card
accounts for both the VISA and Master Card and as instructed by Mr.

~Brown are enclosing herewith the referenced credit cards.
= - Your cooperation in this matter is very much appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Wl1liam S. Banks

W/SB/de
Residence Address :

3600 Dunlop Street
Chevy Chase, Md. 20815
(Note zip code has been
changed from 20015 to 20815)
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ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 0211!4

617-720- 1800 . ¢

January 11, 1984 4.,

Charles N. Steele -
General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission "
1325 K Street NW -
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 1556
Dear Mr. Steele:

I represent the Fusion Energy Foundation and Campaigner
Publications in the above-referenced investigation. I'y client,

. , the Fusion Energy Foundation ("FEF"), contacted me today to
report that the Foundation received a subpoena from the FEC

.":rwhich seeks production of documents and answers to
interrogatories. According to the 7SF, the FEC has set a

.'7, return date on the subpoena of ten (10) days from the date of
C" receipt. I am presently engaged in a trial in Boston,

Massachusetts. I am hereby requesting a two week adjournment
C of the return date of the subpoena, to February 6th, 1984, in

order to meet with my client to discuss the subpoena,
"- appropriate response to the subpoena and to prepare the

response. i

I trust that you will contact me if there are any i
problems concerning this request. Thank: you for your courtesy

~and cooperation in tnis matter.

'.f" Very truly yours,

ODIdI P. ANDERSON
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4-061094S013, 01/13/84
ICS IPtIBNGZ CSP~ - - "

212721TDBN NEW YORK CITY NY 223 01-13 1028P EST

PMS GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION RPT DLY 91GM, DLR
1325 K ST NORTHWEST -

WASHINGTON DC 20463 .. Ag

MOTION TO QUASH AND/OR MODIFY FEC SUBPOENA AND INTERROGATORI SERVED -

ON THE FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION IN MUR 1556. I-

THE FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION HEREBY MOVES TO QUASH AND/OR MODIFY THE 0"
FEC SUBPOENA AND ORDER DATED JANUARY 5, 1964 AND ADDRESSED TO THE
FUSION ENGERY FOUNDATION ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS:
(1) THE UNDERLYING COMPLAINT DY BARBARA MIKULSKI IS INSUFFICIENT TO "

SUPPORT THE FEC'S NOVEMBER 1, 1983 INVESTIGATIVE DETERMINATION; THE
FEC HAS NOT PROVIDED THE FEF WITH THE DETAILED SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS~
REURDBY 2 U.S.C. 437(C)(A)(2) AND THE US CONSTITUTION; THE FEC IS

rALREADY IN POSSESSION OF SUFFICIENT MATERIALS TO CONCLUDE ITS ,

(\INVESTIGATION WITH RESPECT TO THE FEF. .,
(2) THE INVESTIGATION IS UNDERTAKEN IN DAD FAITH, IS A CONTINUATION . i

SOF PREVIOUS FUNLAWFUL INVESTIGATIONS D Y THE FEC AND IS SUBJECT. TO, i : i

ci DOCTRINES OFESTOPPEL N tcL, UB .CLUSION. T HE INI.SXX-GA,.II

---WITHOUT STATUTORY AUTHORITY AND IS ULTRA VIRES.

\C (3) ADDITIONALLY AND ALTERNATIVELY, DOCUMENT REQUESTS 5, 6, AND 8 ARE
OVERLY BROAD, VAGUE, UNRELATED TO ANY LEGITIMATE INVESTIGATIVE -"-.-

C PURPOSE AND ARE CONSTITUTIONALLY IMPERmiSSIBLE. INTERROGATORIES A AND

C ARE SIMILARLY OVERLY BROAD, VAGUE, UNRELATED TO ANY LECTIMATE
" INVESTIGATIVE PURPOSE AND CONSTITUTIONALLY IMPERMISSIBLE. '

~-THIS MOTION TO QUASH IN NO WAIVES FEF'S REQUESTS FOR AN EXTENSION OF ,\

TIME IN WHICH TO RESPOND TO THE INTERROGATORIES--IT PRESERVES FEF'S

t.REMEDIES PURSUANT TO 11 C.F.R. 111.15. FORMAL MOTION PAPERS ARE BEING
TYPED AND MAILED. ;'

"" ODIN P. ANDERSON . "
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT " .
FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION ... )

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE r",-

BOSTON, MASS. 02114
304 WEST 56TH ST 5TH FL

NEW YORK NY 10019 "

2231 EST0

2236 EST
0

w u 201tS/ IPS-O
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA$HINCTON. D.C 20463

January 19, 1984

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Anderson:

-Your letter of January 11, 1984, has been received regarding
the above cite.d matter. In this letter you request a two-week
adjournment otf the return date on the subpoena issued to the
Fusion Energy Foundation by the Commission on January 5, 1984,

. bringing that date to February 6, 1984. We are also in receipt .of
your telegram of January 13, 19841, in which you have moved to

. quash or modify the FEC subpoenat and interrogratories issued on
January 5. We are awaitingj the tor-mal motion papers in the

C latter regard.

C Your request for a two-week extension of the return date of
S the subpoena has been granted. We will therefore expect to

receive your client's response no later than February 6, 1984.

.... Sincerely,

,.c: Charles N. Steele
_ General Counsel
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January 20, 1984
Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washi ngton, D.C. 20463

Re: #4UR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele:

I represent Citisens for Freeman and Belinda Miglt as
Tresuerfo Cii.e for Fr-w in the aoerftee
investigation. On January . 1964 1 Vm notif~li1 * ein-d
Might, the Treasurer of Citisens for Freeman that e 'i . h,4
received a subpoena and ordet two frnhe Fedora. Nletto

the subpoena and order. I he* b. eng dIn_!i
Detroit, Michigan. I ae ~ce~nie4 to t*1 t* h W o
Monday and to Vashington,, D.C..+ Tuesday Ofir+"avues4ib
the D.C. Circuit-Court of Ap~s on t'he -. tiios.tK+*f itl+!-n
for Laftouche to review the FUCeI +final *pamat. .'
determination. I have not hadthe .opportunit? t-+ ,et with Ms.
Haight and to discuss and prepaes a response-to the+"t
subpoena and order.

Accordingly, I am hereby requesting that the retrn date
on the subpoena be adjourned until February 13th, 194 ioGthat
I might discuss this matter with my client and p~repai an
appropriate response. Please contact me concerning this return
date.

Very truly yours,

Mayer Morganroth

MM: be

C.+

C

2 / .,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC;TON. D.C. 20*3

January 25, 1984

Mayuer Morgenroth, Esquire
Sute 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway
Soutbfield, Michigan 48075

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Morgenroth:

Your letter of January 20, 1984, regarding the above-cited
matter has been received. In this letter you request that the
return date of the subpoena and order issued to Citizens for

CN Freeman by the Coinission be extended to February 13, 1964.

~Your request for an extension of time has been granted. We
v iii therefore expect to receive your client's response no later
than February 13, 1984.

c'j

6 Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIONi COWMISSION "
2- - -

In Re Mur 1556 c
I---------------- ----------------------------

M4OTION~ BY THE FUSIO'q ENERGY FOUNDATION.
TO QUASH AND/OR MODIFY FEC SUBPOENA AND ORDER

The Fusion Energy Foundation ("FEF"), by its undersigned

attorney, hereby Ioves* the Federal Election Commission to

quash and/or modify an FEC subpoena and order to the PEP dated

January 5, 1984. For its reasons the PEP states as folIlovs:

C (I) The underlying Complaint by Barbara !4ikulsJi is

insufficient to support the FEC's November 1, 1983

investigative determination; the FEC has not provided FNF, as a

' 0 respondent with the detailed summary of allegations required by

: 2 U.S.C. 437(g)(a)(2) and the U.S. Constitution; the FEC is

- already in possession of sufficient materials to conclude its

C investigation with respect to FEF.

tfl

(2) The investigation is undertaken in bad faith, is a

continuation of previous unlawvful investigations by the FEC and

is subject to doctrines of estoppel and claim preclusion. The

investigation is 4ithouit statutory authority and is ultra vires.

* A telegram setting fortn this motion to quash was sent

to the FEC on Friday, January 13th, 1984.



(3) Additionally and alternatively, document requests
5, 6 and 8 are overly broad, vague, unreasonable, burdensome

unrelated to any legitimate investigative purpose and are

constitutionally impermissible. Interrogatories A and C are

similarly overly broad, vague, unreasonable, burdensome,

unrelated to any legitimate investigative purpose and are

constitutionally impermissible.

0c)
, This motion to quash in no way waives FEF's request for

rNan extension of time in which to respond to the Subpoena and

C Order previously submitted to the FEC. The motion to quash
C preserves FEF 's remedies pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.15.

SDated: Boston, Mass. ________________-____---

SJanuary 16, 1984 ODIN P. ANDERSON
Attorney for Respondent

' D Fusion Energy Foundation
One Longfello4 Place

~Boston, Mass. 02114
617-742-3200

-2-



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

February 7, 1984

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Anderson:

O In confirmation of the telephone conversation betweenS yourself and Anne A. Weissenborn of this office on February 2,1984, we anticipate Commission consideration in the near futurec of your motion to quash the subpoena and order issued to theFusion Energy Foundation by the Commssion on January 5, 1984.C. Should the Commission decide not to grant your motion, we wlllrecommend that your client be granted up to six days after thec< Commission's determination to produce the documents subpoenaed
and to answer the questions posed. You vill be informedimmediately of the Comission's decisions.

S incerely,

, Char~es N. Steele/

Associate General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
-------------------------------------------------

In Re Matter Under Review 1556

-------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN TO
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY THE"

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSON

CitiensforFreeman, by its undersigned Treasurer, n

answer to the interrogatories propounded by the Federal _

Election Commission, states as follows:

O3 Interrogatory A. Please identify all individuals who

" were officers, directors, employees, staff members, volunteers,

consultants, or other agents of Citizens for Freeman in 1982.
C

With respect to each individual identified, please identify

__ that person's supervisor.

- 1) Please identify any of the above individuals who in

C 1982, were also connected with the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., New Solidarity International Press Service, or the

National Anti-Drug Coalition as an officer, agent, employee,

staff member or volunteer.

2) Please identify any of the above individuals who

solicited contributions to Debra H. Freeman or to Citizens for

Freeman in 1982.



Answer to Interrogatory A. Citizens for Freeman objects

to the form of the first part of this interrogatory as

propounded. The term "agent" under the Federal Election

Campaign Act is confined in meaning to those individuals who

have authority to make or to authorize the making of

expenditures on behalf of Citizens for Freeman. As propounded,

this interrogatory could result in the designation of a

campaign volunteer as an "agent" for Citizens for Freeman,

regardless of whether or not that volunteer had authority to

make expenditures on behalf of Citizens for Freeman.

, Similarly, an individual who solicits contributions to Citizens

C for Freeman is not necessarily an "agent" of Citizens for

C' Freeman as that term is circumscribed under the Federal

C ' Election Campaign Act.

'0There were over two hundred and fifty individuals in the

State of Maryland who performed various occasional volunteer

political activities in conjunction with the Freeman campaign.

L~) An additional large group of individuals were involved in

^ aspects of volunteer activities. Citizens for Freeman

therefore objects to that portion of this interrogatory which

calls for the identification of volunteers to Citizens for

Freeman in 1982 as overly broad, burdensome, and not reasonably

related to any legitimate investigative purpose.

The officers of Citizens for Freeman in 1982 were Joseph

Clayton Jennings, 4102 Edgehill Avenue, Baltimore, Md. 21211

Secretary and Belinda deGrazia Haight, 3925 Beach Avenue,

-2-



Baltimore, Md., 21211, Treasurer. Jennings and Haight were the

sole individuals authorized to make expenditures on behalf of

Citizens for Freeman.

Citizens for Freeman had no employees or directors.

The following individuals were staff members, volunteers

and/or consultants to Citizens for Freeman: John Ascher, 3100

St. Paul Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, Stuart Rosenblatt,

713 West 33rd Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21211, Nancy

Radcliffe, 4102 Edgehill Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland 21211,

C Alan Ogden, 849 West 34th Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21211,

: . Belinda Haight, Joseph Jennings, Anne Warren, 3925 Beach

C Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland 21211, Suzanne Klebe, 713 West 33rd

C Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21211, Fred Haight, 3925 Beach

Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland 21211, Rochelle Ascher, 3100 St.

Paul Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, Andrew Rothatein,

.. present address unknown, Lyn Speed, present address unknown,

cLawrence Freeman, 4004 Linkwood Road, Baltimore, Md.
There were no formal lines of organization in Citizens

for Freeman and the designation above identifies those

individuals who were most active on behalf of Citizens for

Freeman. Nina Ogden, 849 West 34th Street, Baltimore,

Maryland, 21211, Cal Smith, 4403B Colmar Gardens Drive,

Baltimore, Maryland 21211, Gerald Belsky, 4407B Colmar Gardens

Drive, Baltimore, Maryland 21211, and Steven Brawer, 4205 Falls

Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21211 were also consistently involved

in volunteer activities, although more sporadically than those

-3-



individuals designated above as volunteers, staff or

consultants.

Ascher, Robenblatt, Radcliffe, Ogden, Freeman, and

Rothstein were primarily involved in coordination of the

campaign from the standpoint of volunteer recruitment and

coordination, press work, candidate appearances, position

papers of the campaign, and similar political organizing

activities. Haight, Jennings, Rochelle Ascher, Fred Haight,

Klebbe and Speed were more directly involved in fundraising and

~solicitation activities. All individuals listed above

: including Ogden, Belsky and Brawer solicited contributions on

behalf of the campaign at one time or another.

C None of the above individuals is an officer, agent,

employee or staff member of the Fusion Energy Foundation, New

Solidarity International Press Service, or the National

_ Anti-Drug Coalition. Each of the above individuals has

r politically supported the activities of the Fusion Energy

Foundation, New Solidarity International Press Service or the

National Anti-Drug Coalition, including solicitation of

contributions for these activities from the public.

Interrogatory B. Please provide all dates, and sites if

applicable, of meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other

communications between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982

between Debra Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one

hand and Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity

International Press Service on the other.

-4-



1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of

those in attendance at, each of the above meetings, discussions

or other communications.

Answer to Interrogatory B. This interrogatory as

propounded is overly broad and not related to a legitimate

investigative purpose. As propounded it would encompass any

discussion of any subject or incidental contacts between a

volunteer for Citizens for Freeman in Baltimore and an officer,

director or agent of the Fusion Energy Foundation or New

Solidarity International Press Service in New York. There were

no meetings, discussions, telephone calls or other

communications between Debra Freeman, Citizens for Freeman, the

C Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity International Press

C Service reflecting any decisions to expend funds, directly or

indirectly, which would in any way further the election in 1982

of Debra Freeman to Congress.

Interrogatory C. Please provide all dates, and sites,

if applicable, of meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or

~other comunications between April 1, 1982 and December 31,

1982, between Citizens for Freeman and the National Anti-Drug

Coalition.

1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of

those in attendance at, each of the above meetings.

Answer to Interrogatory C. This interrogatory as

propounded is overly broad and not related to a legitimate

investigative purpose. As propounded it would encompass any

-5-



discussion of any subject or incidental contacts between a

volunteer for Citizens for Freeman in Baltimore and an officer,

director or agent of the National Anti-Drug Coalition in New

York. There were no meetings, discussions, telephone calls or

other communications between Debra Freeman, Citizens for

Freeman, and the National Anti-Drug Coaltion reflecting any

decision to expend funds, directly or indirectly, which would

in any way further the election in 1982 of Debra Freeman to

Congress.

tf D. Please list all street addresses of Citizens for

" Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

~Answer to Interrogatory D. 711 West 40th Street,

c
Baltimore, Maryland 21211.

C'4
E. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions

used by Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December

31, 1982.

C Answer to Interrogatory E. This interrogatory as

propounded is overly broad and not reasonably related to a

legitimate investigative purpose. As propounded the

interrogatory calls for the identification of any telephone

number used at any time by any volunteer for Citizens for

Freeman. The primary telephcne numbers utilized by Citizens

for Freeman were 301-243-4585 and 301-243-4587 (primary number

Citizens for Freeman). There were no assigned extensions.

Debra Freeman also made extensive use of her home telephone
-6-



which is not a published number and will not be produced to the

FEC until its relevancy is established.

Objections are made to the FEC's Interrogatories as

specified in the preceding responses thereto. The preceding

Responses are made without in any way waiving, but on the

contrary reserving:

1. All questions and objections as to competency,

relevancy, materiality, privilege and admissibility as evidence

for any purpose in any subsequent proceeding or in this

O proceeding, of any of these answers or the subject matter

: thereof;

2. The right to object to the use of any of said

C
answers, or the subject matter thereof, in any subsequent

C4
proceeding or in this investigation, on any grounds;

r 3. The right to object on any ground at any time to a

demand for further response to these or other Interrogatories

C or other discovery procedures involved or related to the

D subject matter of the Interrogatories herein responded to; and

4. The right at any time to revise, correct, add to or

clarify any of said Responses.

Dated: Baltimore, Maryland
February 14, 1984

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN

-7-
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7 By: _ _ _ _ __

BELINDA D. HAIGHT

Treasurer

VERIFICATION
State of Maryland )(, k
Coiy of Baltimore )

Belinda D. Haight, being sworn, say: I am the Treasurer
of Citizens for Freeman. I have read the foregoing answers tointerrogatories and know the contents thereof. The same are
true to my own knowledge except as to those matters stated uponinformation and belief and, as to those matters, I believe them

" to be true.

CT Treasurer
Sworn to before me this 1 ayo/ebur, 94
'0 fFeray,1

KAREN T ~qpqpqp

NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF MARYLA,~D
COUNW OF BALTIMORE CITY

4MY COMMIss:~q EXPIRES JULY 1. 1966
If

-8-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
-x

In Re Matter Under Review 1556 _

- -- - - - - - - - - - - - ------- 1 -o
RESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN TO THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 'S REQUEST _

FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS :

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, pursuant to the subpoena served

upon Citizens for Freeman, the documents annexed hereto are

hereby made available for copying and inspection by the Federal

Election Commission. These documents are responsive to

cO paragraph 1 of the subpoena. There are no documents responsive

tO paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of the

subpoena.•

C The documents produced in response to paragraph 1 are

~the copies of cheeks and credit card slips and deposit slips

T') for those contributions which have been put in issue in the

underlying complaint in this Matter Under Review. Additional

(7
documents exist which are responsive to paragraph 1 of the

subpoena. However, Citizens for Freeman has not produced and

objects to the production of the following:

(1) Bank records of contributions received, including

deposit slips and copies of checks and credit card slips; lists

of contributions received. Citizens for Freeman objects to the



..... U 0

production of these records of the ground that it is overly

broad and not reasonably related to a legitimate investigative

purpose. Citizens for Freeman has already submitted the

affidavit of its Treasurer, Belinda Haight, answering each and

every allegation in the underlying complaint. Additionally,

because such records involve the disclosure of the bank

accounts, addresses and, in many cases, the telephone numbers

of hundreds of contributors and political supporters of Debra

Freeman, such records are, in the circumstances presented by

C this FEC investigation, subject to a claim of First Amendment

privilege.

The information required to be disclosed by Federal

Election Campaign laws on FEC reports concerning contributors

~to Citizens for Freeman has already resulted in harassment of

contributors by newspaper reporters and multiple interviews by

~the FBI. Additionally, a complaint is pending before the FEC,

Cconcerning the violation of the confidentiality statutes and

regulations pertaining to this investigation by employees of

the Federal Election Commission.

Citizens for Freeman will produce this information upon

a showing by the FEC that the request is not overly broad, is

reasonably related to a legitimate investigative purpose and

upon the provision of a written stipulation by the FEC to

counsel for Citizens for Freeman. Such stipulation will

provide that such documents will be utilized solely for the

purposes of the FEC investigation and will not be released, in

-2-



whole or in part, to any other agency or person, subject to a

formal finding by the FEC that there has been a criminal

violation of the FECA or other laws of the United States by

Citizens for Freeman.

Documents also exist which are responsive to paragraph

12 of the subpoena. Citizens for Freeman objects to the

production of these documents on the grounds that the request

is overly broad and not reasonably related to a legitimate

investigative purpose.

C)
The production of the annexed documents does not

constitute a waiver of Citizens for Freeman's objection to the

C production of said documents on the ground of relevance or any

C J other ground. Said documents are produced without in any way

~waiving, but on the contrary intending to reserve, all

~questions as to relevance, materiality, privilege and

admissibility of any documents in any subsequent proceeding.

Citizens for Freeman reserves the right to supplement this

~reponse if additional documents are located that are deemed

responsive to the FEC's subpoena.

February 12, 1984.
_ MA R MORG T
Attorney for Citizens

for Freeman
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075
313-355-3084

-3-
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At tachments:•

Attachment 1: Copy of check of Donald MacNay

Attachment 2: Copy of Affidavit of Lawrence Swenson

Attachment 3: Deposit slip and credit card slips composing
September 8, 1982 bank deposit--Albert K. Rogers credit card

slip is item 2 on page 4.

Attachment 4: Deposit slip and credit card slips composing
September 1, 1982 bank deposit--L.W. Knox credit card slip and
Lawrence Swenson credit card slip are items 3 and 4 on page 3.

C

cL4

-4-
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ATTACIHENT 1--COPY OF CHECK OF DONALDMACNAY

C-



+' I~Lxtngon Park. Maryland 20653. Telephone

The following is £ caetion of telephone conversation elements tO
the best of ua ceambersnce; not verbatim but rather a paraphrasng and

sumizg
On Sunday. 28 November 1982 at 10 ft I reeived a telephone call fro

a person identifyl hislf 55 Mb. Hark Arux a reporter for the Baltimore
Iveie Swi. Ne bean InatTatifl me about the fusion bnergy FoundatiOn
(1u') and asked wtat I felt wer a numr of isprtient and noee question,
like Are you a subscribe? to mI HaIne? For how long? Where did you
hear about it? Why do you submible? Do you know anything abou't a
Mr. Lliouche? I said Yes he is an officer of the iFoundation. How old are you?
Are you £ widoer MIat is yor occuption? I said I am a proessional
elec=:cal enge and thalt mJ S. a very goo publication for techica
infbratioes in my fild.

li Hr. Ara aske if airy FEF epl had bee caln me about him. I ssadNo.
ae mid he calledl me since ap mass appeared on a list of persons having

contribeted money to Citizen for frema (CP). de sa~d upon takn with
other peole like myelf that they registere surrse and anger upon lear~nn
they wer listed as contribotors; they claimed to have gien additional fP
subscription money to help keep !C from folding sad that their money was
bigmisused A fom itSm ate,,ded Impoeem.

Kr. Aclamed to be iting a see of articles intendin to show that

and mission mae dvted to suppor OFir . aed ifJ I gave mm to OFFP
s- ad I amid 1am $100 for se lul tickets. Then he amid well I have ifor-

• ti ha~ti yea eemlbmted Ote CW. Appretlyr yo were not mre of

" .'amitet }w Nmg&, dgs 1+ +A ? sea omtrietin that asoet to WI.

Ifeam . e oc o bs3ewltt r the mt:)usl~l lgOv e his t C ed Thi
"gonwe at ateir ,oney b b l pldad htte wr '

i sv tueay m 0 3ob emsd 196 at o3 th H. As aldm gi n

, I told Hr. Ara that 1 did mtzibet $600 to F anid asked that my
name not be used is his wrttup, He said the list of OF supporters is public
inmte. I retmte t I did m unt my mss mentioned in, his

- wrteu. Ms them amid. ha d metmemnm bet X haso amr of imimmilag
• fttb wil a d 1 the stamest. . -

STATE O1F HANILAD
County of St. Nlary's

I hereby cetiy, that on this Smoo day of Decembr, 1982,

LA~MRCE c. svw,kao 'to me (or satisfactori proven) to be the persn
whose name is subscribed thin~l intrumnt and acknowledged that he euted
t he same for the purposes therein ocitained.

IN V'I7NiSS VHflBaF, I herato set my hand and seal. i

Not &y Public

My commission expires _/



CHECKS AND dTNvm ITEMS AR IWSV PQ DEPOSIT
SUBJECT TO THE RULES AND REOULATIONS OP ThUO IN~lTUTI)N

PLJEASE LIST EACH CH.IECK PIt~ATELV'

-4

ee.

'-

SOLK clwrs

CURRENCY

COONS

3

e

7

e

9..

92

'4

'9

U 'K ) SIDIE TOTAL.

l Vt U~( SIDE[ TOTAL

TOTAL EPOSI



• " .~~ ' ',

C. "*. •' UI ~llelalg
Sb• lo

LI

- -. ~

A

w~~r~F1  fEhEw JW
I -' J~

l'O .8 , Sf~ * l|lll

to *,,b

Pgi
4asL/ 1A L'

I--

,)

nun",al

u~rmdl'

C'?. vS -S FgofefSlli
*1t

9 1' *Q a--!*'

SI 1'? ql

(-C'

e* f" O •

..--_._._._._._._. , .

]Ill II

,.



.4.

w UITW

" o. D 'q / tql el

,* Pbk'.. bi b)
8. 'a 9 bS

S4N

U

rw~'~ Y

-~----~- I - I W~

I-' P~.. "

em.
6..-: P,

I. TI e.1 *2
** PuPTS

-a... £ ii

& Ciop,, *Ib 9P Q@

w&,o * C

'aI ',l ,

1wT~

UWVSO .- --

'

a *e .1

4iUU~b~~' -~-- -'

- -

41

: ' t t,

w

It

IDeO
i

• ,

-. • .



tJ ... , .,

I-
I, * t '

A

L~LJin~

* . I I -

4 U -

U,-,

SI; *'-~

4iqi4

(.', eq ,*S *ee e.~og
&.." .e *

0 **"O •

-

I - --

.~ ~1
~ i

mis
*7'9 L...

U". O pq~nn0

",3

C,-,- .,1 ---- ,V-----ee ----
St'e.@ ...

S O. ~ - --1--

A. .e...q ,

, 41.dA

'476 P*sA

1 .
V

v



K
~. ~r a. s*w

'V. ~ ;..,,'

.9 t , , ~ ir .-. 4, 1

-7

A;A.

aZD

'9. 4,

4bn,- .---

I1.

Ve I' vePg|Oq
. ~ .4

4 *~)

61mQ

jum~ -nr - ,

rThiir~T ~
s~ - ~-

~mm.mq~~ --

51I"1SJ

d +

pa

'ap '*" '9 Oeq

"47 7)4,,

:~o4

A,-

mmJ QOi



* 4*~r ~,2 L.,

4

Ig1t1 € 'i
lS,?l I

S .* .",b

IP .? .. ,

* Ireogq*., U')@ FIllsO
4. TI. 61 .3

*.i ,:Is.b

wrm

S.

S. ~

-~mm
1k -I

5Y9 a S'O

3* *5..• 1

G4O

sdiivd, a-m t4

m '--'= -

* .- ~

* ;~ -~ '9 * 3 4 @ ?%~ ~

. ,J!J

* : :

IO 6

rle U ,UI0I"01

0 04 '

I y~A5I Vg((SAS4

V

e



- e

PLEAS Et00S ALL CHECKS

IDATIE I .2

C

C\j

III

PLEASE LIST EACH CEC SEPARIAtELT
-- 4AS C~~

CURNC

, , €.,eldS

aop..

Sfvwlft4 8 VOrAi

taa~m nm,4 ,

I
A4



lia, 
'

1*;~'

*e we,,I .,,

K

r 1lt -

tff 3 *~SWVUPW

0W?~

up., .

m

.. .. " • ir

~ebuE*.gg

",' ¢gIPnII m~

,a0 .. Cb ( 151. I

II ~

Eh,__,

t '. '8



C ~

a
1Iv~..

£4 via _

~e S

.5, ,*,,Jw ~pm
:~qw.p

* ~rg

('.4,,, .1 ,

*SUo ,9o9 #oe apeeAh

.Ik',4 a, - • 41o

PUSWll

*t wo I1

5~d1 ~.

9. ~..

E. h. ?

) S It I ""



qV e~
ID S

~44

.&

~Ad5~P.I.e. reP ~aa

.4

#~eUMUS eft

L~.- u - r n-,

*6 "O&

em ~mm

*~I..d~q 6*~inmw

III .

-- T

i~pqm *9' A

dii
~tEsq4 ', * - a-

I (IUOJ'VS~ 11W3.WIoo
Ral ?If ofr 6o

I I w

t11_____

I- t |

VTF

I * • e

I I ti

)

I I- -'

o" " L

• • S
O

• • |

___A

w



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS ,) ..,.;. ,.

In the Matter of )
) 4

Fusion Energy Foundation, ) MURl 1556 8'fiBZ1 4

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION
OF THE FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION TO QUASH AND/OR

MODIFY FEC SUBPOENA AND ORDER

I. Summary of Proceedings STV
On January 5, 1984, the Federal Election Commission mailed a

subpoena to produce documents and an order to answer written

questions to the Fusion Energy Foundation ("FEF'). The subpoena

r and order seek to ascertain facts concerning the relationship

: between FEF and Citizens for Freeman, the principal campaign

'' committee of Debra H. Freeman in 1982. By telegram dated

January 13, 1984 (see Attachment 1), and by formal motion dated

0 January 16, 1984 and received on January 23, 1984, counsel for

S FE? moved to quash or modify the subpoena and order. (See

S Attachment 2).

° FEF's motion is based upon several arguments. First, FEF

argues that the complaint filed in this matter is "insufficient

to support" the Commission's November 1, 1983 investigative

determination, i.e., its finding of reason to believe that FEF

has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b. Counsel also argues that the

Commission has not provided FEF with "the detailed summary of

allegations required by 2 U.S.C. $ 437(g)(a) (2)" (sic), and that

the Commission already possesses "sufficient materials to conclude

its investigation with respect to FEIF." Further, counsel argues

that the investigation is being "undertaken in bad faith, is a



-2-

continuation of previous unlawful investigations by the FEC arid

is subject to doctrines of estoppel and claim preclusion."

Counsel states further that "the investigation is without

statutory authority and is ultra vires."

Finally, counsel argues that the certain document requests

and certain interrogatories are "overly broad, vague,

unreasonable, burdensome, unrelated to any legitimate

investigative purpose and are constitutionally impermissible."

I I. Legal Analys is

A. The Motion to Quash of the Fusion Energy Foundation
iF) Lacks Sufficient Foundation in Law or Fact

C- FEF's motion to quash the Commission's subpoena contains a

series of broad assertions which have no legal bases and are

Cunsupported in fact. First, counsel argues that the complaint in

this matter does not support the Commission's determination of

November 1, 1983, which consisted of a finding of reason to

S believe that FEF violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind

C contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation

' costs. However, the complaint alleges that representatives of

Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine, a publication of FEF,

raised funds for Citizens for Freeman in 1982, and cites

information contained in specific newspaper articles in support

of this allegation. Although the particular violations alleged

in the complaint were not those cited in the Commission's

determination, the factual allegation and the accompanying

information in the complaint was sufficient to support the

Commission's finding of reason to believe.
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Counsel's statement that the Commission did not provide fF

with "the detailed summary of allegations required by 2 U.S.C.

$ 437(g) (a) (2) and the U.S. Constitutionu represents a misreading

of Section 437(g)(a) (2) which requires that the notification of a

Commission finding of reason to believe "set forth the factual

basis for such alleged violation." In the present case FEF was

informed that the Commission had found reason to believe that FEF

"has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind contributions to

Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation costs."

Therefore, the factual basis for the finding was provided.

Counsel cites no specific provision of the U.S. Constitution

violated by the Commission's notification. Certainly any

C requirements of due process are fulfilled by the Commission's

CN notification read in conjunction with the complaint also provided

C)to FEF.

" " The assertion that the Commission already possesses

materials sufficient to conclude its investigation can refer only

to assertions made by counsel for FEF in the response to the

Commission's reason to believe finding. It is, however, the

responsibility of the Commission to investigate all facts with

regard to a particular allegation, not simply to rely upon

statements of respondents.

Counsel's allegations that the Commissions's investigation is

in bad faith, "a continuation of previous unlawful

investigations" and subject to estoppel and claim preclusion are

unsupported in the motion to quash. MUR 1556 was opened upon
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receipt of a complaint citing violations in 1982 of the Federal

Election Campaign Act (WFECAW) by Citizens for Freeman, Fusion

Energy Foundation and others. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(e),

the Commission has exclusive civil authority to enforce the

provisions of the FECA. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1) and

(2), upon receipt of a written, signed and notarized complaint,

and following a determination by an affirmative vote of four of

its members that there is reason to believe a violation has

occurred, the Commission must undertake an investigation of the

alleged violation. In the present matter such a proper complaint

, was received and a finding of reason to believe made.

'. . Neither the doctrine of estoppel nor that of claim

S preclusion has any application in the present matter. Claim

Cpreclusion is one aspect of the doctrine of res judicata which

=prevents repetitious litigation involving the same causes of

action on the same issues. . ... Under the claim preclusion

: aspect of res judicata, a final judgment on the merits in a prior

S suit involving the same parties or their privies bars subsequent

: suits based on the same cause of action." Compagnie Des Bauxites

de Guinee v. L'Unicn Atlantigue S.A. D'Assurances, F.2d

___,(C.A. Pa. 1983, No. 83-5114), citing Parkland Hosiery Co.

v. Shore, 439 U.S. 322, 325, n.5 (1979). Collateral estoppel

bars the relitigation of an issue in a second case which has

already been determined by a final judgment affecting the same

parties or their privies. The Commission does not now, and never

has had, other complaints involving the Fusion Energy Foundation



as a respondent. Therefore, references to doctrines of estoppol

and claim preclusion are totally misplaced.

Counsel contends that document requests 5, 6 and 8 and

interrogatories A and C are "overly broad, vague, unreasonable,

burdensome, unrelated to any legitimate investigative purpose and

are constitutionally impermissible." Requests 5 and 6 are for

all documents and other materials related to the solicitation of

subscribers to Fusion Energy Magazine, and to the solicitation of

charter memberships in the Fusion Energy Foundation between

April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982. Documents requested include

cc) lists of solicitors, lists of potential subscribers, lists of

persons solicited, lists of subscriptions obtained, bank records

c . of subscriptions obtained, including deposit slips and copies of

checks, and credit card slips.

Interrogator ies A and C request the identification of all

r individuals who were officers, directors, employees, staff

members, volunteers, consultants or other agents of the Fusion

Energy Foundation between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982,

and identification of any of these individuals who participated

on behalf of the FEF in the furtherance of the election of

Debra H. Freeman, who solicited contributions to Fusion Energy

and Space Program Magazine or charter membership in FEF during

this time period, or who solicited contributions to Ms. Freeman's

campaign. Interrogatory C requests a list of all telephone

numbers and extensions used by the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., including Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine, during

the time period cited above.
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The investigation in this matter involves allegations of the

solicitation of contributions to Citizens for Freeman by

representatives of Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine and

of FEF. The specific Commission requests for documents and

answers which FEF wishes to quash or modify are therefore not

overly broad, vague, or unreasonable, and they are relevant to a

legitimate investigative purpose. They seek to establish who was

engaged during a particular time period in soliciting

subscriptions to Fusion Energy and Space Program Maqazine and

memberships in FEF, who were the persons who were the targets of

C these solicitations, who actually subscribed, how payments were

'.r made and by whom they were ultimately received. See United

c States v. Morton Salt Co., 338 U.S. 632 (1950); Federal Trade

CCommission v. Texaco, 555 F.2d 862, 877 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (wide

C\J
range of investigation is necessary and appropriate where

numerous factual allegations in support of legal contention have

been made).

C The argument of burdensomeness also fails. It has been held

LO that an agency subpoena must be enforced unless it is

unreasonably burdensome or will "unduly disrupt" the activities

of the subpoenaed party. Federal Trade Commission v. Texaco, 555

F.2d at 882. FEF has provided no support for its argument that

the Commission's request is burdensome; in fact, the request is

specifically limited to documents produced during the time period

of Debra Freeman's campaign for nomination and its immediate

aftermath, i.e., April 1, 1982 to December 31, 1982. A

subpoenaed party is normally expected to review thoroughly its
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records and make a reasonable effort to assure compliance with an

agency subpoena. Furthermore, it has been recognized that a

subpoenaed party may be required to incur some burden, if

necessary, to comply with the subpoena of an agency seeking to

meet its responsibility to conduct a thorough and expeditious

investigation of possible unlawful activity. I d. See also

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (2) and (10).

III. Recommendation

Based on the above, the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission deny FEF's motion to quash or modify the

o Commission's subpoena for documents and order to answer written

-* questions. The Office of General Counsel also recoiumends that

C the Commission direct that the attached letter be sent

C rescheduling the date for compliance with the Commission's

CM
subpoena and order, and authorize this Office to initiate an

enforcement action should that compliance not be forthcoming.

..- See 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(b).

C
Charles N. Steele

' General -ounsel

Associlate General C nel

Attachments
I. Telegram from FEF

II. Mot ion to Quash or Modify
III. Letter to counsel
IV. Commission Order



BEF( THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Hatter of

FuSion Energy Foundation,
et. al.

MUR 1556

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 29,

1984, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the

following actions in MUR 1556:

1. Deny FEF's notion to quash or
modify the Coumiission 's subpoena
for documents and order to answer
written questions.

2. Direct that the letter be sent
rescheduling the date for
compliance with the Commission' s
subpoena and order.

3. Authorize the Office of General
Counsel to initiate an
enforcement action should that
compliance not be forthcoming.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry

and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest :

(7
Date S Marjorie W. EmnonsSecretary of the Commission

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

2-27-84,2-27-84, 9:444:00

/so

V



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wASHICTON. D C 20463

March 5, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Anderson:

The Commission has received your telegram of January 13,
C 1984, and your motion dated January 16, 1984, in whiceh you moved
? to quash or modify the Cormission's.Subpoena to Produce Documents

and Order to Answer Written Questions issued to the Fusion Energy
c Foundation ('FEF?) on January 5, 1984. Upon review and

consideration of your client's motion, the Comission, on
S February 29, 1984, voted to deny the FEF motion to quash or
Cq modify. A copy of the Commission's denial order is enclosed.

~Accordingly, the FEF is requested to produce for inspection and
copying the documents previously described in the Commission's

; > January 5, 1984, subpoena, and to answer the questions posed in the
_ order of the same date, at the Office of General Counsel, Federal

Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., on or
before March 9, 1984.

tf)
~Sincerely,-

~Charles N. Steele

BY: enneth A.Grs

Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure
Commission' s Order
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ) MUR 1556

COMMISSION ORDER

The motion of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., to quash

or modify the Commission subpoena to produce documents and

materials and the Commission's order to answer written questions

is denied.

~The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., is required to produce

, all documents requested and to answer all written questions

submitted by the Commission on January 5, 1984. The staff of the
C Office of General Counsel is directed to take all necessary and

proper steps to ensure compliance with the requests contained in

the Order.

.: WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

rj has hereunto set her hand at Washington, D.C., this second day

' of March, 1984.

Date

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Commission
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2 .

General CounselFederal Election Comission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Anne. A. Veissenborn

Re: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Wei ssenborn:

Enclosed please find: the Aktfidavit of Dna.d L. Mac5layin response to the Federal EleC~io. Commission's qs~t for
Production of Documents, Paraap 1. Citiss ,for iFrma
reserves the same rights ,as." :produtiLon of tis -4o ....

1984 Response to the WUC'e reqet fOr ptiua$QOf

Thank you for you ocirtesy Sni& ooopara~Ain in this
matter.

Very truly yours,

Mayer Morgranroth

T Ii

1984 cJ, i,

_t " .[.

..

L :-2
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AFFIDAVIT

State of Virginia )
) 88. :

City of Manassas )

Donald L. MacNay, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. I am a physician and reside in the City of Manassas,

Virginia.

2. On or about September 8, 1982, I contributed $400.00

• - by check to the Debra Freeman to Congress campaign. A copy of

my check is annexed to this affidavit.

C43. I was subsequently contacted by Mark Arax who

identified himself as a reporter for the Baltimore Sun

concerning my contribution to Debra Freeman. Mr. Arax

C initially stated that he had identified me through a list he

! had been able to obtain and that I had contributed to certain

~things in the name of the Fusion Energy Foundation. He said

that I had contributed $400.00 to Debra Freeman. He asked me

about this contribution and I told him that the only thing that

was firm in my mind was that I had contributed money to stop

Gerry Brown in California, although I recalled the name Debra

Freeman.



4. Mr. Arax then asked me if it would surprise me that

the money that I gave to stop Gerry Brown actually went to

Debra Freeman's campaign. I said it would surprise me and then

he asked if I was outraged and I said, no, I was surprised.

Mr. Arax said that there was illegal use of funds involved and

wanted me to Join a lawsuit to get my money back. I refused to

do so.

5. At the time I spoke with Mr. Arax I was caught

O completely of fguard by his telephone call and its tone. He

constantly implied to me that something illegal had been done

with my contributions to the Fusion Energy Foundation. I did,
C
~in fact, give a $400.00 contribution by check to the Freeman

~campaign and was solicited specifically to give money to Debra

: Freemuan *s Congressional campaign. Bowever, in the

' circumstances of Mr. Arax's telephone call I forgot completely

..... about that donation.

6. Mr. Arax subsequently recontacted me and asked me

for an affidavit concerning my call with him. In that

conversation he attempted to tell me that the Fusion Energy

Foundation had usurped the funds of an elderly lady and that

action needed to be taken against FEF. I refused to give Mr.

Arax an affidavit.



7. I have donated money to the Fusion Energy Foundation

and to other organizations which are publicly associated with

Lyndon LaRouche. I identify these organizations, publications

and campaigns, in my own mind, as part of the same political

movemnt encompassing various ideas and programs and do not,

necessarily distinguish out or remember each and every

contribution or solicitation. I identify my contributions in

terms of general support for the types of ideas and programs

presented. This fact and the hostile tone of Mr. Arax's

~inquiry accounts, I think, for why I originally could not

remember my *400.00 contribution to the Debra Freeman

Congressional campaign when I spoke to Mr. Arax. After the
C

conversations with Mr. Arax I remembered the contribution to

D Debra Freeman's Congressional campaign which I made by check

and which was specifically picked up by campaign volunteers

' from my office.

DONALD L.Maa

Sworn to before me this

N TARY PUBLIC

~IY ~ ~>es Agus ..t
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIO COMMSSi !J >, ..,THE

In the Matter of )
) 84AR,8 Alt: 54

Citizens for Freeman ) MUR 1556
Fusion Energy Foundation, )

Campaigner Publications )

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #1

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner

Publications, Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-

C kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

• "*: solicitation costs. The Commission also found reason to believe

"- ' that Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as treasurer of

C Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting

in-kind contributions from the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
'0

and Campaigner Publications, Inc.; 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

:: reporting as contributors individuals who did not intend to make

r contributions and as contributions monies which were intended for

' > purposes other than the making of contributions; and 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) by failing to report in-kind contributions from the

National Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff services. The

respondents were notified of these determinations on November 1,

1983. Counsel for Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. and Campaigner

Publications, Inc., and counsel for Citizens for Freeman and its

treasurer requested and were granted extensions of time to the

end of November in which to respond to the Commission's

determinations.
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As the first step in its investigation of this matter, this
Office on November 14, 1983, requested that the Commission

authorize subpoenas for documents, orders for answers to written

questions, and cover letters to be sent to Citizens for Freeman,

Campaigner Publications, Inc., and Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

and that the Commission also authorize a letter and questions to

be sent to reported contributors. On November 29, 1983, the

Commission authorized the subpoenas, orders and cover letters and

approved the letters to reported contributors. Letters to thirty-

nine contributors were mailed on December 12, 1983.
0D

Responses to the Commission's findings of reason to believe

. were received on December 2 and 6, 1983. Citizens for Freeman

C included in its response a request for pre-probable cause

C conciliation which was denied in a letter to counsel approved by

the Commission on December 15, 1983.

Included in the response from Campaigner Publications was

c the statement that this company is not the publisher of Executive

• Intelligence Review, one of the publications whose

" representatives allegedly solicited or otherwise obtained funds

for Citizens for Freeman. Further research revealed that, while

Campaigner Publications was in fact the original publisher, in

1982 Executive Intelligence Review cited New Solidarity

International Press Service as its publisher, this being a

company whose corporate status has been dissolved by the State of

New York for non-payment of taxes. As a result of this

information, this Office submitted to the Commission for
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authorization a revised subpoena and order to be sent to Citizens

for Freeman. Authorized and signed subpoenas and orders were

then mailed to Citizens for Freeman and the Fusion Energy

Foundation on January 5, 1984.

Counsel for the Fusion Energy Foundation and Citizens for

Freeman both requested and were granted extensions of the return

dates on their clients' respective subpoenas and orders. Counsel

for the Fusion Energy Foundation also filed a motion to quash or

modify the subpoena and interrogatories received by that

respondent. This motion was denied by the Commission on

~February 29, 1984, and a letter has been sent setting March 9,

O 1984, as the new return date.

C Citizens for Freeman has complied in part with the

04 Commission's subpoena and order, and this Office is in the

process of examining the information and documents supplied.

Direct responses have been received from ten of the reported

C contributors to whom letters were sent in December, while

,j Citizens for Freeman has furnished affidavits from two additional

^ ind iv iduals.

Charles N. Steele

Geneh 1. Cosl

Associate Gene al Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463]

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES STEELE
MARJORIE W. E MMONS/JODY C. RANSOM C/

MARCH 9, 1984

MUR 1556 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report *1 signed March 8, 1984

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

MIarch 8, 1984.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, O.C, 2463

March 27, 1984

Major General William A. Patch, USA (Ret.)
233 Polynesia Court
Marco Island, Florida 33937

RB: MUR 1556

Dear General Patch:

We appreciate receiving your response of December 30, 1983,
to the questions posed by this Office concerning solicitations
which you received in 1982 from persons associated with the
Fusion Energy Foundation. From your response vs understand that
you were solicited for a contribution to the campaign of Dkebra
Freeman in Maryland, but that you are not sure whether you were
charged for such a contribution on your VISA or American. Express

. account.

~We are indeed interested in determining whether any of your
credit card bills in late 1982 contained a chadrge for a

C contribution to Ms. Freea's canpaign. It would appear to, be
S less complicated for you to request copies of thee bills than

for the Commission to do so. Therefore, since Citiwens for
Freeman reported receiving a $250 contribution from you on

% September 5, 1982, we would ask you to please request copies of
your VISA and American Express bills for September and October,

S 1982, and forward them to this Office. If a contribution does
appear on a bill, please also state whether you intended to make

' such a contr ibution.

Should this request pose difficulties for you, or if you
have any questions, please feel free to contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4175, or at the Commission's toll free number, (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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t J G8EN hm. A. Patch,233 Pol ynesi a Cour t
Marco I sl and, Fl or ida

29 March 1 984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross 4-.
Associ ate General Counsel ..
Federal Election Conmilssion

Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Anne A. Weissenbofn I .

, Dear Mr. Gross:
c- This is an interim relD1w' tepuw ietter o92ttacW1944

(N Enclosed, please 1Find a request to American Express and VIMl

my statements otf Septmer .m Octobler, 1902. I trust that I
'0 receive a prompt reply.

farwill

As soon as I receive these
your off ice. statements, I wtil forward them to

Sincerely,

Major General, US Am
Re ti!red

2 Endls:
a/s I :

LJSACRot )

33937 "0

I
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" t 084 t'hi. A. i Patch, USA(Ret)

P. 0. Box 89
Leesburg, VA 22075

29 Mlarch 1984

Ameri!can Express
777 American Expressw ay
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33337 4-

Re: Credit Card *
Member Since '61 j

Ladies & Gentlemen:

If) I have been asked by the Federal Election Commission to check my
Aqmerican Express Account to ascertain If I made a contribution to
the Fusion Energy Foundation for the purpose otf supporting the

' Election Campaign of a Debta Freeman. The Federal Election Corm- i
mislon indicates that I made a contribution of $250.00 to "Ctti-, . ....

S zens for Freeman"* on S Septemer 19612. K have no evidence .. s.ih m... y '"r

possession indicating that I sent a check • to this camlpaign; how- 'i
C ever, I may have made a contribution from my American Express

Card through the Fusion Energy Foundation. -

- Since I do not file your monthly statements once they are checked
and paid, I would appreciate it if yo would send me copies oIF my

.- American Express Statements for the months oIf September and Oct-
ober, 1982.

Your prompt reply wsIl be appreciated.

Sincerely,

ili Jam A. Patch
Major General , US Army .
Re ti re•d i

CF: Anne A. W~ei ssenborn :z ;
Attorney at Law - '
Federal Election Comnision
Wash ington, D.C. 20463
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P. 0. Box 9
Leesburg, VA 22075

29 Mlarch 1994

Columbus Bank & Trust Company
Columbus, Georgia 31904
(Attn: VISAq Credit Card Division)

Re:t VISA Card *

Ladies & Gentlemen:

( I have been asked by the Federal Election Couwnission to check my
VISA Account to ascertain if I made a contribution to the Fusion
*- Energy Foundation for the purpose of supporting the Election Cam-
paign of a Debra Freeman from Maryland. The Federal Election Corn-

S mission indicates that I made a contribution of $ 2".O 0to 0 Citi- ...
zens for Freeman" on 5S eptember 1lMS2. I have no evidenc liWmy" I 

1

possession indicating that I sent a check to this campaign; hav-
ever, I may have made a contribution from my I|SA Card through
the Fusion Energy Foundation.

Since I do not 1file your monthly statements once they are checked
S and paid, I would appreciate it if you would send me copies o4F my

V_ ISA Statements for the months of September and October, 1902.

Your prompt reply will be appreciated. Thank you.

Sincerel y,

S/,,k.,j.A.
iflam A. Patch
Ma Jor General , US Army
Re t ired

CFz Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney at Law
Federal Election Comission
Washington, D.C. 20463

.4



BBFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COHMIS(IO ' ": "',

In the Matter of ) 84 APR 4 P 1:(

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.)

GENERAL COUNSEL 'S REPORT EXECUTIVE SESSION

I. BACKGROUND

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ("FEF)} had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for

Freeman in 1982 in the form of solicitation costs. On January 5,

1984, a subpoena for documents and an order for answers to

O written questions were issued to FEF. Counsel for FEF, on

C' January 16, 1984, submitted a motion to quash or modify the

C Commission's subpoena and order; this motion was denied on

March 5, 1984, and the respondent was given until March 9, 1984,

to comply.

We have received no response to the letter notifying counsel
C

L of the Commission's March 5 decision and of the March 9 deadline.

- As FE? has given no indication that it intends to comply with the

subpoena and order, it is the recommendation of this Office that

the Commission authorize the Office of General Counsel to seek

enforcement of the subpoena and order issued to FE? in United

States District Court.
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I I. RECO MMDAT ION

Authorize the Office of General Counsel to institute a civil

action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(b) seeking enforcement of the

subpoena to produce documents and the order to answer written

questions issued to the Fusion Energy Foundation.

teele

eeral Counsel

cO

C-

C
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Fusio E~erg ! mtion, Ine. ) MRa 1556

I, I~rjocde W. E~aos, I xdn Secretary for tIe Feckea l eU
Coision insiti session on Api 10, 1984, do hereq certify that

tie OmissiJi decihed b r a vot of 6-0 to auhize tIe Office of

Qusal( e1 to institute a civil actin, pirmiant to 2 U.S.c.

Uh 'der to - writtn stim isue to t1e Fusion&eg

# T % kw, Elit, Hari, 3 a~ , ?* y, ax

b d w mt ffi atvey fo the decison.

' Attest:
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO%. 0 C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Frank Robinson
P.O. Box 127B, Route 2
Mt. Solon, Virginia 22843

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Robinson:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

0 concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

" Energy Foundation, the Executive IntelliQence Review, and/or
. Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
C purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
CJ questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0 Having received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Comission tO issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

¢ either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
t attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may

have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that tact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. Frank Robinson

Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437gla)1(12) (A) which prohibit uaking
public any investigation conducted by the Commiss ion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to vhom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

S incer ely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
C Questions



S QUESTIONS

I. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fu$ion'EerQV and Space Procramf M'acazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the E~xeCutiVe InteiLL2.eCeCC eview? ..

If you were so solicited, please state:

- a) which magazine was involved ;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
C) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

- the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

*e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of paymen& (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);
h) whether a receipt was provided;

C04 i) whether you ever received the macazine for which you
..... o.palid.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

of the Fusion Energy Foundation?
C

if you were so approached, please state:

X)a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

rc) if you were contacted in persbn or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c hisei-/heseiLf (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an orcanization} ;
Lr d) vhaz was said by "that persc.-;

e) tne amount paid for mem.bership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a recei.pt was provided.

.. :n 2.9E2, were vou ever ap.proached by a person identified as

a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellioence Review to make a contribution to -be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: -

a) the form cf the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
b) the approximate date you were approached;



c) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bow
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself -(e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. "1n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commi~ssion indicate that you made the following contributions to

this ,committee:

Amount Date

$9 250 9/21/82

- Please state whether you intended to make these

contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e. g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

'Cb) the approximate date you were approached;
,c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
" the person who approached you identified
- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
Sd) what was said bv that perscn;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

- credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please

st:ate:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
reguested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-fae contact);

6) if you wer e approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by nae, as a representative of
an oraanization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, ]money order,

credit card) ;
gi. whether a receipt was provided;
b) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropr.iate).

a.

CT

C'4

'0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON 0 C 20463

April 13, 1984

Dr. Albert K. Rogers
808 Pleasant View
Ephranta, Pennsylvania 17522

RE: HUE 1556

Dear" Dr. Rogers:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

u9 concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

; Energy Foundation, the Executive Intell~nce Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, I'nc. We also asked ..whether you had made
certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

S purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the l

04 questions sent to you is enclosed. i

'0 Having received no response from you, we would like to !
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for

r answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

C either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

t Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
S to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may

have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Dr. Albert K. RogersPage 2

Your attention.is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 4379(a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Coimiss ion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
t'hat investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

'CAssociate General Counsel

Enclosure
VQuestions



QUESTIONS

i.. In 19.82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion-bEnerav and Space Proaram Macazine (Fuion magazine) orto the- Executi ve- Int:e±.Licence Revi.ew? ...

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;_ the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

C) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;-

j) what was said by that person;f; the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
C) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

N- :) w'hether you ever received the magazine for which you
-,.. p a id .

-. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
fae-o-f-ace contact);"' b) the approximate date you were .approached;

Sc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached ycu ide ntif ied" him~self/he-self (e.g., by nam.e, as a representative of
an orcanu-ation);

c~ ~a w2.sidz tha: person;
-e) the amount paid for membership;f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided .'

. in 1982, we-e yc" e've: approached by a person .dentified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation7 orthe Executive Intelaocence Review to make a contribution to beused for act2.vities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: :

a; th.4: ..e c.-- of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, iail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Quest ions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/her self {e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
-. e) the amount which you contributed;

f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4*. 4n 1982, reports fiaed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra li. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this co.runi tree:

Amount Date

$ 225 ' 9/6/82

Please state whether you intended to t.ake these
-, contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

c If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

: the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by nami, as a representative of
- an organization);

d) what was said by that person.;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

!I credi: card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

-g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



QuestionsPag~e 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-tcD-f ace contact) ;d) if you were approachec in person or. by telepbone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orc anization) ;

e, what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

;) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

S (?aeas refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

C



IS
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

\5V4,SHINCTON, D C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Dan Herbert
P.O. Box 3682
Wilmington, North Carolina 28406

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Herbert:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Comiassion
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C) concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or

S Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made
certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

C purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
memb)ership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

C questions sent to you is enclosed.

'CHaving received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to-issue an order for
" answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
Seither in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

Ut) attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
Commission' s toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
itn your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions'no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. Dan HerbertPage 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Comi±ssion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGene rl Counsel

EnclosureQuestions



1. 1n 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-.Enercv and Space Program Mlacazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inteio~ence Review?

if you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization); ..

%) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of paymen: (e.g., cbeck, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

04i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
o, paid.

oC. 2. in 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-t o-face contact);b) the approximate date you were approached;

.. ,.c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person "w'bo approached you identified

c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

U-> d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

. In !982, we-e you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used fcr activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

I f you were so approached, please state:

a) the form, of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, iail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions-
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
h~mself/herself (e.g., by nlame, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
- e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee:

•Amount Date

$ 325"- 8/28/82

' Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

c If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-f ace contact) ;

c b) the approximate date you were approached;
NOc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
rd) what was said by that person;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
t .f) whether a receipt was provided;
Sg) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



S w
Questions
Page 3

C) thbe form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
.face-tco-f ace contact) ;d) if you we:e approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;

h) if a credit card was used, bow the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Piea~e refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



:'e U
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON . D C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Robert C. Gray
Route 118
Baldwin Place, New York

RE: MUR 1556

Dear'Mr. Gray:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

LD concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman CoImittee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

c, Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. ... We 'also asked 'wheth~er you bad made

c certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

C membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C4 questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0 Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

S reserving the right of the Commission to> issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

If) Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
S to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may

have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions-no
later than April 30, 1984.



I
Mr. Robert C. GrayPage 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.s:C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Coinmiss ion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation wiii be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N4. SteeleGer~el Counsel

C Enclosure
r- Questions



QIJESTI ONS

I. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Enercv and_ Space Proaram M~acazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inte±±aoence' Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to--face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
" the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
aorganization) ;

a) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ; --
h) whether a receipt was provided;

r-.i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
_. paic.

(. 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C
04 If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were pproacbed;
:c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C him.self/herseif (e.c., by name, as a representative of

. orca-.ization) ;
c,' what was saic by - .,az person;

-. e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. in 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for ac:zvi:,.es acaln st a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, 7 ail,
face- to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how ,
the person who approached you identified
himself/h~rself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization); .

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. {n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contr.ibutions to
th is commi ttee:

Amount Date

$ 500 8/13/82

cO Please state whether you intended to make these
- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

c- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state: "
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

c< (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;
c c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how !
., .,, the person who approached you identified" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

- an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

¢e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
,j credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
" ) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being .
requested;

b) the approxir,,ate date you were approached;



c) \ he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail, iface-to-face contact) ;
d) if you were, approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.gj., by name, as a representative of

. an organization);I
e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;Sif a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

~on the bill which you received.

S (PleRle refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

~fN



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

• April 13, 1984

Mr. William L. Ritchie
34 Kalorama Circle
Washinlgton, D.C. 20008

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Ritchie:

On December 1.2, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

S Energy Foundation, the ExcuiveIntelieneRevew, and/or
Caqpaigner Publications, Inc. "We a so aske hether you had made

C certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
_- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

" _, Having received no response from you, ye would, like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for

S answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

t Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Mr. William L. Ritchie
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genel . Counsel

B :Knth A. Gros
--- Associate General Counsel

C Enclosure
__ Questions

'0



1. In 19B2, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the :Fusion Enerav and Space Programn ?laoazi ne (Fusion magazine) orto the ,Executive I'nte!L" aence Rev "iewt' .....

if you were so solicited , please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form" of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact); .
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if-you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;.

e) what was said by that person;
-) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a receipt was provided;C4i) whether you eve: received the magazine for which you
c paid.

S2. in 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
_-of the F~usion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, p~ease state:

0a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
rc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached ycu i"entifie
hi~vself/herseif (e.g., by nae as a representative of

tO an orcan ization);
d) what was said by tha person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to e
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: 0

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, enail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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C) "if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimSelf/herself }e.g., by name, as a representative of
anorganizhtion) ;d) what was said by that person;

-e) the amount whicb you contributed;"f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. Zn 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprinczpal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount

$175 "
250

Date

9/6/8 2
9/8/82

Please state whether you intended to make theseC contributions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C~Ja) the form of the solicitation to which you responded'C(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to--face Contact) ;.-'7b) the approximate date you were approached;C) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howr the person who approached you identified

- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of"C an organization);
./)d) what was said by that person;e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
- credit card) ;f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the p~yment was recorded

on the bill received.
If you did not intend to make these contributions, please

state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
t) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

c .

C.-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wAsHIncto, , 0 C 2046

April 13, 1984

Mrs. Charles O'Donovan
207 Churchwarden Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

RE: MUR 1556

Dear' Mrs. O'Donovan:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

S Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
C- Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
04 questions sent to you is enclosed.

Having received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
S answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(l). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
Seither in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
: attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questionsno
later than April 30, 1984.



Mrs. Charles O'Donovan
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 UJ.*C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Coanmi ssion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genes1Counsel "

kO Associate General Counsel

C

C Enclosure

-- Questions

C



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion'Eneray and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I ntelligence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
'f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
h) whether a receipt was provided;

N- i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
¢ paid.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

9_a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

rb) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
t d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

*3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative ot Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: .

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself le-g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this commuittee:

Amount Date

$ 140 -
200 9/8/82

~Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C
If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

• a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

,b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how~the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

c d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

t credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).



.0 1?
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Robert Norment
3050 Huilhedge
Montgomery, Alabama 36111

RE- MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Norment:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

<D concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

-- Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Camp~aigner Publications, inc. We also asked whether you had made

C certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-_ purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of. the
C'4 questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0Having received no response from you, we would like to
. pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
S answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
tc Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

- to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. Robert Norment
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gen a Counsel -,

Y: enneth A. o
--- Associate Gener'al Counsel

Enclosure
__ Quest ions



* S. QueSTIONS >
1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Enercv and Space Program Maoazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inte±.L~oence Review?

*If you were so solicited, please state:

*a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,b) face-to-face contact); "

c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

"_ the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

". g) the fortm of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card); -.

h) whether a receipt was provided;
. Ji) whethe, you ever received the magazine for which you

pa i .

c: 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to--face contact) ;

-b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
c himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an orcanizatiOn);.
"o d "'h-:, .•-_-- said by that person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In !982, we-e you ever approached by a perscn identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellacence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor 3erry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitati-on (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person whp approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee: ..

S Amount Date

$ 225 8/13/82
175 8/13/82

~Please state whether you intended tc make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

V" If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

c<a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

ob) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

: the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

6 ) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

t ' credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being-"
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
f) ace-to-face contact) ;d) i you werb approached in person or by telephone, hOW

* the person who approached you identified
. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
. an organization) ;
e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money'-order,

credit card) ;
*g) whether a receipt was provided;

h'} if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

~47.

ce
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wAsHINGTON 0c C O

April 13, 1984

Mr. Edwin L. Wildner, Jr.
211 JefferSon Davis Highway
Arlington, Virginia 22202

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Wildner:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

, concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

-- Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

C certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

-- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C; questions sent to you is enclosed.

~Having received no response from you, ye would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

S reserving the right of the Comission to. issue an order for
_ answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(l). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via theh Comamission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you ay
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



1M[. Edwin L. Wildner, Jr.

Peg. 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g1a)1(12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
eXpress consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gen ilCounsel /

'0 Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
-- Quest ions

C



QU:S TI ONS ~

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Enercv and Space Pro gram Magazine (Fso magazine) or ..to the Executive Inte~i.±oence Review? i

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the for% of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a receipt was provided;
" i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you,

pa i a.
C"' 2. in 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member i

of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C . If you were so approached, please state: ,!

'C a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,...
face-to-face contact) ; !Jb) the approximate date you were approached;

:-c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, ho~w
tbe pe-son who approached you identified

C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
to an orcaniuzation);

ci what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. :~n "S2, we-e *o'- ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundationa, orthe Executive Intellaoence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities agai.nst a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, tnail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a represen~tative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

-e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. }n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra E. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contr'ibutions to
th i s .comm i t tee:

Amount Date

$ 50
Co 400 9/16/82

-- Please state whether you intended to make these
C* contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

-- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;;c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you-identified9- himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

C an organization) ;6) what was said by that person;;- e) the fcrm of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);f) whether a receipt was provided;

g) if a credit card was used, how the payment wa.3 recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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C) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-faee contact) ;d) ±f you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of '
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., cbeck, money brder,

credit card) ;
c whether a receipt was provided;

h) if a credit card was used, bow the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

cT

r -i

'-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~April 13, 1984

Mr. Richard H. Warren
216 Lawton Street
Falls Church, Virginia 22046

RE: ISUR 1556

Dearb Mr. Warren:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

, Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
C Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked vhether yubdmd

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
__ purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C ~ questions sent to you is enclosed.

> Having received no response from you, we would like to
. pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
S answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(i). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
S either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via theCommission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions- no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437 g (a) (12) A which prohibit making
publc ay ivesigaionconucted by the Commission without the

express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGenerAl Counsel

BY:

Enclosure_ Questions



1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Iusion.Enerav and Space Program Maaazine (Fusion magazine) or:to Lb. ,Execut~ve I"nteiLL'ence Review?- --

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;"b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
-- the person who approached you identified" himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization);
*e) what was said by that person;f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

-. g) the form of payment (e.g., cbeck, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether areceipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which youc paid.

c 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
C; of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

%Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-f ace contact) ;Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person% or by telephone, bow9 the person who approached you identified
~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an crcanization) ;
d) hatwa.sai.. that person;e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.
3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how :
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ; :g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the iprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the• Commission indicate that you made the following contxributions to
this committee:.•

Amount Date

$ 50?
o500 9/8/82 -

¢ . Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C-~

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
04 a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded :

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;
,o b) the approximate date you were approached; :,,. c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how :i !' the person who approached you-identified ?: himself/herself (e.g.,I by name, as a representative ofan organization) ;
< ) what was said by that person;
, e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit carc) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the pa~yment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being"
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative ofan organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money" order,
" czedit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided;
in if a credit card was used, how the payment was, recorded

on the bill which you received.
(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

V,--

'0

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Gordon Stick
4001 Greenway
Balttmore, Maryland 21218

RE: HUE 1556

Dear Mr. Stick:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

S concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

- Energy Foundation, the Executive Intellience Review, and/or
S Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whetber you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

Having received no response from you, we would like to
r pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
- answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(i). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
Seither in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
t attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.

m
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality i

provisions of 2 U.s.c. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making ii
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom i
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Char as N. Steele
Gene l'0ounsel /.

BY: enneth A. Gros
'0Associate General Counsel

C Enclosure
-- Quest ions

'0



'e QUESTIONS

i. In 2982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusiorib.Enercv and Svace Procram Macazine (Fusio~n a9gazine) orto the Executive inteflicence Review?" '

If you were so solicited, please state:

"a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bow
- the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

C) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ; .

h) whether a receipt was provided;
.i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

C" 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

r : b) the approximate date you were approached;
. c) if you were contacted in perso5 or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
,.i -fJ/herseif (e.g., by nane , as a representative of
an olcanization) ;

tr. a sa~c :v zbaz per son;
e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

9) whether a receipt was provided.
.3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to beused for acti.vities against a particular candidate for Federal
cffice (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: -

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/hqrself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filied by Citizens for Freeman, the
princ3ipa1 campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 600 -9/4/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to M.s. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you respondedC (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-f ace contact) ;
cb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
' i the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

t credit card) ;
f) whether a recei.pt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being.
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-f ace contact);d) if you were approached in person or. by telephone, how• the person who approached you identified• himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money" order,
credit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

c



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

e April 13, 1984

Ms. Mary Sperry
113 Singing Wood Lane
Elgin, South Carolina 29045

RE- MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Sperry:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from

C the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
* Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or

Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made
c_ certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
-- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

C questions sent to you is enclosed.

~Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informl fashion,

- reserving the right of the Coission to issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.SoC. S 437d(a)(X). Please answer the

S enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
S either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
: Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12 ) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGenefa.! Counsel /

ennern A. G.ross'Associate General Counsel

EnclosureQue st ions



QUESTIXONS

1. In 1.982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion.Enercv and Space Prooram Macazine (Fusion magazine) or
tO the'Executive Intiii.±aence Revi'ew?-

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which Tzagazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
dj. if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bow

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

e) what was said by that person;.
• .f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form *of payment (e g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a receapt was provided;
c i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

: paid.
C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

__of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

Z a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were bpproacbed;
~c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how ,

C the person who approached you identified
himnself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

_d) what was said by that person;
.. e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

5. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intelioence Review to make a contribution to be
used for actavitaes against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor J)erry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-f ace contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;

° ....



S S
Questions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who appro ached you identifieahimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
aorganization) ;

d) what was said by that person;e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra B{. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contz'ibutions to
th is %coni t tee:

AmountDate

$ 250 8/23/82o1,000 8/31/82
,1,000 9/9/82

CT Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

O If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;Sb) the approximate date you were Approached;. c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedc hirmse~f/herse~f (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orca nizat ion) ;'/ d what w.as said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);f) whether a receipt was provided;.g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state: 

"

a) the purpose f or which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approacbe ;
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:

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
f) ace-to-face contact) ;d) i you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

- an organization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
~ctit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided;S if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

t./

CN-



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Michael Sperry
113 Singing Wood Lane
Elgin, South Carolina 29045

RE: MUR 1556

Dear-Mr. Sperry:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we vrote to you asking a series of questions

t concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Comittee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

S Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

C certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
S purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for

. answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(1)o Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

S either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

, Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the sane entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions. no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Mr. Michael Sperry
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Associate Gene 'al Counsel

C Enclosure

Questions

c J



o QESIONS

1.~ In 19,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
theFuson nercv and Sae prooram Macazinle (Fuionf magazine) or

to the Executive'lnte±i'ioenlce Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
C) the approximate date you were approached;.
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form. of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
.h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
:- paid.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

c0J If you were so approached, please state:

Da) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were-approached;
"c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
r the person who approached you identified
C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

f an crcanizat .o n ]

d) what was said by that person;
-e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundatiqn, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone; mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself le.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
-e) the amount which you- contributed;

f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. !2n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contiibutions to
th is ,commi ttee:

Amount Date

$ 250 8/16/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
!- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

c< (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;
b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

v. the person who approached you identified
:_ himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
r d) what was said by that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
u credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend tO make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being-
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



QueStionsPage 3

c) ".he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
;) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Ple8?e refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

'4:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Carlos A. S iso Pauan
1901 Brickell Avenue
Miami, Florida

RE: MUR 1556

Dear'Mr. Siso Pauan:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C) concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

"= Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelliqence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made
certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

__ purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

(N questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0Having received no response from you, we would like to
: pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Comission to issue an order for
: answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
C either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
t Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. Carlos A. Siso ?auanPage 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S:C. S 437; (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

S incer ely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene 1l Counsel

BY: lenneth A. Gross/_
-- Associate General Counsel

C Enclosure
__ Quest ions



1. In l9,82, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Pusion..Enerov and Space Procram Macazine (Fusion magazine) orto ithe Executive Intellicence Review? i

If you were so solicited, please state:

-a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
C) tbe approximate date you were approached;.!
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
-.- the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscriptio~n purchased;

• .g) the fort of payinent (e.g., cbeczk, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a" receipt was provided;.
c Ii) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

pa ic."

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
C) of the Fusion Energy Foundation? ,

~If you were so approached, please state:
C "~
i-',0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail, ;

b) face-to-face contact) ; ::,,,,,-: b) the approximate date you were approacbed;
c) if you were contacted in perso? or by telephone, how i(:

" * the person who approached you identified i
C himsei /ne:self (e g., by name, as a representative of

an orcanization) ;
tr ) vhat as said by that person; i

e) the arount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit .

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusaon magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

if you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself je.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign comlmittee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:•

Amount Date

$ 250 7/16/82
9750 8/17/82

. - Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

__ If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

'0 b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you-identified
*himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an orcani zat ion) ;
Sd) whet was said by that person;

e) the forrm of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
crdt card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
State:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being"
recuested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
f~ ce-to-face contact) ;d) ii you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person lrho approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

e) an organization) ;
" e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) wk'ether a receipt was provided;
b4 if a credit card was used, how the paym~ent was recorded

"on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers it appropriate).

C

'C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. William S. Smith ;
P.O. Box 24154
New Orleans, Louisiana 70184

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Smith:

On December 22, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

' concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

S Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
C Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

mmbership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

Having received no response from you, we would like to
. pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(I). Please answer the

S enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



.. !e S
lro William S. Smith

Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions Of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit aking
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gen Counsel1/

BY: Kenneth A. Gr ss

O Associate Ge eral Counsel

C' krnolosure
- Questions

'0



QUESTIONS

I. In l9 2, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion-*Enercv and Space Proaram &_acazine- (Fusion magazine) orto the Executive Inte~1aoence Review - ...

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;"b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

c) th'e approximate date you were approached;d.) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
aorganization) ;

• what was said by that person;
the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

S) the form of payment (e.g., cheek, money order, credit
card) ; ".h) whether a receipt was provided;i) whether you eve: received the magazine for which you
paid.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
__of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:
'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g.., telephone, mail,

P. face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how. the pers o~ who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative ofLO an orcan4 at • -
d) what was said by -ht ero-
e) the amount paid for membership;f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

2. ., S£2, were you ever approacned Dy a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to beused for activi.ties against a particular candidate for Federaloffice (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, sail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;



c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
1) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with.the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this commit tee:

Amount Date

$ 100?
250 8/19/82•
500 8/21/82

Please state ihether you intended to make these
Scontributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

r If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

-- (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;
b) the approximate date you were approached;

( c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
, an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;"
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

C credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;

to g) if a credit ca.-d w'as used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;

mm



Oe:icns

C) "be form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
d) face-to--fac;e contact)d) i you wer e approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identified. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representtie of

an organization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
cr-edit card) ;g) whether a receipt was provided;h} if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C 4

'0

'-I
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC ?0463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Ted R. Hunt
Route 2
Bostic, North Carolina 28081

RE: MUR 1556

Dear-Mr. Hunt:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C) concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

' Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
C.Campaigner Publications, Inc. We 'also 'asked'whetber you had madeS certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

CM questions sent to you is enclosed.

0 Having received no response from you, we would like to
, pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the riqht of the Commission to. issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

c either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via theto Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions.no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mt. ?ed R. Hunt

P~e 2

Your attention is agin drawn t h ofdnilt

provsion of U.S. S437g~a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
pulic any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
eapress consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gen Counsel

__BY: nneth . Gross!
Associate Gener Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions

(Ni
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I. QUESTIONS

1.e In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription toheFusion'Enerav and Space Prog~ram Macazine (Fusion magazine) orto L e Executive'Intellioence aeviCeW? .. .

If you were so solicited, please state:

.a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-f ace contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bow

- the person who approached you identified• himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;.

e) what was said by that person;) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
c h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
! paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

(Ni If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
. face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were .approached;rc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
* the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

' o an organization);
d) what was said by tht person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, ox'the Executive Intellacence Review to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry 3rown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. "In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the i
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

•Amount Date

9$ 250 8/15/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C
__ If you did intend to make tbese contributions, please state:

04 a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
~~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ; :'0 b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified ":

r. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of :!
an organization) ;

C d) what was said by that person;
tOe) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being-
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) Xhe form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;e) what was said by that person;

f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided;h,> if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



- FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

April 13, 1984

Ms. Miriam Ewing
721 South View Terrace
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Ewing:

On Decemaber 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from

. the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campigner Publications, ...inc. We also asked vhetber you had made
certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

C questions sent to you is enclosed.

O Having received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission tO. issue an order for° answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
S enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
t attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via theCommission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Ms.: ~i riam Ewing ::

Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit maoking
public any investigation conducted by the Coissi on without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel- .
Ge ng 1 Counsel /

Asociate Gen ral Counsel

C, Enclosure
-_ Questions

C



QUE:STI ONS .0i

1.e In l9 82, were you ever approached to buy asubscription to
teFusion-Enercv and Stace Proaram Macazine (Fusion magazine) or

to the Executive I nteil' .ence Review?.. .

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the orm of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

*J what was said by that person;
"f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a receipt was provided;
D-.i) whether you eve: received the ~aga zine for which you

' paic•

CD 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
Sof the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

%0--a) the form of the solicitation (e.c., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
C n~imse 2f / h erseilf "(e.c., by nam e, as a representative of

d) what was sa'.d by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

:. n i.S2, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation) or°
the Executive Intellacence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activ .: es against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, iail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions wha q

Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
hersonh approache you identili ed

nimelfhe~e~zte~.,by name, as a representative of
anorganization) ;

d) whtwas said by that person;
-. e) the amount which you contributed;

f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. -In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this colrizittee:

.. Amount Date

$ 250 ""7/21/82

CO Please state whether you intended to make these
.contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C\J (e. g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;'0 c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified: himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

~an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
u% credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approxim.ate date you were approached;
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c) the form of tbe solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact)d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

creoit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;

h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

.. (?iea e refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

o

CA
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, DC 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Stoney Elmore
1509 Royal Oak Drive
McLean, Virginia 27102

RE: MUR 1556

Dearftr. Elmore:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

QD concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

S Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
C Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

Having received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(i). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

L attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions-no
later than April 30, 1984.



Kr. Stoney Elmore
Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) which prohibit makingpublic any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
*upress consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation wiii be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener aConseli -

BY: nn-- . Goss/

Associate Gener Cune

E nclosure
-- Questions



QU -ST IOs

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
th Fusion-Eneroy and Space Procram Macazine (Fusion magazine) or

to t.he Executave Inteii'acence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;"
C) the approximate date you were approached;
d4 if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);,-
C h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
"<? paid.

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

rb) the approximate date you were-approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

C the person k-ho approached you identified
himself/herseif (e.c., by name, as a representative of
d) wat ws sa6 bythat person;

e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

cardc) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982", were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Found ation, Or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to b)e
ised for actlvities agaanst a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone,-mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approxirmate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person. who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e. g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra E. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contr'ibutions to
th is commi ttee:

Amnoun t Date

$ 50?
f%9 500 8/15/82

1 00 9/6/82

C: Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

O4 If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

',0a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

Sb) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;
d what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
f) whether a receipt was provided;.
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approachea;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided;
bY if a credit card was used, bow the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Pleaee refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

try



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C. 20463

" April 13, 1984

Mr. Alan Cinsavich
2 Livia Court, Apt. A
Baltiaore, Maryland 21237

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Cinsavich:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we lirote to you asking a series of questions

If, concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

"2 Energy Foundation, the Executive I ntelligence Review, and/or
C Campaigner Publications, Inc. We' also asked'wvbetber you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

memabership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
CO4 questions sent to you is enclosed.
')Having received no response from you, we would like to

pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to. issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(I). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

C either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
to attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements frov'
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. Alan Cinsavich
Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g Ca) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Comission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

'0 Associate General Counsel

C"
Enclosure

-- Quest ions
(NJ

No



" OUSTI NS :

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion'.Eneroy and Space Prooram Mlaoazine (Fusinmgzn)oto the Executive Inte±.1.cence Review?.sonmaie)o

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face- to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified• himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

.. what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

r-,h) whether a receipt was provided;i) whether you ever received the macazine for which you
-,C paid."

C 2. In 1982: were you ever approached to become a charter member
-_ of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 if you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approxiate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by teler'hone, how

< the person wbo approached ycu identified
himself/berseif {e. C., by name, as a representative of

tUfl an orcanizaticn.),
6) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 2982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation1 or
the Executive Intellic.ence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the soaicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself ;..b neaareesttieo
an organization); g; y n m , a e r s n a i e od) what was said by that person;

e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. -In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincxpal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount

$ 500*""
500

Date

9/3/82
9/9/8 2

Please state whether you intended to make thesecontributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.
If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifjedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;e) the form of payment used (e.g. , check, money order,
credit card);"

f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
s :

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) tbe form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face---o-face Contact);d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhinself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card) ;c) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

("?'leaF refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

c

C ~
'0o



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. Barry Bieble
381 N.W. 35th Court
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309

RE: MUJR 1556

Dear'Mr. Bieble:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

oD concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

- Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelliqence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

C' certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
c questions sent to you is enclosed.

'C> Having received no response from you, we would like to
S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right of the Coimission to- issue an order for
- answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

C either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

'-J> Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions-no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S,C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY eneh A. Gro,%s
~Associate General Counsel

C, Enclosure

Questions



* U _ UQUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription toth Fusion-Enerov and Space Proaran Macazine (Fusion magazine) orto tne Executive lnteji' icence Review?...

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identified• himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

. ) what was said by that person;
the amount paid for any subscript ion purchased;

c) the fcr m of ?ayment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a receipt was provided;04 i) WhEther you ever received the magazine for which you
- paid.

C> 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
_of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, phease state:
'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
v5 face- to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were -approached;

-c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the pe-son who approached you identifiedC himse2!,/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

d2 what was saad by th.at perso..;
e) the amount paid for membership;f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

:. ?.j'. 2, were ycu ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intellioence Review to make a contribution to be:usec for actl.vizes against a particular candidate for Federal
.. office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:
a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face- to-face contact);
b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/hetself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. Tn 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Dt

$ 250 9/10/82
! ?lease state whether you intended to make these

contr ibutions to Ms. Freeman' s campaign.

., If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face Contact) ;Ob) the approximate date you were approached;c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how* the person who approached you 4dentified
. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an organization) ;Sd) what was said by that person;e) the form of payment used (e.c., check, money order,
t . credft card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
_tate:

a) the purpose for which you believed money~was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) 'the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or. by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

(-?ieaSe refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

C\J



I . FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWASHINCTON, 0.C. 20463U April 13, 1984

Mr.o G. Howard Bathon, Jr.
P.O. Box L
Northeast, Maryland 21901

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Bathon:
On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commissioninvestigation, we .wrote to you asking a series of questions

concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 fromt the Citizens for Freeman Comittee, Fusion magazine, FusionEnergy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or- Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had madeC certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman orpurchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter-- membrship in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
questions sent to you is enclosed.

C Having received no response from you, we would like topursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,. reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order foranswers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (I). Please answer theenclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, theC attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
t Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also askedto furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you mayhave written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the otherentities named above, or copies of credit card statements fromthat year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. Ifsuch cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently

in your possession, please inform us of that fact.
Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no

later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.c. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

S incer ely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY)A/~r~ethA. Gros
~Associate General Counsel

C Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS ,
1. I 92 eeyou ever approached to buy a subscription to J

the Fusion.*Enercv and Space Prooram Macazine (Fusion magazine) or
to tne Executeve Zntdi.aence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
8d. if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
• himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

an orc anization) ;
e) what was said by that person;-

•f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) tne form.of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);o
, h) whet2her.  a .receipt. was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
' pa id.

C> 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

('4 If you were so approached, p3ease state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
w; face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were "approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

c the Derson who approa ched you identified"
hise!/heseJif (e.c., by name, as a representative of

/% an oc aizatic n) ;
d) what was saad by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In l982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive mnzellioence Review to rmake a contribution to be
used for actavv.::es against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitati.on (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximzate date you were approached;



Qu0ton1;
Page 2

c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the perso who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;

f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. 'Zn 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 150 ?
Ct) 75 8/3/82

675 8/15/82

C Please state whether you intended to make thesecicontributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
C\J

Sa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;Sb) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
~the person who approached you identified

C himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;tr) d) what was said by *that person;

e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the piyment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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C) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to--face contact);

d) if you were approachec in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

- an organization) ;
e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money"order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;

h; if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

. (Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C'

CNJ

'C,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

" April 13, 1984

Mr. Larry V. Sauerwein
7608 Daniels Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21234

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Sauerwein:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by' the Commission, you are requested to answer in

0 writing the attached series of questions. You are also requested
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of any checks which you

, may have written in 1982 to the Fusion Energy and Space Program
Magazine (Fusion magazine), the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

C- the Executive Intelligence Review, Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
or Citizens for Freeman, as well as copies of any credit card

-- invoices or bills which you received itemizing payments to any of
04 these same entities.

'0 The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but, rather, a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

r confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.
This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

t investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being undertaken.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn at (202) 523-4175, or at the Commission's toll-free
number (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY ,Kfhneth A . Gos
"Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions



• . QUESTIONS

z. in 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the FUSior.Enercva.,nd Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executi.ve Intell'cence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
C) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organi.zation) ;

e) what was said by that person;
the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
cardl);

h) whether a receipt was provided;
- w ether you eve: received the magazine for which you

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

'0 a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;":"b) the approximate date you were approacbed;

-c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

his/~re.f(~cb nmas a representative of

e) ithe mun paid fo mebership;
f) the form of paym~e~ en (e.g. hcmny recei

c)wad); -

g) whether a receipt was provided.

. $.E2, we-e ycu ever apr-oached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used fcr act: .  :.tes against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, m ail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/h&'rself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. -n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 500 8/26/82

?lease state whether you intended to make these
S contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
c (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-f ace contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were approached in -person or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

, credi: card ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) h form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization);

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
9) whether a receipt was provided;

h) if a creeit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

. (Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

r'

C
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, C. 20463 :

April 13, 1984

Mr. Leo Mark
307 Dunwood Lane
Hollywood, Florida 33021

RE: MUR 1556

Dear- Mr. Mark:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
£nergy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

C, certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-_ purchased subscriptions in the mgazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.
~~Having received no response from you, we would ,like to ,

pusethese questions once again in this more informal fashion, ~i
reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for .
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d~a)(I). Please answer the :
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

, Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions- no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S.C:. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Enclosure
Questions



QUESTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Intelpaaence Review? ..

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a represetntative of
an organization) ;

.e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ; •
Dh) whether a receipt was provided;

i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
¢ pa id.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

c the person who approached you identified
hizse~f/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

tO> an Ocanization);
d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment, (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 2982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intelligence Review to make a contribution to bused for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. -In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 250 9/6/82

please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
C (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;
Ob) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

~himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

tf) credit ca-d) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
-state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being-
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 3

c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified

. himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
;) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

. (Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C,

C

ur)



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0DC 20463U April 13, 1984

Mr. Thomas J. McMahon
2532 C South Arlington Mill Drive
Arliuigton, Virginia 22206

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. McMahon:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 fromC the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
Ener~gy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

C" certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

-- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

~Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

: reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1). Please answer the

- enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
S either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
tr Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) vhich prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleG~n~ra1 Counsel /

Counsel

C Enclosure
_- Questions

a



* fe QUEsTIONS

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion-Enercv and Space Prooram Maoazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive Inte.Licence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to--face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
dl if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identifie
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

e) what was said by that person; .
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);,
h) whether a receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

~paid.

C 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-_ of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C¢4 If you were so approached, please state:

Da) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
v face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were-approached;
Sc) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached ycu identifiedc him.self/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
to an orcaization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card);-
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundatio, oi
the Executive Intellaence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If yjou were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitati-on (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) " if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. .In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
thiJs commi ttee :

Amount Date

$ 250 "8/19/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
r- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.
C" If you -did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
04 (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
0c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

~an organization) ;
d) what was said by that person;

Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
,. credit card) ;

f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
- state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being -

requested;
b) the approximate date you were approached;
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C) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, bow the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

r')

C

ci

if)



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463U April 13, 1984

Ms. Laura Lawrence
Hawkaway Farm
Warrenton, Virginia 22186

RE: MUR 1556

Dear. Ms. Lawrence:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

r concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Comittee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

c Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, inc. We also asked whether you had made

C' certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

-- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
Cq questions sent to you is enclosed.

. Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

S reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

c either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

LI) Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you maay
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions, no
later than April 30, 1984.



R. Laura LawrencePage 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentialityM
provisions of 2 Ui.SC. S 437 g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
thbat investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

S incer ely,

Charles N. Steele
eneal CounselQ

UOAssociate Gene~i ounsel

C' Enclosure
_ Questions



• . QUESTIONS

i. In 19p2, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tot.he Fusi1on-Enercv and Space Program Maaazine (Fusion magazine) orto the Executive lnteii~ioence RevieW7? -

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which macazine was involved;b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bowthe person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by nate, as a representative of
an organi.zation) ;

e) what was said by that person;
S the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

Oh) whether a receipt was provided;i) whether you eve: received the magazine for which you
o. paic.

0 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
_of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:
Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face Contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

c the person who approached you identified
C himself/herse2f (e.g., by name, as a representative of

LfO an orcanization);
-)wa -a sa by tat person,;e) the amount paid for membership;

f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

g) whether a receipt was provided.

°.. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation{ orthe Executive Intellacence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activi es against a particular candidate for Federaloffice (e.g., former Governor 3erry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:Q

a) :he fo:r, of tne solicitation (e.g., telephone, iJail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the app:oxi .ate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bowthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

-"- e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. --n 2982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this Conni ttee:

•Amount Date

$ 215 "8/21/82
"255 9/4/82

" Please state whether you intended to make these
C contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

-- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
Sa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded~(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to--face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of¢ ~an organization) ;"

d) what was said by that person;tf) e) the form of payment used (e.c.., check, money order,
credit caro);f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) "th form of the solicitation (e.g., telepbone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
c) whether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

.,, (?aeas#, refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNGTON. D C 2043
" April 13, 1984

Ms. Rita Landry
6218 Breezewood Drive, #301
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Landry:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

C concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

> Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had madeS certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
Membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the

(N questions sent to you is enclosed.

'0 Having received no response frm you, we would like to
r pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

reserving the right-of the Commission to issue an order for
S answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(l). Please answer the

enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,
C either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
t Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele ~

CD Associate Gener~lCounsel

C

Enclosure

-- Quest ions

'0

tr)



QuEsTI ONS :

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion-*Enercv and Space Prooram Macazine (Fuion magazine) or ..to the Executive Jnte.L,!,cence'Rev~ew? .. .... ,

if you were so solicited, please state:

a) wbicb magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face Contact) ;.
c) the approximate date you were approached; :
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

tbe person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ; "
-- h) whether a receipt was provided;

i) wheter you ever received the m.agazine for which you

2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
-- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

04 If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
~face-to-face contact) ;
rb) the approximate date you were "approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
c the personz who approached you identified

hi~self/herseif (e.g., by name, as a representative of
to an orcar.:za:ic.-.);

6) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. in 2982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to beused for actavities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, -mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who a~ roached you identifiedhimself/hqrself 10e.9., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount Which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprinc'ipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
this Commi ttee:•

Amount Date

$ 100 -9/5/82

Please state whether you intended to make these
C contributions t:o Ms. Freeman's campaign.

"- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
c (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;9c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
; the person who approached you identified

himself/herself (e.g., by nlame, as a representative of
" an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
Se) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

tO credit card);
-; w~he .. a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) tbe form of the solicitation (e g., telephone, mail,face-to-f ace contact);d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person-who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a represen tative ofan organizaton) ;

-e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money"order,
credit card);g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

- on the bill which you received.
(Please refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C

C\J~i



! FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. David Huling
333 Madison Avenue
Cape -Canaveral, Florida 32920

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Huling:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions

r concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
S the Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

Energy Foundation, the Executive Intelligence Review, and/or
-- Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made

certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
-- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

'*0
Having received no response from you, we would like to

S pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to issue an order for

7 answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1). Please answer the
S enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
t!) attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Mr. David liuling
Page 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission vithout the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to vhom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele ,-

Associate Genera/ Counsel
C

Enclosure
-- Quest ions

c



• . QU-£ST IONS

1. ln 2982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription toth Fusion-Enercv and Sipace Prooram Mac©azine Fuion magazine) orto the Executive Inte±±icence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact);

c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;
g) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;-
h) whether a receipt was provided;'0 ±) whether you ever received the magazine for which you

C pa iC."
-- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter mmber

of the Fusion Energy Foundation?
04. If you were so approached, please state:

Oa) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedC himself/herself (e.c., by name, as a representative of
tO an crcanization) ;

6) whaz was said by: that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1922, were you ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, orthe Executive Intellicence eview to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candidate for Federaloffice (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: "

a) he orm ofthe solicitation (e.g., telephone, ihail,
face-to-face eontact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe perso, who approached you identi tiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
"e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. Zn 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theComissonindicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount Date

$ 100
N. 500 9/5/82

~Please state whether you intended to make these
- contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

-- If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

04a) the form of the solicitation to which you respondedo (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;b) the approximate date you were approached;
* - c) if you were approached in pers.on or by telephone, how

~the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
can organization);d) what was said by that person;toe) the form of payment used (e.;., :hezk, money order,

credit card) ;f) whether a receipt was provided;g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



P age 3

c) the form of the solicitation (eg, telephone mail,face-to-face contact) ;""' 'd) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;e) what was said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

C) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
on the bill which you received.

- (Plea~e refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

C-M4



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C 20463

• April 13, 1984

Ms. Hazel Fox
1922 Ruxton Road
Ruxton, Maryland 21204

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Fox:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commissioninvestigation, we birute to you asking a series of questionsc concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 fromthe Citizens for Freeman Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion"i Energy Foundation, the ExecutiveIneleneeiwado
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you bad made

- certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or
- purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a chartermembership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
c questions sent to you is enclosed.

%3 Having received no response from you, we would like toS pursue these questions once again in this more informual fashion,
reserving the right of the Commission to. issue an order for

-* answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a)(l). Please ansver theenclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,- either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, theattorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the
Y-' Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked

to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the otherentities named above, or copies of credit card statements fromthat year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. Ifsuch cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Ms. liazel Fox
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Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 4379 (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commis sion without the
exprzess consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
that investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation vill be appreciated.

S incerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gen 1 Counsel

O Associate Gen ral Counsel

-- Enclosure
Questions



1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription to
the Fusion"Enercyv and Space Program Mlaaazine (Fusion magazine) or
to the Executive I'nte'L i.enCe Review? '-+

If you were so solicited, please state:

.a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact);
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, bow

- the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
T) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;

c) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card) ;

h) whether a" receipt was provided;
i) whether you ever received the m~agazine for which you

paid.

2. In 2.982: were you ever approached to become a charter member
of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

=....If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

;b) the approximate date you were approached;
C) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

- the person who approached you identified
r . e~chimTsei,/herself (.. by name, as a representative of

an orcanization);
d ) what was saic by that person.;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. ITn 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fus"ion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive Intellicence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activitl.es against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state: -

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;
f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. In 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with the
Commission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is -commi ttee:

Amount Date

c<$ 700 9/3/82
100 9/5/82
1- 00 9/29/82

-- Please state whether you intended to make these
_ contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

C< If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

wOa) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
N (e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact);

b) the approximate date you were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person who approached you identified
' himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
t ,arn orcanization);

6) what was said by that perscn;
e) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

d) if you were, approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

. an organization) ;
e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided;
h>. if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any- prior answers if appropriate).



S SI
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. J. Carroll Fisher
614 N. Main Street
Salisbury, North Carolina 28144

RE: MUR 1556

Dear .Mr. Fisher:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from
the Citizens for FreemLan Committee, Fusion magazine, Fusion

__ Energy Foundation, the Executive Intefligence Review, and/or
Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had mde

-- certain itemized contributions to Citizens for Freemn or
purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter

-- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
c questions sent to you is enclosed.

Having received no response from you, we would like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,

S reserving the right of the Commission to. issue an order for
answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

S either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

tT Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions-no
later than April 30, 1984.
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Mr. 3. Carroll FisherPage 2

Your attention is again dravn to the confidentialityprovisions of 2 U.SC. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit maoking
public any investigation conducted by the Corn i sion without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
tbat investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene ~ Counsel

- Enclosure_ Questions



S S
QU£S T I ON S

1. In 1982, were you ever approached to buy a subscription tothe Fusion.*Enercv and S pace Proam Mac azine (Fusion magazine) orto the Execut~ve- ntelaence Review?

If you were so solicited, please state:

a) which magazine was involved;b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to--face contact) ;

c) the approximate date you were approached;d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e9 what was said by that person;f) the amount paid for any subscription purchased;g) the form cf payment (e.g., check, money order, credit
card); "

')h) whether a receipt was providd
i) whcther you ever received the magazine for which you

-- pai£d.
2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member

- of the Fusion Energy Foundation?

(N If you were so approached, please state:
a) the fcrm cf the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

~face-t:o-face contact);b) the approximate date you were approached;
c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how

r tne person who approached you identifiedhirnseif/hersejlf (e.c., by na.me, as a retresentative of
tfl an cr:a-:za-lon) ;

d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount paid for membership;f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1982, were you ever approached by a person identified asa representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation z, orthe Executive Intelilcence Review to make a contribution to beused for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, m~ail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approxim~ate date you were approached;



Questions
Page 2

c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, howthe perso . who apoached you identifiedhimself/herselfa (erg., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

.. d) what was said by that person;
e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) whether a receipt was provided.

4. in 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, the
principal campaign committee of Debra H. Freeman, with theCo ._.son indicate that you made the following contributions to
this committee:

Amount .Da te

$ 500 8/13/82
Please state whether you intended to make these

contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

__ If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:

¢ a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded
(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;'0 b) the approximate date you were approached;

o c) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you "identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of

~an orc anization) ;
d) what was said by that person;e) the fcr-. of pay ,ent used (e.c., check, money order,

credic carc) ;
f) whether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



Quest ions 
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Page 3 
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c) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how
the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an orcanization) ;

e) what w'as said by that person;f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money'order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided;h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded
• on the bill wnich you received..

. (Plea~e refer to any prior answers if appropriate).

co

C J

r3



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C. 20463

April 13, 1984

Mr. David Frackleton
487 South Mason
Harr isonburg, Virginia 22801

RE: NOR 1556

Dear .Mr. Frackleton:

On December 12, 1983, in connection with a Commission
investigation, we wrote to you asking a series of questions
concerning solicitations you may have received during 1982 from

o the Citizens for Freeman Comittee, Fusion magazine, Fusion
- Energy Foundation, the Executive Intellience Review, and/or

Campaigner Publications, Inc. We also asked whether you had made
-- certain item~ized contributions to Citizens for Freeman or

purchased subscriptions in the magazines cited above or a charter
"- membership in the Fusion Energy Foundation. A copy of the
C questions sent to you is enclosed.

~Having received no response from you, we vould like to
pursue these questions once again in this more informal fashion,
reserving the right of the Coinission to issue an order for

,,_ answers pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(l). Please answer the
enclosed questions in as complete a fashion as you are able,

r either in writing or orally by calling Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000, or via the

If) Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530. You are also asked
to furnish copies of the fronts and backs of checks which you may
have written in 1982 to Citizens for Freeman or the other
entities named above, or copies of credit card statements from
that year itemizing payments to any of the same entities. If
such cancelled checks or credit card statements are not presently
in your possession, please inform us of that fact.

Please respond to this letter and the enclosed questions no
later than April 30, 1984.



Mr. David FrackletonPage 2

Your attention is again drawn to the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S:C. $ 437g (a) (12) (A) which prohibit making
public any investigation conducted by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom
tblat investigation is being undertaken.

Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
Chals N.Steele

Q) Associate Gene ral Counsel

-- Enclosure
-- Questions

I-



. Inl2,were you ever approached to byasusrpint

the .Fuion-Enercy an .i~c Pogram' ?iaazine (Fusion magazine) orto the Executive Inteilicence. Review?...-i

If you were so solicited, please state:

•a) which magazine was involved;
b) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,

face-to-face contact) ;
c) the approximate date you were approached;
d) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how i

- the person who approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that per'son;
f) the amount paid for any subscriptioh purchased;
g) the form cf payment (e.g., cheek, money order, credit

card) ; .
h) whether a receipt was provided;

-- i) whether you ever received the magazine for which you
paid .

-- 2. In 1982, were you ever approached to become a charter member
cf the Fusion Energy Foundation?

C . If you were so approached, please state:

3a) the form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail, '
f ace- to- face contact); i) b) the approximate date you were approached;...

• -c) if you were contacted in person or by telephone, how
*the person who approached you identified

r himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
,j an. orcanization) ;

~ wha wassa~ y.,ht person;
e) the amount paid for membership;
f) the form of payment (e.g., check, money order, credit

card) ;
g) whether a receipt was provided.

3. In 1922, were you ever approached by a person identified as
a representative of Fusion magazine, Fusion Energy Foundation, or
the Executive IntellaQence Review to make a contribution to be
used for activities against a particular candidate for Federal
office (e.g., former Governor Jerry Brown)?

If you were so approached, please state:

a) the fcrn, of the solicitaticn (e.g., telephone, mail,
face-to-face contact) ;

b) the approximate date you were approached;

T



Questions
Page 2

C) ifyo wr cntctdin person or by telephone, howthe perso who avproached you identifiedhimself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;d) what was said by that person;

e) the amount which you contributed;f) the form of any payment (e.g., check, money order,
credit card);

g) whether a receipt was provided.
4. 1n 1982, reports filed by Citizens for Freeman, theprincipal campaign committee of Debra B. Freeman, with theCommission indicate that you made the following contributions to
th is commi ttee:

Amount Date
UP

$ 300 7/19/82
cJ50 8/3/82

.' Please state whether you intended to make these
contributions to Ms. Freeman's campaign.

__ If you did intend to make these contributions, please state:
CNJ a) the form of the solicitation to which you responded

(e.g., telephone, mail, face-to-face contact) ;> b) the approximate date you Were approached;
Sc) if you were approached in person or by telephone, howthe person who approached you "identified

: himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
, ~an organization) ;

Sd) what was said by that person;
tc e) tbe fc.-.r of payrent used (e.g. , check, money order,

credit card);f) wbether a receipt was provided;
g) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

on the bill received.

If you did not intend to make these contributions, please
state:

a) the purpose for which you believed money was being
requested;

b) the approximate date you were approached;



;esticns .9
c) 'he form of the solicitation (e.g., telephone, mail,face-to-face contact) ;"d) if you were approached in person or by telephone, how

the person vho approached you identified
himself/herself (e.g., by name, as a representative of
an organization) ;

e) what was said by that person;
f) the form of payment used (e.g., check, money order,

credit card);
g) wbether a receipt was provided;
h) if a credit card was used, how the payment was recorded

" on the bill which you received.

(Please refer to any prior answers-*if appropriate).

0i
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. D.C 20463

K~pril 24, 1984

Mayer Morganroth, Esquire
Suite 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075

RE: IIUR 1556

Dear Mr. Morganroth:

We have received the responses of Citizens for Freeman
("CFF") to the subpoena for production of documents and to the
interrogatories issued by the Commission on January 5, 1984. The
purpose of this letter is to address the objections which you

S have raised to certain portions of the subpoena and
interrogatories, as well as to pursue certain portions of the

-- subpoena and interrogator ies not addressed in the responses.

-- Paragraph 1 of the subpoena requests lists of solicitors,
C lists of potential contributors, lists of persons solicited,

lists of contributions obtained, bank records of contributions
'0 received, including deposit slips and copies of checks, and

credit card slips related to the solicitation of contributions in
1982. The response submitted on behalf of CFF does not address
the requests for lists of solicitors, potential contributors,
persons solicited, or contributions obtained; therefore, it is

C unclear whether or not such lists exist, and, if they do, whether
they are considered by CFF to be subject to a claim of privilege.

In response to this portion of the subpoena, C?? has
produced copies of checks, credit card slips and bank deposit
slips related to monies received from particular individuals
named in the complaint. However, you have stated that CFF
refuses to produce the same documents for all monies received by
the committee during the time period specified in the subpoena.
You have argued that the stipulation~ requesting these documents
is overly broad, not related to a legitimate investigative
purpose and requests documents containing information privileged
pursuant to the First Amendment. You have also stated that this
information will be produced if the Commission shows that the
request is not overly broad and is reasonably related to a
legitimate investigative purpose, and if the Commission provides
a written stipulation that the documents will be used only for
the FEC investigation and will not be released to any other
person or agency, unless the Commission finds that a criminal
violation has occurred.



V I
Mayer Morganroth, Esquire

Page 2

The request for bank records related to contributions
received by CFF is directly related to the two issues involved in
this matter, namely whether monies reported by Citizens for
Freeman as contributions were intended to be contributions by the
sources of those monies, and whether the publishers of the
Executive Intelligence Review and of Fusion magazine made
contributions to Citizens for Freeman by covering costs involved
in the solicitation of contributions. The Commission is not
limited in its investigation to consideration of the intentions
of the particular reported contributors named in the complaint.
Nor is it limited to consideration of the manner in which those
particular persons were solicited. Information provided in the
complaint about these persons provided a basis for the
Commission's finding of reason to believe and for the opening of
an investigation; this information does not define the parameters
of that investigation. The investigation covers the entire scope
of Citizens for Freeman's solicitation, receipt and reporting of

; contributions in 1982.

cv The Commission intends to utilize the information supplied
by Citizens for Freeman in its own investigation. Such

- information would not voluntarily be released to any other person
or agency during the pendency of the investigation. Once the

-- investigation is completed and the file closed, efforts would be
C made to protect the privacy of individuals not already reported

as contributors by the deletion of addresses and telephone
S numbers from the public record.

* -" The response to the subpoena for documents also states that
.- documents responsive to paragraph 12 exist, but that Citizens for

Freeman objects to the request as ovrybroad and not
S reasonably related to a legitimate investigative purpose."

Paragraph 12 requests all telephone bills, telephone logs,
' telephone message slips, and other records of telephone calls

made or received by Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

Again, this request for documentation related to telephone
calls made and received by Citizens for Freeman is directly
related to the issues involved in the present matter. According
to the complaint many, if not all, of the persons who were listed
by Citizens for Freeman as contributors were solicited by
telephone. The complaint also alleges that certain of the
solicitors identified themselves as connected with Fusion
magazine, the Fusion Energy Foundation or the Executive
Intelligence Review. Therefore, records of caTIi made and
received by Citizens for Freeman during 1982 are directly
relevant to a determination of whether and by whom telephone
calls were made to contributors for purposes of solicitation.
However, in the interest of facilitating the present investigation,
and without waiving any rights to the enforcement of paragraph 12 of



Mayer Morganroth, Esquire i!~
Page 3 

!

the subpoena as written, this Office suggests that the committee -~
address itself for now only to records related to the telephones
with the numbers 301-243-4585 and 301-243-4587, plus those
telephones used by the persons cited as solicitors of contributions
in the response to Interrogatory A.

Regarding the responses of Citizens for Freeman to the
interrogatories propounded by the Commission, this Office
acknowledges the information provided in answer to
Interrogatories A-D. This Office does not, however, find these
answers to be complete and therefore reserves the right to require
supplementation of CFF's answers at a later date.

Interrogatory E requests a list of all telephone numbers and
extensions used by Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and
December 31, 1982. The response provides only the "primary"
telephone numbers used by Citizens for Freeman. The response states
that Debra Freeman "made extensive use of her home telephone which
is not a published number and will not be produced to the FEC until
its relevancy is established." Nor have other numbers used by
volunteers been provided.

_ The issue of the relevancy of telephone records to the present
investigation is addressed in the discussion above concerning the

C Commission's request for telephone records. The request for all ..telephone numbers used is obviously related to the request for
'0 records. Nevertheless, again in the interest of expediting the >

investigation and without waiving any rights to enforce
r.- Interrogatory E as written, this Office suggests that the committee

amend its response by adding only the telephone numbers of the!
persons cited as solicitors of contributions in the response to

C Interrogatory A.
U)We await your reply to this letter. If such a reply, together

with additional responses to the subpoena and interrogatories, has
not been received within fourteen days of the date of this letter,
we will consider seeking judicial enforcement of the portions of the
subpoena and interrogatories with which your client has not
complied. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGene~.l Counsel

BY:1 Kenneth A. GrossAssociate General Counsel
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MAj GEN Wikn. A. Patch, USA(Ret)
"BOBWHITE ACRES"
P.O. Box 89
Leesburg, VA 22075

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Council!
Federal Elections Comision
Washrngtonl, D.C. 204¢3

Attn: Anne . Wei.ssenborn

PE: MUR 155±

Dear Mr. Gross:

, . Enclosed, please find copies o' mY American Express Credit Card
ac-ounts for the months of September andl October 1982 (Enclos-

-- ure 1). Neo ther account shows that any payments were made to =
the Camapign of Debra Freeman or the Fusion Energy Foundation

-- dlur..r; the two months an question.

C~i Tre Counb a Ban' & Trust se-b me copies of my VISA accounts for ,

xO :tember and October '993 tat?, er than my accounts for September : .

and 0:tober of l 82 ,Enclosure 2,. .I have sent a second letter to
F Columbia Bawl' 8 Trust asK in; -o' copies of my VISA accounts for

the ,ronths c' Serptemnber and 0ctoCer 1982 (Enclosure 3).

Uj~or, re: :t, I wil' forwardl these co~ies to you without dela;.

,f)

W illi am A. Patch

3 Endls:
a~s



M J GEN IWhi. A. Patch, USA(Ret)
P.O. Box 89
Leesburg, VA 22075

5 May 1 984

Columbus Bank & Trust Company
(Attn: VISA Credit Card Division)
P.0. Box 120
Columbus, GA 31902

REF: I. VISA4 Card # _______

~~2. My letter of 29 March 1984 _

3. Your reply of 24 April 1984

-- Ladies & Gentlemen: .

-- In my letter of 29 March 1984, I asked for copies of my V
Statemnents for the months of Septembe=r and October 1982. You
sent me copies of my statements foe the months of September and

'C :tober 1983 (See Enclosures I & 2).

Please send me copies of my VISA Statements for the MONTHS OF
SEPTEMBER & OCTOBER, 1982. This is a matter involving the Feder-
al Election Comvission. I need a prcYpt reply.

Your early response wi'' be appreciated.

Thank you,

Wi 1a A.Patch

2 Encls:
aJ' s



BEFOtTHE FEIRAL ELECT TON COM 9 lTON ,: .... E

In the Matter of ))
Citizens for Freeman ) MUR 1556 84 JUN 13 P I :I$
Fusion Energy Foundat ion, )
T mc. )

Campaigner Publications )
COMPREHENS IVE INVESTT GATIVE REPORT #2

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner

Publications, Tmc., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-

kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

solicitation costs, and that Citizens for Freeman had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting such contributions. Tn addition,

r the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

i' r had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and (3) by reporting as

- . contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

li O and as contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for

,i~iii ,0 purposes other than the making of contributions, and by failing

~to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

i Coalition in the form of staff services. The respondents were

C notified of these Commission determinations on November 1, 1983.

On November 29, 1983, the Comnission authorized subpoenas

and orders to be sent to the respondents in this matter and also

approved a sample of a letter and questions to be sent to

reported contributors. Letters to forty-one contributors were

- mailed on December 12, 1983.

Having been granted extensions of time within which to

respond to the Comamission's reason to believe findings, the

respondents did not reply until December 1 and 5, 1983. The



response received from Campaigner Publications, Tnc., argued that

this company is not the publisher of Executive I ntelligence

Re...iwone of the publications the representatives of which were

allegedly involved in soliciting contributions for Citizens for

Freeman. Further investigation revealed that while Campaigner

Publications had earlier been the publisher of this review, it

was published in 1982 by New Solidarity International Press

Services, a company which had lost its corporate status in 1980

by proclamation of the State of New York for non-payment of

taxes. Based upon this information, the Commission, on

January 3, 1984, approved a revised subpoena and order to be
Ifn

served on Citizens for Freeman. Subpoenas and orders were then

mailed to Citizens for Freeman and the Fusion Energy Foundation

_- on January 5, 1984.

C04 On January 11, 1984, counsel for Fusion Energy Foundation

zrequested and was granted a two week adjournment of the return

date on the subpoena. He also, on January 13, 1984, filed with

the Commission a motion to quash or modify the subpoena and

interrogatories. This motion was denied by the Commission on

February 29, 1984, and the letter informing counsel of this

decision set March 9, 1984, as the new return date. Fusion

Energy Foundation did not comply with the subpoena and order on

the return date, nor has it done so since. On April 10, 1984,

the Commission authorized the Office of General Counsel to

institute a civil action pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(b) seeking

enforcement of the subpoena and order. On June 7, 1984, an order

to show cause was issued to Fusion Energy Foundation by the



United States District Court for the Southern District of New

York. The hearing is scheduled for July 17, 1984.

On February 14, 1984, Citizens for Freeman responded in part

to the subpoena and interrogatories issued to that respondent.

Because the responses, particularly the one involving the

subpoena, indicated the possibility of further compliance upon

receipt of certain explanations and assurances, this Office

elected to pursue voluntary compliance rather than resort to

subpoena enforcement. However, these efforts have been in vain.

Therefore, we anticipate submitting to the Commission in the near

future a request for authorization of a subpoena enforcement

action against Citizens for Freeman.

We initially received eleven responses to the letters sent

to contributors in December, 1983. On April 13, 1984, follow-up

C4 letters were sent to those who had not yet responded, and nine

'0 additional responses have been received. Of those who have

S responded, two have indicated that they did not intend to make

T contributions to Citizens for Freeman; however, several others

have provided useful information related to other aspects of this

enforcement action. Consideration is being given to the

potential usefulness of issuing orders for answers to questions

to those contributors who have not responded to past queries.

Charles N. Steele
~Genera Counsel

i!BY:

Kenneth A. GrossAssociate Genera. ( Counsel
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J I1 V. A. Patch, USA(eot)
'Sobvhtt Acres'
P.O. lox 89
Leesburg, VA 22075

25 June 1984
Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Council 

.

Federal Elections ComissioD
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Anne A. Weiasenborn 
.

RI: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Gross:

This is a follow-up to my undated letter of Nay 1984. 
You will

recall that the VISA Sank Card Center of the Columbus Sank 
&

: Trust Company. Columbus, GA. had sent me copies of my 1983 VISA

Statements for September and October rather than 
my 1982 state-

ments which I had requested.

At long last. CB&? Sank Card Center has sent me copies of the

statements which I requested for September/October 
1982 (Encd).

On the statement dated 09/22/62 (Closing date), 
there is a chare

of $250.00 for Citizens for Freeman. Baltimore, 
ND. I do not re-

S menber the name of the person who made the solicitation; 
however,

she was a woman and she was representing the Fusion 
Energy Found-

a- tion on behalf of Ms. Freeman's campaign. I do not remember the

exact amount I pledged; however, I was delighted to get rid of

her and return to my supper.

' I trust this is the information you are seeking. If not, please

write or call (After 8:00 PN...A/C 703...777 7430).

Wfilliam A. Patch

1 Encl:
- Statements. 09/22/82 & 10/22/82, CS&T Sak Card Center. VISA

Cardwith cover sheet, signed by some-

body's signature I cannot read.



BANK CARD CENTER

June 18, 1984

William A. Patch
Bobwhite Acres
P.O. Box 89
Leesburg, Va. 22075

Re; Visa Account

Thank you for your recent inquiry regarding your account.

The payment you inquired about has been/will be credited
on your ______statement.

___A credit for the finance charge of $
_-on your ______ statement.

The credit of $___s tatemen t.

will appear

has been/will be credited on your

In order for us to trace your payment, please send us acopy of both sides of your cancelled check.

Wie are investigating the matter and you may anticipate a
final response at the earliest possible date.

_____A copy of the charge in question is attached.

Ig~co ATh*1M0h17 ~

1000 FTH AVEft * PO 0 Bo 120 * COLUMBUS. GEORGIA 31902

Thank you for communicating with us and if we can be of further
service, please feel free to contact us.



0 0*. HAND DLiIVpRpy

ODIN P. ANDERSON ,., -1

ONE: LONGFELLOW PLACE. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02114

June 23, 1984

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

Re: MUR 1556, Fusion Energy Foundation

Dear Ms. Wiessenborn:

Pursuant to a conversation held with your colleague
Robert Bonham III last week, enclosed please find a stipulation
and order extending the time for respondent to file responsive

*- pleadings and extending the return date of the Order to Show
Cause accordingly. The respondent's pleadings will be federal

-- expressed to the FEC on the date they are filed with the Court.

-- Also enclosed please find a postage pre-paid express
C'! mail envelope addresssed to Joseph H. Weitzman, Esq. who is

acting as FEF's local counsel in this matter. If the
, stipulation meets with your approval, please execute it and

return it in the express mail envelope to Hr. Weitzman so that
"> prompt filing can be made with the Court. A fully executed
"-- copy of the stipulation and will be forwarded to you

r Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.

,'> Very truly yours,

OcinP Anderson



' S.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, )
)

Petitioner, )
)

vs. ) MISC. ACTION NO.
) Ml8-304

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION, )
)

Respondent. )

STIPULATION AND ORDER

IT IS HEPEBY STIPULATED AND AGREED, by and between the

0D Federal Election Commission, ("FEC") Petitioner, and the Fusion

S Energy Foundation, ("FEF") respondent, that the date for

respondent FEF to appear before the Honorable Part I Judge

pursuant to the Order to Show Cause annexed as Exhibit "A" be

extended to July 24, 1984 at 10:00 a.m., that the date for the

, FLF to file pleadings, affidavits, exhibits, motions or other

" papers in opposition to the Petition of the FEC be extended to

July 5, 1984 and that the FEC shall have the opportunity to

file a reply to FEF's opposition to its petition no later than

15 days after the FEC receives respondent's papers in

opposi t ion.

Dated New York, N.Y. &L Lb~~%-
June , 1984 ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ __-

ODIN P. ANDERSON
Attorney for Respondent
Fusion Energy Foundation
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Mass. 02114
617-742-8200



JOSEPH M. WEITZI4AN
Attorney for Respondent
Fusion Energy Foundation
551 Fifth Avenue

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
202-523-4000

RICHARD B. BADER
-- Assistant General Counsel
__ Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.
C Washington, D.C. 20463

202-523-4143

ANNE A. WEISSENBORN
- Attorney
. Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
202-523-4000

SO ORDERED:

-2-
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW XORK

FZVMAL ELECTION COMMISSION, )
)

Petitioner, ) DR 14'-P4
)

v.) MISC. ACTION NO.
) ORDER TO SnOW CAUSE

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION, )
)

Respondent.. )

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

The Federal Election Commission has petitioned this court

for an order requiring respondent Fusion Energy Foundation to

-- show cause why the Commission' s subpoena requiring the respondent

-- to produce written documents and materials and order to answer

"written questions should not be enforced. It appearing to the

court that there is good cause for entry of such order:

IT IS HERUT¥ ORDERED that the Federal Election Commssion's

c petition for an order to show cause is granted; and

' - IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that respondent appear before the

Honorabe '(4~A~L ntedyo

1984, at ______, in room I ID of the United States Courthouse

for the Southern District of New York, 40 Foley Square, New York,

N ew York, and show cause, if there be any, why an order should

not be entered by this court directing respondent to comply withe

the Commission subpoena and order; and



IT IS FRTER ORDERED, that if respondent intends to tile

pleadings, affidavits, exhibits, motions or other papers in

opposition to said petition for the Order requested, such papers

shall be filed and served no later than 15 days from the date of

this order. The Commssion shall have the opportunity to file a

reply to any such papers in opposition to said petition no later

than 15 day. after the Commission receives respondent's papers in

opposition.

Dated: New York, New York, 1984.

Copies to:

Anne Weissenborn
: -- Federal Election Comission
": .:T1325 K Street, W..

Washington, D.C. 20463

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019



ODIN P. ANDERSON -

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE. SOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 021 14

August 13, 1984 e17jbXZ 742-8200

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463t

Re: MUR 1556 -

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

~As you recall, after a hearing on July 24, 1984, the
United States District Court for the Southern District of
New York entered an order directing my client, the Fusion

-- Energy Foundation, Inc., to comply with the F.E.C. subpoena
issued in this matter.

( On behalf of my client, I am requesting additional time
to respond to the subpoena. I have been occupied with dis-

ocovery matters in federal court in Virginia the last three
weeks, and it has been impossible for me to properly consult

: with my client concerning their response. I expect that the
response will be complete by Wednesday or Thursday of next
week.

~Very truly yours,

sL2
Roert L. Rossi

RLR/jm



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

)
) RESPONSE OF FUSION

) ENERGY FOUNDATION, INC.

In Re Matter Under Review 1556 ) TO FEDERAL ELECTION
) COMMISSION' S SUBPOENA

) TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
)

Pursuant to the subpoena served upon the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc., the following documents are hereby made

available for inspecticn and copying by the Federal Election

,-. Commission. There are no documents responsive to paragraphs 2,

- 3, 4, 6, 7.

--- (1) All articles of incorporation, by-laws, rules,
regulations, procedural manuals, governing instruments, or

-- other documentation of policies or procedures of the Fusion i

Cq Energy Foundation, Inc.

"-C All responsive documents are annexed hereto.

" (5) All documents and other materials related to the

C solicitation of subscribers to Fusion Energy and Spa ce Program
M___gazine between April 3, 1982 and December 31, 1982, including

'...C but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of potential
subscribers; lists of persons solicited; lists of subscriptions
obtained; bank records of subscriptions received, including
deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card slips.

The documents responsive to this request consist cf 10, 00
credit card slips representing subscriptions obtained during
the period from April 1, 1982 through December 31, 1982.
Because of the bulky nature of these documents, they are
annexed hereto and will be available for inspection and copying
at the offices of Solomon, Foley, & Moran, 1707 L Street N.W.,
Washington, D.C.

No other responsive documents are in the possession of
F.E.F. or its officers, agents, staff members, or employees.
Solicitation of subscribers was primarily done by Caucus
Distributors, Inc. under a contractual agreement with F.E.F.
While F.E.F. employees may occasionally solicit potential
subscribers, no documents reflecting such solicitation activity

exist.



(8) All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone
message slips, and other records of telephcne calls wade or
received by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Fusion Energ and
Spc rga aaie between April 1, 1982 and December 31,
1982.•

The documents annexed hereto consist of the list of
telephone calls made from F.EF.s offices through August
1982. In September 1982, F.E.F. changed over to a number
shared with several other organizations, and its is impossible
to determine what calls were made from F.E.F.s offices. No
other records of outgoing calls exist, and there are no records
of telephone calls received by F.E.F. during the requested
peri od.•

~The production of these documents does not constitute a

waiver of any objections as to privilege and the admissibility

_-- as evidence in any proceeding, including this proeeding, of any

Cq of the documents produced. F•E.F. reserves the right to

' t, supplement this response if additional documents are located i

' that are deemed responsive to this subpoena.i

L ,  Dated: New Ycrk, New York
August 23, 1984

FUSION NERGY FOUNDATION, INC.

BY: I _ _

-2-



VERI FICAI ON

PAUL GALLAGHER, being duly sworn, says:

I am the Executive Director cf the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc. I have read the foregoing response, know the
contents thereof, and the same are true to my knowledge.

Sworn before me this yof August 1984.

MARY JANE FEA
" tINotary Public, State of New Vorik

No. 31-4i8ThtO0

____ Qubfihd In Ne6w York County
CoW .~ Epres March 30, 1985

1

-3-
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CERTIFICATE OF INCORPORATION
OCTOBER 2, 1975



. CERTIFICATE OF INCORPORATION OF TUIE
'" FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION, INC.,

UNDER SECTION 402 OF TEE NOT-FOR-PROFIT

CORPORATION LAW

, "The undersigned for the purpose of forming a corporation

inerSection 402 of the Not-for-Profit Corporation Law- herebyIf •~e
certify:I

1. The name of the corporation ithFsonEnergy Found-

Itaion Inc.~io
2.tln nThe coprto sconstituted sasto attract substan- .

tllsupport from contributions, directly or indirectly, from a

0-;._ :iall gain, and no part of the assesta, income, or profit of the

, lcorporation is distributable to or i~ures to the benefit of, its

-; !Not-for-Profit Corporation Law. No substantial part of the ac-
iie

': jjivities of the corporation shall be the carrying on of prop-
lt

"ij aganda, or otherwise attempting to influence legislation, and

* "the incorporation shall not participate in, or intervene in (in-

ecluding the publishing or distribution of statements) any polit-

'ical campaign on behalf of any candidate for public office. Not-.

1,withstanding any other provision of this certificate, the corpor-

,ation shall not carry on any other activities not permitted to

" be carried on, (a) by a corporation exempt from federal inconie

tax under Section 501 Cc) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of

p 1954 (or the corresponding provision of any future United State.c ,

!Internal Revenue Laiw), or (b) by a corporation, contributions Lo

, lhih , J, ddcL22'..' undce" Section, 170 (r1 (2). cf tho Tntrnl

RCl{ VCnLG~ LC('( Q .i . ,, t i.: ,(O-),.* '. ,l : ,t Q\'ViU! 01n L i I 1-

;; Unituu States~ In :al I-~cvc:auu Law).

p!
II



j •

9

3. The purposes for which the corporation is to be formed
are for scientific, educational and charitable purposes within J

the meaning of Section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of I

1954 and in this connection are:

a. To provide sustained intellectual and financial

support and direction .to educational and scientific activities

directed to the achievement of industrial-scale fusion power,

and to initiate and conduct campaigns in its own name toi that

send.
b. To sponsor and receive studies" relevant to scien-a

tific and technical strategies for the achievement of a Manhattan

Project-type crash program for the development of fusion energy

1on an industrial scale, and relevant to the economics of fusion-

based production.

I!
Ic.* To disseminate the results to government and inter- !

national of ficals and bodies, the press and the population-at- !

large. •J

d. To establish liason with representatives of labor,!

farms, anti-fission and environmental groups, scientists and

other professionals, and governmental and international agencies.

e. To produce, buy, distribute and lease film and re-

Ifated media and material on the nature and necessity of fusion

Fi power for the achievement of purposes stated above paragraphs 3a,

and c.
ii 4. The corporation shall have all powers conferred upon it

[under Section 202 of the Not-for-Profit Corporation Law, as amend-i

hed, and shall have the power to do everything necessary, suitable

or proper for the accomaplishmnent, attaiwuent, or furtherance of,

Ito do every other act or thing incidental to, appurtenant to,

:igrowin9. out of, or connected with, the purposes, objects, or

ipowers set fort. , in this Certificate of Incortoratuion, wheth<.r

I, -

i; -2-



•helava of the State of Nw and, in general, to carry
onany of the activities and to do any of the things therein set

" forth to the same extent and as fully as a natural person or part-

nership might or could do, together with the power to solicit
grants and contributions for corporation purposes, provided that
nothing t erein set forth shall be construed as authorizing the

corporation to possess any purpose, object or power, or to do
any act or thing forbidden by law of a Not-for-Profit Corporation

-as organized under the State of New york.
- 5. Nothing herein shall authorize this .corporation, di-

rectly or indirectly, to engage in or include among its purposes,
any of the activities mentioned in Not-for-Profit Corporation Law,;

4Section 404 (blip) or Executive Law, Section 757, except as may be ij prnttedunder any consent of the New York State Department ofE ducation, a copy of which cqnsent, if any, will be attached
ereto.

6. The corporation shall have the power to conduct and !
cary on the activities in any state or territory of the United
States or in -any foreign country in confom. y with the laws of
said st ate, territory or foreign country,.

N, < 7. The corporation is a Type B corporation, whose business,£ i~"activity of producing and" distributing film and related material,
"ljlwill achieve the public objective of providing sustained intellec-

',tualt and financial support and direction to educational and sci-
Jjentific activities directed to the achievement of industrial-

scale fusion power.

8. Th corporation shall distribute its income for each

jtxai year at suchl tine and in such manner as not to subject it
Iito tax under Section 4942 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; as
'iamendcd, and the corporation shall not (a) engage in any act of
jlself-¢1ealing as defined in Section 4941 (d) of the Code; (b) re-

*. ta.i , ,,n y CX C (!.:: }, : . ,.,q h al<, -2i C> fJi ,~ (1 nl fe d: [ n ,n - ,

' , :; , i o f t .h ' c . ,; (a ) in , . . a ny i : v . -, tLtf L i n s lu c h rn ,,n n u r a s t o u .i . c
;the( c, ': - 'r''.* e t':- i ? fo:t¢, i at{n .'.944 1 ,< t]he. Cc,.c, ; Or ( }. ... '.

-3-



an zaable expenditures am definec Section 4945 (cd) of the

-Code. I. I
• 9. The activities of the corporation shall be managed by

its board of directors. The nuiber oYf directors shall not be

less than five (5), and subject to such minimum may be increased

or decreased from time to time by amendment of the bylaws in a

manner not prohibited by law.

10. The board of directors viii promote qualified'indi-

Ividuals to serve as associates of the board, who will act in

their designated regions as the designated repr esentatives of the

oard, but will have no voting rights over the activities of the

~corporation.

11. There wiii be a category of meuibership, which upon pay-

:ert f!7 anl fe will be entitled to a newleterZv tes

,,--. coporation but wil have nQvoting rightsoerheatvts

ofthe corporation.
of 12. The office of the corporation is to be located in New .

,.YokCity. New York County.

13. The territory in which the corporation's, activities

:. ..are principally to be directed from is New York State.
& ;f 14. The names and residences of the directors until the .

~first annual meeting are:!

a. Larry Bogart

b. Russell Johnson, Woodland .-.:

. c. Dr. Morris Levitt

:, ~d. C~rc tvn

: . .II iV j of Uac Corpora'tion, the i, 'co

:.! ...ii ,. . .. *.. a, ... k ,, , j ",n bor the p ""'ent o. ]] '

-4-



Ii the liabilities of the Corporation, dispose of all of tihe assets

, _ of the Corporation exclusively for the purpo~ses of the Corporation

!in such manner, or to such organization or organizations organized

and operated exclusively for charitalle, educational, or scienti-
Jl fic purposes as shall at the time qualify as an exempt organiza-

II tion or organizations under Section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal

:Revenue Code of 1954 (or the corresponding provision of any

:future United States Internal Revenue Law) as the directors

idetermine, subject to an order of a Justice of the Supreme Court

lof the State of New York.

;I 16. The post office address to which the Secretary of State

ishall mail a copy of any notice required by law is 231 West 29th

'!" Street, New York, New York.

i! 17. Prior to delivery to the Department of State for filing,

7 :1 all approvals or consents r~quired by law will be endorsed upon

--- ji or annexed to this certificate.

Z; 18. The subscriber is of the age of eighteen years of over

ii and is the incorporator of the Fusion Energy Foundation

,.

ii .

i

I'
II

:I

-5-



In witness whereof, this certificate 
has been signed by

the subscriber this -S day of July, 1975.

D r. Morris Levitt
528 Riverside Drive, Apt. 4

New York, New York, 1002,

On this day of July, 1975, before me personally

came Dr. Morris Levitt, known to me to be the person described

in and who executed the foregoing certificate of incorporation

and he duly acknowledged to me 
that he executed the same.

. : •

,:: ,.- 'i '" "" fre
.- ' :;.1 hu'. ¢fC

I-,) :-- or ..- ?7 of tfl Notary Public
q.,, . -- Y* i1O no E~L URAN

. ..-- ; thP SW. o New Toi

.- ~ oit e 41.4S2S2S

.: -w.) QuaM ue '- wt

I----r -U~baf i.'Wnh3.k'

A &Wt Gemfral

I, G EOESAXR , a Justice of the Supreme

* Court of the First Judicial District, 
do hereby approve the

foregoing Certificate of Incorporation 
of the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. and consent that the same by filed.

OT2 '"~
' / ~ ~~ ir" "OF "



Q S
CERTIFICATE OF CHANGE

0? CERTIFICATE OF I 'RPORATION
OF FUSZ(iO ENEFRGY FOUNDATION, INC.

UNDER SECTION 803-A
OF THE NOT-FOR-PROFIT CORPORATION LAW

We the undersigned, the President and the Secretary

respectively of of Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., hereby

certi fy:

1. The name of the corporation is Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc.

2. The certificate of incorporation was filed by the

_- Department of State on Nay 4, 1976.

C 4

~3. The certi fi cate of i neorporation i s amended to ¢hange

the address to which the Secretary of State shall mail a copy

of process in any action or proceeding against the corporation

which may be served on him to:

Fusion Energy Foundation

P.O. Box 1438

Radio City Station

New York, New York 10101

The change has been approved by the board of directors.



In witness Whereof, We have signed this certificate this £"

day of AprlZ, 1983.

Name Si gnature

Stve Drde 1,_________________

President

Jon Gilbertson, ______.______-_.....____ -
Secretary-Treasurer,

'C

STATE OF NEW YORK )
-- ) as.:

- COUNTY OF NEW YORK )

JO. GILBFARSOU. being duly sworn, deposes and says:

, : That he is one of the persons described in and who

~executed the foregoing certi ficate, and that he has read the

C same and knows the contents thereof, and that the statements

In
contained therein are true.

'JNGIBc TO

Swqrn to bef )re me this

4/ day o f j , 1983.

*%,tZJi /0 •- 2

C : .. - -..-
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FUSION EERY FOUNDATION BY-LAWS
ADOPTED APRIL 6, 1978
at membership meeting

-



£flIIZL ONE - OmFCzs

Section 1. OFFICE. The office of the corporation shall be located

in the City of New York, County of New York, State of New York.

Section 2. ADDITIONAL OFFICES.* The corporation may also have

offices at such other places within or without the State of New York as the

board of directors may from time to time appoint.

AICLE TW - MNI

~Section 1. PLACE OF MEETING. Meetings of memers shall be held at

the office of the corporation or at such other place within the City, County

ad State of New York as may be designated by the board of dfrectors.

Section 2. ANUA UET G. A mting of mers shall be held

mC)ally for the election of directors and the transaction of other business

on the fir Tuesday in April in eac ad every year at 6:00 PEq, lcal time,

if not a holiday, and if a legal holiday, then on the u~t business day follow-

ing which is not a legal holiday at 6:00 PM.

Section 3. AGNA The order of business at the annual meetin

of St~ers shall be as follows:

(a) Calling the meting to order.

(b) Proof of notice of meeting or waiver thereof.

(c) Reading of minutes of last anual meeting.

(d) Reports of officers.

(e) Reports of comittees.

(f) Election of directors.

(g) Transcation of other business.

O Section 4. SPECIAL MEETINGS OF MEMBERS. Special meetings of the

members, for any purpose or purposes, ay be called by the president or the

-1-



~board of directors, and shall be called by the president at the request in

writing by members entitled to cast forty (40) percent of the total number

of votes entitled to be cast at such meeting. The notice for such meetings

shall state the purpose or purposes thereof and indicate at whose request the

meetin is being$ called.

Section 5. NOTICE OF MEETINHGS. Written notice of the ana

meeting or any regular or special meeting stating the place, date and

hour thereof shall be given personally or by first class mail not less than

ten nor more than fifty days before the date of the meeting to each member

entitled to vote at such meeting. If any by-lwf regulating an impending

election of directors is adopted, amended or repealed by the board, there

--- shall be set forth in the notice of the next meeting of the members for the

--- election of directors the by-laws so adopted, amended or repealed, together

~with a concise stateient of the changes mede.

Section 6. ADJOURNED !INGS. The members present may adjourn

. a meeting despite the absence of a quorum. When a determination of memers

C of record entitled to notice of or to vote at any meeting of members has

U)been made, such determination shall apply to any adj ourinnt thereof unless

the board of directors fixes a new record date for the adjourned meeting.

When the meeting is adjourned ti another time or place, it shall not be

necessary to give any notice of the adjourned meeting if the time and place

to which the meeting is adjourned are announced at the meting at which the

adjournment is taken, and at the adjourned meeting any business may be tran-

sacted that might have been transacted on the original date of meting.

However, if after the adjournment the board of directors 
fixes a new record

~date for the adjourned meeting, a notice of the adjourned meeting 
shall be

given to each member of record on the new record date entitled 
to vote at

such meeting.

-2-



0 Section 7. LIST OP MEBERS. A list or record of members entitled
to vote, certified by the president or secretary, shall be produced at any

meeting of members upon the request therefor of any member who has given

written notice to the corporation of such request at least ten days prior to

such meeting. If the right to vote at any meeting is challenged, the pro

presiding thereat shall reuqir such list or record of uebers to be produced

as evidence of the right of persons challenged to vote at such meeting, and

all persons who appear from such list or record to be members entitled to vote

thereat may vote at such meeting.

~~Section 8. QUJORUM. At any meeting of the members, the me~er

*-, entitled to cast a majoriLty of the total number of votes entitled to be cast

-- thereat (whether in persn or by proxy) shall contitute a quorm for the

-- transaction of any business. Iben a quorim is once present to transact any

busine, it is not broken by tiwequ ent vitdrva of any uener. The

umer present may adjourn the mting despite the absence of a quorim.

Section 9. VOTI]G. Every uemer of record shall be entitled tO

cone vote on each mtter submitted to a vote of the members. Director shall

~be elected by a plurality of the votes cast at a meeting of the members en-

titled to vote in the election, and any other corporate action to be taken

by a vote of the members shall be authorized by a majority of the votes cast

at a meeting of members entitled to vote thereon, except as otherwise required

by law.

Section 10. PROXIES. Every member entitled to vote at a meetig

of members or to express consent or dissent without a meetin may authorize

another person or persons to act for him by proxy. Every proxy, mst be in

0 wrriting and signed by the member or his attorney-in-fact. No-proxy shall be

valid after the expiration of eleven nonths from the hte thereof unless other-

-3-



wise provided in the proxy. Every proxy shell be revocable at the pleasure

of the memer signing it, except as otherwise provided by 1ev.

Section 11. FIX]IG RECORD DAlE. For the purpose of determining ii

the me.brs entitled to vote at any meeting of mebers or any adjourmnt

thereof, or ot express consent to or dissent from any proposal without a

meting, or for the purpose of determining umsers entitled to receive any

distribution or the allotment of any rights, or for the purpose of any other

action by the mebers, the board of directors may fix, in advance, a date as

the record date for any such determination of memers. Such record date

--- shell be not iore than fifty nor less than ten days before the date of such

i , , •meting. If the board shell fail to fix such date, it shall be deied to be

thfrty days prior to the date of such meeting.

Section 12. ACTICE WITN(XJT TIDNG, 1IIT COS OF IISUBS.

'0 1 ver uinder the Not-For-Profit Corporation Law members are required or

permitted to take any action by vote, such action may be taken without a !

meeting upon the written consent, setting forth the action to be taken,

C :
signed by all of the members entitled to vote thereon. Souever, this pare,

graph shall not be construed to alter or modify any provision of the certi-

ficate of incorporation under which the written consent of less than ll

the m~ers is sufficient for corporate action.

Section 13. QUALIFICATIONS OF NK3SKRS. Any natural person over

the age of eighteen may become a member of the corporation, upon qualifying

pursuant to the provisions of the certficate of incorporation and pursuant

to such regulations as may be adopted from time to time by the board of directors.

a
-4-



HOARD OP DIRECTORS

Section 1. BOARD OF DIRECTORS. The business of the corporation

shall be umge by its board of directors.

Setion 2. QUALIFICATI(CiS OF DIRECTORS. Each director of the

corporation shll be a ienber at least twenty-one years of age.

Section 3. EOMlER OF DIRECTORS. The nber of directors consti-

tutiag the entire board shall be five (5). The number of directors may be

Increased or decrased by action of a masjority of the members or a majority

of the entire board subject to the li-itation that no decrease shlult shorten

the ter of ay Inm director.

Section 4.. LIOW AND TEI OF DIECTORS. At each anua meet-

ing of embers, direcors shall be elected to serve until the next anual

metig, to bolU office until the expiration of the term for which he is

eltected, tax until is succeso has, been elected an qualified.

Section 5. UMgLY CRAE DIRECTORSHIPS AND VACANCIES. Newly

created directorships resulting fron an increase in the number of directors

mdvsuacace occurring in the board of directors for any reason may be

filled by a vote of the majority of directors then in office regardless of

their number. A director elected to fill a vacancy shall hold office until

the next annual meeting at which the election of directors is in the regular

order of business and until his successor is elected and quali~fied.

Section 6. REN)VAL OF DIRECTORS. Any or all of the directors may

be reioved with or wiLthout cause by vote of the members, or for cause by a

0 vote of the directors when there is a quorum of not less thair a majority

present at the meeting of directors at which such action is taken.

-5-



O Section 7. RESIGNATION OF DIRECTORS. Any director may resign at

any t/im.. Such resilgation shall be made in writing, and shall take effect

at the tim specified therein, and if no time is specified, at the time of

its receipt by the President or Secretary. The acceptance of a resignation

shall not be necessary to make it effective, but no resignation shall dis-

charge any accrued obligation or duty of a director.

Section 8. QUORUM. A majority of the entire board shall consti-

tute a quorum for the transaction of business or of any specified item of

business and the vote of a majority of the board of directors present at the

time of a vote, if a quorum is present at such time, shall be the act of the

board of directors.

.__ Section 9. MEETINGS OF THE BOARD. Regular meetings of the board

0of directors my be held without notice at such time and place as fixed by

the board of directors. Special metings of the board of directors shall be

' held upon notice to the directors meiled or given personally at least seven

(7) days prior to the time appointed for the meeting. A mjority of the

directors present, whether or not a quorum is present, may adj ourn any meeting

to another time and place.

Section 10. CO)HITTEES OF THE BOARD. The board of directors by

resolution adopted by a majority of the entire board, may designate from

ang its members an executive comittee and other standing coinittees, 
each

consisting of three or nore directors, and each of which, to the extent pro-

vided in such resolution, shall have all the authority of the board, 
except

as to the matters prohibited by section 712 of the Not-for-Profit 
Corporation

O Law.

-6-
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0 Section 11. COMPENSATION OF DIRECOTIS. Directors, as such, shall il

not receive any salary for thir services as directors, but by resolution of

the board of directors, a fixed sun and expenses of attendance, if any, may

be allowed for attendance at any regular or special meeting of the board and

of any coumittee of the board of directors; provided that nothing herein con-

taineod shall be construed to preclude any director from serving the corpora-

tion in any other capacity (including executive director) and receiving com-

pensation therefor. Such compensation shall be reasonable and coumnsurate

with services performed.

- Section 12. CONTRACTS OR OTHER TRANSACTIONS. No contract or

+- other transaction betveen this corporation and one or sore of its directors

-- or officers, or between this corporation and any other corporation, firm,

Q ssocition or other entity in which one or more of its directors have any

financial or other interest, shall ba either void or voidable f or this reason

alone or by reason alone that such director(s) or officer(s) is or are pre- ,

sent at the meetin of the board, or of a co~ittee thereof, which euthorises

- such contract or transaction, or that his or her vote(s) are counted for such

'J purpose:

(1) If the material facts as to such director's or officer's in-

volvement in such contract or transaction and as to any coinn directorship,

off icership or financial interest are disclosed in good faith or known to the

board or couittee, and the board or comittee authorizes such contract or

transaction by a vote sufficient for such purpose without counting the vote

or votes of the interested director(s) or officer(s); or

(2) If the material facts as to such director's or officer's in-

Q trest in such contract or transaction and as to any co, n directorship,

off icership or financial interest are disclosed in good faith or known to the

--
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) umbers entitled to vote thereon, if any, and such contract or transaction

is authorized by a vote of such members.

(3). If there vas no disclosure, knowledge or vote as provided in

paragraphS (1) and (2) above, the corporation may avoid the contract or trans-

action unless the party or parties thereto establish affirmatively that the

contract or transaction was fair and reasonable to the corporation at the time

it was entered into as authorized by the board, comeittee or members.

(4). Comm or interested directors may be counted in determining

the presence or absence of a quorum at a meeting of the board or of a comittee

which authorizes such contract or transaction.

Section 13. K CUTIVE DIRECTOR. The Executive Director shall chair

ll metins of the board of directors and my receive a salary or stipend upon

__ a vote of the membership or the board of directors.* The Executive Director

.0 shell be elected at the annual mmership meetings, with the reinder of the

directors, for au unimted-number of consecutive one-year terns. In all other ,

.. ' " respects, the E~ecutive Director shall be treated as a member of the board of

directors for quorum and voting purposes. The Executive Director shall also be

considered an officer of the corporation and may simultaneously hold another

If)
of fice therein.

ARTICLE 4 - OFFICERS

Section 1. NUMBER. The officers of the corporation shall be an

executive director, a president, one or iore vice presidents, a secretary

and a treasurer. Any two or mre offices may be held by the same person,

except those of president and secretary.

Section 2. ELECTION AI4D TERM OF OFFICE. All officers shall be

Q lce o pone)b the board to hold office for the term of one year,

except the executive director who shall be elected as prescribed in Article

-8-



Three hereof. Each officer shall bold office for such term and until hisC) successor has been elected (or appointed) and qualified.

Sectioa 3. PRESIDENT. The president shall preside at all meetins

of members and, in the absence of the executive director, at meetings of the

board of directors. He shall be an ex officio member of all standing cocit-

tees and shall, with the executive director co-equally, supervise and manage

all of the business and affairs of the corporation, subject to the control of

the board of directors. He shall have the power to sign all contracts and

instrments in the nam of the corporation; to sign checks, drafts, notes and

orders for payment of moey, subject to any banking resolution adopted by the

'0 corporation, and to appoint and discharge agents and employees, subject to the

* . approval of the board. He ebali perform all duties incident to the office of

president.

Sect/on 4. VICE PRESIDENTI. The vice present shall, i h bec

% o of the president, perform the duties and exercilse the powers of the president.

S The vice president shafl have such praters and perform such duties as may be

delegated to him by the president or prescribed by the board of directors.

Section 5. SECRETARY. The secretary shall keep the minutes of the

meetings of the board of directors and of the members, and also, unless other-

wise directed, the minutes of all meetings of coiKttees, in books provided

for that purpose. Re shall give, or cause to be given, notice of all meetings

of memers and directors, and all other notices required by law or by these

by-laws, and in case of his absence or refusal to do so, any such notice may

be given by any person thereunto directed by the president or by the directors

or members upon whose requisition the meeting is called. He shall have charge

of the corporate books and records. He shall have the custody of the seal of

the corporation and affix the same to all instruments requiring it when authorized

by the directors or the president, and attest the same. He shall file all written

-9-
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Orequests that notices be wiled to uembers at an address other than that

whitch appears on the record of members. And he shall, in general, perform

all the duties incident to the office of secretary.

Section 6. TREASURER. The treasurer shall have custody of all

funds, securirtes, evidences of indebtedness and other valuable documents

of the corporation; when necessary and proper he shall endorse on behalf

of the corporation for collection checks, notes or other obligations and

shall deposit the urn to the credit of the corporation in such bank or

banks or depositary as the board of directors (or the finance coinittee)

~shall designate. He shall receive and give or cause to be given receipts

.. and acquittances for nes paid in on account of the corporation and shall

pay out of the fun. on hand all of the just debts of the corporation of

,whatever nature upon maturity of the sam; he shall enter or cause to be

entered upon the books of the corporation kept for that purpose full and accu-

. rate accounts of all moneys received or paid out on account of the corporation,

. and whenever required by the president or directors ( or the finance comttee),

~he shall1 render a stateinnt of his accounts. He shall keep or cause to be kept

' such other books as will show a true record of the expenses, losses, gaiLns,

assets and liabilities of the corporation; he shall at all reasonable t/mes

exhibit his books and records of account to any director of the corporation

upon application at the office of the corporation during working hours; and

he shall perform all other duties and acts incident to the office of treasurer.

Section 7. REMDVAL OF OFFICERS. Any officer elected (or appointed)

by the board may be removed by the board with or without cause.

0



Section 8. VACANCIES. If the office of any officer becomes vacant

the directors may appoint (or elect) any qualified person to fill such vacancy,

who shall hold office for the unexpired term of his predecessor and until his

successor is elected or appointed and qualified.

Section 9. C(DMPENSATION OF OFFICERS. The fixing of salaries of off i-

cers shall require the affirmtive vote of a maJority of the entire board of

directors. Such compensation shall be reasonable and comaensurate with the

services pormed.

ARTI:CLE FIVE - MISCELLANEOUS PRVSIONIS

i Section 1. CORPORATE SEAL. The corporate seal shall be circular in

-- form and have inscribed thereon the name of the corporation, the year of its

S organization, sad the words "Corporate Seal" and "wa York." The seal shall

be in charge of the secretary. If and vhen so directed by the board of direc-

tars or the president, a duplicate of the seal may be kept and used by the

~secretary, treasurer, or counsel to th corporation. The seal may be used by

c causing it or a facsimile of it to be affixed or impressed or reproduced in

I)any ot~her manner.

Section 2. INOTICES AND WAIVERS THEREOF. Whenever coaunicatiou with

any member, director or other person is unlawful under any statute of this

state or of the United States or any regulation, proclamation or order issued

under said statutes, then the giving of such notice or cosmamication to such

person shall not be required and there shall be no duty to apply for license or

other permission to do so. Notice of meeting need not be given to any member

who submits a signed waiver of notice, in person or by proxy, whether before or

0 after the meeting. The attendance of any member at a meeting, In person or by

proxy, writhout protesting prior to the conclusion of the meeting, shall consti-

-11-



O tute a waiver of notice by hi3. Notice of a meeting need not be giren to

any director who submits a signed waiver of notice whether before or aftr

the meeting;, or who attends the meeting without protesting, prior thereto or

ait,.4ts coinncement, the lack of notice to him. Waiver of notice need not

specify the purpose of any regular or special meeting of the board.

Section 3. SZIQ]IN OF OBLIGATIONS. All checks, drafts, notes or

obligaitons of the corporationshall be signed by the president and such

other officer or officers of the corporation or other persons as may be

directed or authorized by the board of directors or the finance coinittee.

' Seclrtion 4. AHKNT][ AND REEA. -law my be amended, re-

pealed or adopted only by the memers and they mast at the time be entitled

to vote in the election of director.

IT IsHU Y CUIJN TI & DAY oF ,/9,', , , 197', TILT

TUB1 FOBGI C~TIi'IUTEtS AI 131 AN AC lT COPY OF TUE BYf-LAWIS Orin

FUlqSIONl UKG O)UNDATION, INC., DULY ADOPTED BY TH THUZOFJ~l AT

C ITS RECLA NmrIWG. ,

President

0
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MAIDKENTS TO BY-LAWS OF FUSION fEERY FONTION
ADOPTED AT MDIBEESHIP MEETING ON
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OAnnual Membership Meting, Novmer 20, 1979 'x - ") L 2.'j

Article 2m. Section 2

ANUA EETINGS. A meeting of members shall be held annually for the election

of directors and the transaction of other business on the last Tuesday in March

in each and every year at 6:00 P.M., local time, if not a holiday, and if a legal

holiday, then on the next business day follovi~ng which is not a legal holiday at

6:00 P.M.

Article 2, Section 6.

i % ADJ--,D MEETIGS. The chairman or memers present may adjourn a meeting despite

the absence of a quorein. iWhen a determination of members of record entitled

S to notice of or to vote at any mingo me.hsbe adsc eemnto

shall apply to any doinnt thereof unless the board of directors fixes a

~ne record date for the adjourned meeting. When the meeting is adjourned to mnther

+ time or place, it shall not be necessary to give any notice of the adjourned

C meeting if the time and place to which the meting is adjourned are announced

at the meeting at which the adjourtment is taken, and at the adjourned meeting any

business may be transacted that might have been transacted on the original date of

meeting. However, if after the adjournment the board of directors fixes a nay

record date for the adjourned meeting, a notice of the adjourned smeting

shall be given to each member of record on the new record date entitled to vote at

such meeting.

Article 3. Section 3.

() NUMBER OF DIRECTORS. The number of directors constituting the entire board shall

be si ( ). The number of directors may be increased or decreased by action of a



FUSION ENERGY I3DTO

Annual Membership Meeting, November 20, 1979

Art. 3. Sec. 3 continued

majority of the mmers or a majorty of the entire board subject to the limitation

that no decrease shall shorten the tern of any incumbent director. (For avvroval

by m-inb__shio. Th Boa-rd incre--a ts n---ber by 1 director on September 23. 1978

with the addtion of Wa. Cornlius Ball as a director. )

Arice 3. Section 4.

ELECTION wN TERN OF DIRCTRS. Each director of the Fusion Energy Foundation shall

be elected for a term of three years by the numers, except that there shell be

-_ elected at the meeting of the mmers on Nvmer 20, 1979 two directors for

p ~ terms of three years each, two directors for term of two years each and two

~directors for terms of one year each. The directors shall hold office untlt

~the expiration of the term for which he is elected, ad until his sucesmsor has

been elected anid qualified.

C Article 3. Section..5.

NUILm.Y REATED DITORHIS AND VACANCIES. Newly created directorships resulting

from an increase in the number of directors and vacancies occurring in the board

of directors for nay reason may be filled by a vote of the majority of directors

then in office regardless of their number. A director elected to fill a vacancy

shall hold office until the expiration of the term of the vacated office.



~~~~Membership Meeting, No 20, 1979

PIOPOSED ANaDHDITS_ TO 111 BY-LAIIS - 3

Article 3, Section 6.

IRMovAL OF DIRl TORtS. Any or all of th directors nay be revd it cae by

vote of the members, or for eatn by a vote of the directors when there is a

quoram of not less than a majority present at the meeting of directors at which

such. action is taken,

Artcl 3. section 10.

C(TESOP, TE BOARD. The Iboard of directors by resolution adopted by a majority

of th. entire lboard, she dsignte from amug its mmbas en executive coinittee

cositing of three or more dr~torS to run the day-to-day business of the

corporation. The board of directors may also deasnate from inng its mumbers9other stndn coemtt-es, ack consstin 8 of tree " or " r" directors, and each !

of wtich, to the extent prvdd nmc resolution, shell have all the authority

, of the board, except as to the uter prohibited by section 712 of the Not-for-Prof it

" Corporation Law.

a-



Annual Mmership Meeting, November 20, 1979

NOETO PROPOSED AMNMN - Arti£cle 3. Section .4.

The Board of Directors of Fusion Energy Foundation believe that the adoption
of the proposed amendment is advisable and that it will give the Board of the
Fusion Energy Foundation greater stability and continuity in the handling of
important matters intrusted to the board.

The election of the board of directors shall be staggered election, whereby
otw-third of the members of the board of directors shall be elected at each
and every annual meeting of the memers for a term of three years, to hold office
until the expiration of the term for which he is elected, and until his successor
has bee elected and qualified. The initial effect of this proposal umld be the
election by lot at the anual meeting scheduled for Novmer 20, 1979 of one-third

- of the members of the board for a one year ter, one-third of the board for
a two-year term and 113 of the board for a three-year ter. Every year thereafter

. only those office held by members of the board whose ter expires in that year -
would be subject to election and for three year tern only.

'C

0



p JANUARY 19 1982

Im MPORTANT m PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON IRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN MR WELSH
250 U 57 ST 1711
NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YORK NY 10196

JANUARY 19 1982 PAGE 2

To DISCUSS VOl SILL CALL 212 97.-9950
TO AL 'OUNT OF LAST DILL l 629

I IDiUTWLY SERVICE S EGUIPHENT JAN 19 THRU FED 18 29.61
IOTHER, NARGE.S AND CREDIZTS- SEE DETAIL '...CR
DIRECTOR ADVERTISING - SEE DETAIL 2.05
LOCAL USAE - SEE DETAIL 57.95
I IECTORY ASSISTANCE - SEE DETAIL 16.20
JITIIqZED CALLS - SEE DETAIL 199.00

Ti-us 1 .as 5JL 8.252 a96 .9
TDTL UREN Ct~GE ma U E Y E. a..2g77297

S?16 UX(R 17 TOTAL AROUNT DUE 82 7 I

7JANUARY 19 1982 PAGE 3

DETAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS

FII171 TWEREST ON 5400. DEPOSIT 101112311 44.0 OCR
II DIECTOET ADVERTISING 20 ~liI 20

21 IKLYft.S 1It11 20

TOTAL OTHER CREDITS
TOTAL DIRECTORY ADVERTISING

4 ,, 0 l

tf,

t,

I,



r FEBRUARY 19 1982
w*. IMPORTANT WNU / .

PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN HR WELSH
250 W 57 ST 1711
NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHONEGEN4ERAL POST CFFICE

NEW YORK NY 10198

AMOUN'T DUE 6S2

~FEIRUARY 19 1982 PAGE 2 ,,,,.

To DISCUSS YOUR SILL CALL 212 97'-9950

'CA A CUNT OF LAST SILLi 826 ..I

IPIY'?ENTS APPLIED THRU EI 23 ? s1.92¢Ri

[ 2NTHLY 'SERVICE I EOUIPrEN4T'FES 19 TI4RU T AR 18I  29.81 ,,,

I DIRECTORY ADVERTISING - SEE DETAILt .75CR'I

iLOCAL US&GIE - SEE DETAIL 33.69

IRE[CTORY ASSISTANCE - SEE DETAIL 5.00
:ITI ZEW CALLS - SEE DETAIL 260.03
|TAX-us II .Io S/L £.25 6.93 8.93 ,

31 8 EOxx 1 17 T TAL A O WT U [' . 5 !

|1 FEDRUART 19 1982 PAGE 3

DE TAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS

(UDL DIESCR IPTION t IFNTHLYTP R IC!D !THAG OR I

RAI|R.T UCEZ

TOTAL DRECTORY ADVERT!SX~hG

fr~,

CN

'0

I'



APRIL 9 1982 0520-

We. IMPORTANT CCC PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN MR WELSH
250 W 57 ST 1711
NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NE I YORK NY 10196

AT O3 APRIL 19 1982 PAGE

TO DISCUSS TOUJR SILL CALL 212 974-9950

I 700.21 i

FTNLTi SERtVICE £ EIUIPHENT APR 19 THRU FIAT L8Il@TIUU CR80015 AND CIEDOITS- SEE DETAIL
ILOCAL UISAGE - SEE DETAIL
I .IRCTTQ ASSISTANCE - SEE DETAIL
I ITIZED CALLS - SEE DETAIL
I WA-US iI Sm si. 8,2SX 11.91

T~iL mO Curs.ag DU B .a .l

42.02
'9.5

.53 .6

TOTAL AMOUNT DUEl ,9.9'

17 APRIL 19 1982 PAGE 3

BErTAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS

l2REf flCWIYISNIFOO 4.8 6031 418 2.5

IAMSJ * USE 10D PLUIALt,IIIAVE L S UBJECT 10 STATE.'LOCAL

w

7'
-I"--

ID

I .i i i- OHm .-- i I

I INJa|IFINT(|I iPPLIUIiili! _E Ftgl LJ|[ IILL

APRIL 19 1982



PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN HR WELSH
250 U 57 ST 1711
NEW ,OR r v

10019

0413 XXXX t M3 17 TOTAL

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YOP.K NY 10196

AMOUNT DUE 875

MARCH 19 1982 PAGE

TION

TO DISCUSS YOU SILL CALL 212 974-9950

TOTAL AUTOUNT OP LAST DILL J 9AR.23 I

UJONTKLY SIRVICE I EOUIPFTENT MAR 19 THRU AFR 18 29.61
OTHER CRARGES AND CREDITS- SEE DETAIL 29.54
CIRECTORT ADVERTISING - SEE DETAIL 2.80
LOCAL USAGE - SEE DETAIL 11.45
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE - SEE DETAIL 2.00
ITV IZED CALLS - SEE DETAIL 90.31
TAT-US 1 -IS 19L A.2S 6.39 5.39

0413 XXXX R I? TOTAL AMOUNT D~ 6.9

1? MARCH 191982 PG

DETAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS

ATE FR1 HRURDT
SCR IW'EWlI.PTE SC 29.61CR 309 312 2.96CR

LET SYSTL 01l~lS~
I2 RES'CRAL C'0 312 32.50 0

DIRECTORY ADVERTSN
3 3KLVW 2.05 301 331 2.05
• IILL AfDi ICLYN 2.05 217 228 .75

TOTAL OTHER CHARGES

TOTAL DIRECTORY ADVERTISING

4

TAXIES: * s.AC'T TO IrEDOrlAL/STATI/OCAL S St3JECT TO STAI/UOC.AL

I

S4 ii

MARCH 1, 1982

e IMPORTANT .win

AL
xxx --- "-

PAGE 1

q-A 1

If)

ii



p AY 19 1982
wmw IMPORTANT ***

XXXX ,--.,.--

PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN MR WELSH
250 H 57 ST 1711
NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YORK NY 10198

AMOUNT DUE ,4 .6 I

m OT AY 19 1982 PAGE 2

TO D)ISCUSS YOUR SILL CALL 212 97*-9950

AP/INT fPLIED THRU MAY 21 1679.3191
y DAAU UU OF[ LAST DILLi 12. ! 1 28 1 ]

jVWKTNLY SERVICE I EquIPM1ENT MAY 19 THRU JUN 18 3".39
IITNER CHARGES AND CREDITS- SEE DETAIL 1.15SCRILOCAL USAGE - SEE DETAIL 29.13
I IRECTORY ASSISTANCE - SEE DETAIL .1

|TSIZED CALLS -SEE DETAIL 278.73
TA. S 111 *OU.5 6.5 6.6

3814 ~ R TOTAL AMOUNT DUEl 1406 I

MAY 19 1982 PAGE 3

DETAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS

r["I DESCRIPTION | 'NHL |IPRIDRUICR~DGT OR I

TLt * 5J.MCY ?O IOI&t./I1TLT'LOCAL

t
I



S

MAY 19 1982 0622-

*.a IMPORTANT *w0 PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON SRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
304 N 58 ST FLE 5 DES ENT
NEW YORK NY

1O019

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YORK NY 10196

PlAY 19 1982 PAGE 2

TO DISCUSS TOU UILL CALL 212 97*-995o

* .eZI3 1 OTAL AMOUN OLAT DUE 100

p~y~m5 PPIE TRU ... MAY 1 1982.PAGE

0T~aD TAILtOF OTANR CRARGTS-ANDLCR9DIT 6

DIECO~T D~TIIN -S~I[DEAI 
-

Y !EU.CHRG0 O

* RIIC CARSTNE 30532.0E
S INE CLSSE EARGE 3 5. 8.5
TOA PRIESC~l., e DEB U VISIT CH1750 5 8 1.5

DIRECTORY ADVERTISIOUT DNG17.5 "

7 DlAYN9 2.05 501E 531 20

mITALLADF OHERLYHARGE AND l €ItZT

TOTAL OTHER CHARGES

TOTAL D!ftECT PY AOYERTIS!HG

[ 9 .s

TARS: * RACJT TO 61013l*L/STAYI[/LOCAL I SIJEJCT T0 STAT[/L OCAL

'I
p

Ii:L
Im



!

-JUNE 19 1982sue THIS IS YOUR FINAL SILL cuu
sun IMPORTANT muu

0000 --

PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
ATTN MR WELSH
250 N 57 ST 1711
NEW YORK NY

10019

"0722 FINL R M3 17

NEW YORK TELEPHONE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YORK NY 10194

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE ] .... 627

3 • a

JUNE 19 1982 PAGE

TO DISCUSS YOUR SILL CALL 212 974-9956
I1TOTAL MPOJNT OF LAST DILL 1,E90.6600

/PAYqNT$ APPLIED THRU JUN 235 . 9CRJ

iOTHER OIAESE5 AND CREDITS- SEE DETAIL , 73.39CRI
ILOCAL triAGE - NONE .,
TA*1-M--'Z II . l SL 8.2S1 3.59CR 3 59CR

0722 ili0 R 17 TOTAL AMOUNT DUE iS3.7i i

~z4~

C

!f)

JUNE 19 1982 PAGE

~DETAIL OF OTHER CHARGES AND CREDITS
NO O[SRPTOMNTHLY I EZDCARER

T[ , FROM|HRURET
SONNTCHO PREVIOUSLY SILLED I 34.39CR 510| I 411 3.56CRM

21CREDIT DEPOSIT I I 00. 00CR
111li lnftIE ST an $406. DEPOSITI I 011 429 I 29.13CR

TOTAL OTHER CREDITS

T *S SJE Clr T0 PEL4~I/TATI[/WICAL.

&
I

0)



~JUNE 19 1982

u IPIPORTANT e

xxx x- -

PAGE 1

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON BRING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 2

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
30'. N 58 ST FIR 5 DES ENT

NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHONEGENERAL POST OFFICE

NEW YORK NY 10198

JUNE 19 1982 PAGE 2 ,

TO SISCISO YOUR SILL CALL 212 974-9951

TOTAL AMOUNT OF LAST ILL I 13!
p A.;--ls.PPLIES TTNIlU JUN 23 1r TUIILY SERIC[E 8 EOUIPPhIT JUN 19 THRU JUL 18l 35.30l

ItRECToRTr ASVEISING - SEE DETAIL 2.65
SOCAL 15601 - NONE.S
VAX-U I .31 1/L 8.252 2.91 3

0714 3XX 17 TOTAL AMOUNT DUE( 214.19 J

,,7rJUNEF19 1982 PAGE 3 Z

tEll D EI[ CR ©IPTING 601 I 6R0I
Ut~ V|S H|

TOTAL DRECTORY ADVERTISING

ii

(%4

t •



AUG 19, 1982

UR FINAL SILL. PAYMENT DUE ON
suw IMPORTANT *w.

0921
0000 R

RECEZPTWW

PLEASE RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR PAYMENT
IF PAYING IN PERSON URING THIS PAGE AND PAGE 1

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE I $138.20 I

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
304 N 58 ST FIR S DES ENT
NEW YORK NY

10019

NEW YORK TELEPHC JE
GENERAL POST OFFICE
NEW YORK NV 10191

17 AUG 19. 1912

L212 974-9950

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION
30* N 58 ST FLI 5 DES ENT
4ENb YORK NY
10019

I'TOTAL"AUT DW LAST DILL I 253.80AWeWYp t~'S AiPPLIED ?HOU £G62,3 .,00

p .. DIETAIL OP CURRENT CHARGES

0921w 0000A~ l CEZS E P

CONTINUED

17 AUG 19. 1982

t IjwcTOrY ADVbrlYTSIWG - SEE PAGE 3 55CRLOCaL uSal! - NONE .00
ITIWlIZED CALLS - SEE PAGE 4 5.18
TAt" FflOt. IL I 1.2CU S/L 8.23: 8.83CR 9.e5C

O$21 6606 TOTAL AMOUNT DUE I82

PAGE

V

PAGE 2

ii

I dbl( u V SJ o Ir
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rlT&WW1YeF!I' D~h
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in i : . , -: ._-

ci .rC-- .. . . i... .1 00iCR

:i ,*. R..... .

* T:< -'" - •

) .lty -"'" . .

Psi'mei for Current Chirgies (line I) s due bly)

606360

Total-- 233 J99

Thank yrou

@ immllow DITAIL OF WATS uSAGE

sMlE OP ESSAGES
165 AT 1 NIb PEA RS6

AVERAGE LINES am iK
AVERtAGE uSAGIE PER. L~IE

1 IINTERSIATE OUT WARD

DAY254.3

3.00
64.0l

OS. P 3000 LIliES 4.1Z/'.e9

DUiULT SATE

OVERt

22.0019.57

14.51

IEV|

Z4.4
1e1.2

3.00
5.04

WASi 5

-112.5S
910

15.2

300

2,11203 1.243.89

14.30i2.12
U.')
9.4)3

a,002.41

To651.05
1.15
1.65

TOTAL bATS USAGE CItMMGE

JAN 01 1962

S00S.U.41

PAGE

ER[TAIL OP OTHEr CHARGES AND VREDIT3

DESCRIPTIONDIP INT 1/81-12/31/81

TAXES: 0 SUBJECT TO SLT•SUBJECT TO FET/SLT TAX

12/31

ACCOUNT TOTAL

AMOUNT"
110.61CR

110.O01CR

I
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-

'; -i • ,.= 1 i -



.1117
Date 01 TI~S ~Jl

Please r;ur :."fe-::e - :
with your p8ytVeIL

bring your bill and th~e card.

w ~ -

XXXR d MA
-FUST"DN-rEftE~er-F WUNDTh
304. ws58sr
NEWl YORK MV ' 100194/,

I Montlty Chyr~e te, Se,. ce
2 LoCal Usace (see Stateniert.

pI~I0

3 Oirectory Assanace wid Toil Calls rsee S'Crent) WATS USAGEI B6 1.
,40O~er Charges or Credits isee excit'o.:"
5 Rere e"n m c -. *- -"".. -

7 T3zes

~ ~'n'e ... 7z ,-" 2516656
cuoiu 8~swress C'" :e

Payment for Ci is due by> Thank you

__New YorkbTelphonb FEB 1 82
DETAIL OF WATS USAGE

SVC.GRP 1 INTERSTATE OUTWARD

ACTUAL HOURS USED
NUMBER OF MESSAGES
MRfS AT 1 HIMN PER NSG
CHARGEABLE HOURS
AVERAGE LINES IN SVC
AVERAGE USAGE PER LINE

CHG FOR 3.00 LINES

HOURLY RATE FIRST 15
NEXT 25
NEXT 40)
OVER 80

DAY
269.7
2,668
47 *8
269.7

3.00
69.9

4,947.90

22.00
19.57
17.16
14.51

EVE
194.0
1, 648
27.5

19400
3.00
64.7

2,423.72

14.30
12.72
11.15
9.43

NIGHT/WEEKEND
165.2

928
15.5

165.2
3.00

55 *1

1,264.55 8,636.17

7.65
7.65
7.65
7.65

TOTAL WATS USAGE CHARGE 8,636.17

100
SPL

BAND 5

"- ~q'

it.. dl..

Date cv t' ,s Oil

I -- "--- r 
--- - ' ''



~&r:t~'- I
I
UI 9

Date of tn's c ;

Please return tt'e enc~oseo :.-
with your payment

Ing your bill and the card.

XXXR t MA
FU$SION E-tER&Y FWJND N
304 W 58 SF
NEW YORK NY 10019 100

SPL

I Monthly Cl'3r~e tot Se". ce
2 Loca Usage (see S'zer e - --
3 O€recor As staSWCe aN= ToN Cails ;seeS'xementt wsy 5 n J5A4J 61_9 532
4 Other Charges or Crec~ts :see exoi,," :riJ
5Reorp-r::'r ' "r¢- ",--. .....

7 Ta~es

98a'ar:e ','*, List 2 , . . . e.... . :.- ,. & ,Lr,

call ou.r U.sress U"C cc Paymont for C is due by> , ,hank yOU

@ Nmrkow~a~pho

MAR 1 82
DETAIL OF WATS USAGE PAGE 1

SVC_.GRP 1 INTERSTATE OUTWARD

ACTUAL HOURS USED
NUMBER OF MESSAGES
HRS AT 1 KIN PER MSG
CHARGEABLE HOURS
AVERAGE LINES IN SVC
AVERAGE USAGE PER L INE

DAY
183.1
2,108
35.1

183*.1
3.00

61.0

EVE
145.3
1,319
22.0

145.3
3.00

48.4

NIGHT/WEEKEND
101.7

668
11.1

101.1
3.00

33.9

CHG FOR 3.00 LINES 3,538.83 1,878.4 8 778.01 6,195o32

HOURLY RATE FIRST
NEXT
NEXT
OVER

TOTAL WATS USAGE CHARGE 6,195.32

I ~4I~I~f

37, ° .. .

N

,w

SAND S

15
25
40
80

22.*00
19.57
17.16
14.51

14.30
12.*72
11.15
9o*43

7.65
7.65
7.65
7.65

r =--, - .

A II &

# f



&ll ., ' ' '- "

* I
Date of thiS bdl 1

with your P3'flv@enL

Ils 1CM" ENERGY-FOUNOTN ..

304 h 58 ST
NEh YORK NY 10019

(V'

Ni :ct:", C',-", '- " -

.rctcry A : ='-.- r .... WATS USAGE

-- 663490
91 91

663581_
_________294088

c:oro.S=,v;Z.-,
:rt

° for "" ?" t~a

@ New~pho~lne
APR 1 82
DETASIL OF WATS USAGE

1 INTERSTATE OUTWARD

ACTUAL HOURS USEDNUMBER OF MESSAGES
HRS AT 1 MIN PER MSG
CHARGEABLE HOURS
AVERAGE LINES IN SVC
AVERAGE USAGE PER LINE

CHG FOR 3.00 LINES

DAY
193.7

2,466
41.*1

193.7
3.00

64.6

3,724.16

EVE
159.0

1,362
22.7

159.0
3.00

53.0

2,032.35

NIGHT/WEEKEND
103.0

614
10.2

103.0
3.00

34.3

78"7.19 6,543.70

HOURLY RATE FIRST 15
NEXT 25
NEXT 40
OVER 80

TOTAL WATS USAGE CHARGE 6, 543*.70

- I
~ ~4r~

- U -~

J
4'
I **.'

P3
lOO

SP L

7 '~';

e 2. ... - . . ."

65120

C'4

654370

SVCSRP

'f)

SAND 5

22.*00
19.*57
17.16
14.51

14.30
12.72
11.15
9.43

7.65
7.65
7.65
7.65

I

ms I I II I i I i

__ II --- __

W i- '- -- :.. ". i : i
.-.1 ,2

A
v

%

i

m----



-C, ~ ~

Date of INs bill

Pleam retur th enclosed wdvc
w your payenL

bing your bil end the card.

A X,,Rj iWNA

304 W 56 ST
NEW4 YR~ N 10o19

1 Mor ,'I CP':";e ':r-. 9 rS: "-r"-' - "-" -:' ", ,-: Eicii.-; T;S2 Loeal Usage (see Stateme", 
.g 94b95

3 Directo.r=_y ASS, t ,ce and -?:1 C~rvs ,,se, '-,.,,,e,.l
4 Oi"ir Cha-;es or C.-e :.s :;e e, 3* :-
5 F 2er ... :,-,................ .

7 Ta~.es 
95 9 --5

caa e.., ess I C't ,,
Payment for Curren Im e .i h,,e ....

- . - -. .- -Zr

mm------ 
- - -----. -.---- -.19 - l 3~ l~.ii *3** a~ ~

,~1 ,Ynx"OU

"-n1 -i II II I

JUN ti=ia

III
l lI ll

Gmr'd Rmi Office thi d ft n
New York. N. Y. 10196 r

Be ne told, tsar, or staple this card.

P3 SI.

.,mmNw-lllm,

I I

I
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

WASHINC TON. DC. 20463

August 15, 1984

Robert L. Rossi, Esquire
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1556
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

Dear Mr. Rossi:

This is in reference to your letter dated August 13, 1984,
-- requesting an extension of time to respond to the Commission's
, subpoena. After considering the circumstances presented in

your letter, the Commission has determined to grant you your
C requested extension. Accordingly, your response will be due

on Wednesday, August 22, 1984.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
) RESPONSE OF FUSION
) ENERGY FOUNDATION, INC.

In Re Matter Under Review 1556 ) TO INTERROGATORIES

) FEDERAL ELECTION
) COMMISSION

The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., by its undersigned

Executive Director, in response to the interrogatories

propounded by the Federal Election Commission, states as

foll ows:

Intzroatory A
Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers consultants, or
other agents of the Fusion Energy Foundation between April 1
and December 31, 1982. With respect to each individual
identified, please identify that person 's supervisor.

1) Please identify any of the above individuals, and

any other individuals, who participated in any way,

directly or indirectly, on behalf of the Fusion Energy
Foundation in the furtherance of the election of Debra H.
Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the
office of United States Representative from the Third
District of Maryland in 1982.

2) Please identify any of the above individuals, and
other individuals, who solicited subscriptions to Fusion
Enery and Space Pro ram Ma azine between April 1, 18

and Decmber 31, 1982.
3) Please identify any of the above individuals, and

any other individuals, who solicited charter memberships
to the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., between April 1,
1982 and December 31, 1982.

4) Please identify any of the individuals, and any
other individuals, who solicited contributions in 1982 to
Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman.

Respnseto Interro atorY A
Ding the re ]eant time period, the Executive Director of

the Fusion Energy Uul .t _as Paul Gallagher. The Board of
Directors consisted] of a& I@I7Steven5, Steven J. Bardwell,

[I • UN-O
.... ~



Jon C. Gilbertson, Uhe Henlke, William Cornelius Hall, and
Lyndon Ht. LaRouche, Jr. The following individuals were
employees:

Name Address Al
Steven Bardwell
Frank Be]ll
Nick Bent on
Vin Berg
Susan Bowen
George Canning
Adolfo Carbajal
Carol Cleary
David Cope
Ca rices De~oyos
Elsa Ennis
Joseph Fisch
Marsha Freeman
Mary Jane Freeman
Jon Gilbertson

~Uwe Henke
Mar jorie Hecht
Christina Huth

. ; Katherine Jenkins
Susan Johnson

--- Richard Katz
Michael Leppig

~Ian Levit
Ira Liebowit z
Ken Mandel

~Gl en Mesaros
Dianne Oliver

" Cynthia Parsons
Delia Pettingel

f--' Garance Phau
Timothy Pike
Robyn Qui jano
Pet er Rush
Timothy Rush
Harley Schianger
Janine Schollnick
Lenore Smith
Mark Sonnenblick
Lynne Speed
Maria Spida
Charles Stevens
lRichard Welsh
Carol White
Robert Zubr in

1) No individuals participated in any way, directly
or indirectly, on behalf of Fusion Energy Foundation in
the furtherance of the Freewan campaign.

-2--



2) While some of the above-listed individuals may
have occasionally solicited subscriptions tc Fusion
magazine during the relevant period, it can not be
determined which individuals, if any, did so. Virtually
all subscription solicitation work was done by Caucus
Distributors, Inc. under a contractual agreement with
F.E.F., and the identity of the individuals who did the
solicitation wcrk is not known to F.E.F.

3) No individuals solicited charter memberships to
F.E.F. during the relevant period.

4) The only individual listed above who so] icited
contributions in 1982 to the Freeman campaign was Lynne
Speed, who performed such sclicitation work on her own
time. To the extent that the interrcgatory also asks for
the identity of all individuals whc solicited
ccntributions tc the Freeman campaign, F.E.F., of course,
does not have such infcrraticn in its possessicn.

Interrogatory .B
Please provide all dates, and sites if applicakile, of

meetings, discussions, telephone calls, cr other
communications, between the Fueicn Energy Foundation, Inc., and
Debra Freeman and/cr Citizens fcr Freenan in 1982.

I) identify all cf the participants in, and all of
those in attendance at, each of the above meetings,
discussicns, cr other ccrrunications.

Response to intererer
There were nc such meetings, discussions, telephone calls,

cr ether communications.

Interrcgat ory C
Please list all telephcne nurb~ers and extensions used by

tkhe Fusion Energy Foundation, lnc., including Fusion Energy and
Space Program Magazine, between April 1, 1982 and December 31,
1982, noting the extensions assigned to or used by each
identified in respcnse to Interrogatory A.

Besjcnsetc Iterr~atcy..C
Durino the period fro, April 1, ]%82 through August 1982,

F.E.F. had sole use of the fc]]owing numb~er:
Beginning in Septerter ]V82, I.E.F, changed over to sharing the
following number: F.E.F. can not determine
what extensions were assigned to or used b~y its personnel
during that period.



These responses are made without in any way waiving all

objections as to privilege and the admissibility as evdience in

any proceeding, including this proceeding, of any of these

responses or the subject matter of these responses.

These responses are also made without waiving the right to

object to a demand for further responses to these

interrogatories or to other discovery procedures relating to

the subject matter of these interrogatories.

The F.E.F. also reserves the right to supplement, correct,

or revise any of its responses.

Dated: New York, New York
_ August 23, 1984

FU1O :ExC; FOUNDAI N.

VERI F ICATION

PAUL GALLAGHER, being duly sworn, says:

I am the Executive Director of the Fusion Energy
Foundat ion, Inc. I have read the foregoing response, know the
contents thereof, and the same are treto my knowledge.

Sworn before me this day- of August 1984.

MARY JA NE FRE1EMAN -4-
Notary P jblie- State of New York

No. 31-4 ?2 I0
Quahficd in New York Coun~ty

Commission Exoires March 33, 1985
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In the Matter of )) MUR 1556
Citizens for Freeman )

GENERAL COUNSEL 'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that Citizens for Freeman had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)

by reporting as contributors persons who had not intended to make

contributions and as contributions monies intended by the payors to

S be used for purposes other than the making of contributions, and by

~failing to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

C,+ Coalition in the form of staff services. In addition, the

- Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman had

C violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting contributions from Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc., and from Campaigner Publications, Inc., the

apparent publishers of Fusion magazine and of The Executive

, Intelligence Review whose representatives allegedly solicited

t contributions to the Freeman campaign.

On November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized subpoenas and

orders in this matter, including ones to be served on Citizens for

Freeman. As a result of information received in the responses to

the complaint in this matter, the Commission on January 3, 1984,

approved a revised subpoena and order to be served on Citizens for

Freeman. The subpoena and order were mailed on January 5, 1984.

(See Attachment 1).

On January 25, 1984, counsel for Citizens for Freeman requested

an extension of the return date of the subpoena and order to



0@-2-
February 13 and this request vas granted. On February 14, 1984, the
Committee responded in part to the subpoena and order. With regard

to certain portions of the subpoena and order vith which the
committee did not comply, the response indicated a willingness to
modify its position upon receipt of justification for the

Commission s requests.
Because of the relatively cooperative tenor of the committee's

responses, this Office elected to address the objections raised in
the responses, and to pursue certain portions of the subpoena and
order to which the committee did not respond, by letter rather than
recommend subpoena enforcement. Hence, the attached letter was sent

..... to counsel on April 24, 1984. (Attachment 2). No response has ever

, been received.

-- Given the continuing failure of the committee to comply fully
C with the Commission's subpoena and order, this Office recommends

'C' that the Commission authorize the Office of General Counsel to seek
enforcement in United States District Court.

II. RECOMMENDATION

,j Authorize the Office of General Counsel to institute a civil
action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(b); seeking enforcement of the
subpoena to produce documents and the od to answer written

questions issued to Citizens frFea

DaeCharles N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachments
Subpoena and Order
Letter to counsel for Citizens for Freeman



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION r

In the Matter of ) 'i

) MUR 1556 l

Citizens for Freeman )

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

cD Federal Election Commission executive session of

' September 18, 1984, do hereby certify that the Commission !

decided by a vote of 6-0 to authorize the Office of General

Counsel to institute a civil action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
C 4

S 437d (b), seeking enforcement of the subpoena to produce

- documents and the order to answer written questions issued

to Citizens for Freeman.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

tf)
McGarry, and Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Mroi .Emn
Secretary of the Commission



BEFORE THB 1'TIO COMMISSION , ." '  ...

In the Matter of )CO ':

)
Citizens for Freeman ) MUR 1556 F' 3
Fusion Energy Foundation, ) . ,O! A8: 3

Inc.
Campaigner Publications )

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #3

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner

Publications, Inc., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-

kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

solicitation costs, and that Citizens for Freeman had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting such contributions. In addition,

. the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

! had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting as

"- contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

and as contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for

purposes other than the making of contributions, and by failing

to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

S Coalition in the form of staff services. The respondents were

t notified of these Commission determinations on November 1, 1983.

On November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized subpoenas

and orders to be sent to the respondents in this matter and also

approved a sample of a letter and questions to be sent to

reported contributors. Letters to forty-one contributors were

mailed on December 12, 1983. Because the response received from

Campaigner Publications, Inc. argued that this company is not the

publisher of Executive Intelligence Review, one of the

publications the representatives of which were allegedly involved
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in soliciting contributions for Citizens for Freeman, and because

further investigation revealed that while Campaigner Publications

had earlier been the publisher of this review, it was published

in 1982 by New Solidarity International Press Services, the

Commission, on January 3, 1984, approved a revised subpoena and

order to be served on Citizens for Freeman. Subpoenas and orders

were then mailed to Citizens for Freeman and the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. on January 5, 1984.

Fusion Energy Foundation did not comply with the subpoena

and order on the return date of February 6, 1984. On April 10,

1984, the Commission authorized the Office of General Counsel to
CD

institute a civil action pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(b) seeking

enforcement of the subpoena and order. On June 7, 1984, an order

-- to show cause was issued to Fusion Energy Foundation by the

C United States District Court for the Southern District of New

O York. The hearing was held on July 24, 1984, and resulted in an

order requiring the Foundation to produce all documents and to

respond to the interrogatories as required by the Commission's
C

, subpoena and order.

The Foundation submitted answers to the interrogatories and

responses to the document requests on August 24, 1984. The

Foundation produced records of contributions, membership fees and

magazine subscriptions received between April 1, 1982 and

December 31, 1982, in the forms of checks and credit card slips.

An examination of these records has revealed considerable

duplication of contributors between the Foundation and Citizens

for Freeman, and also at least one common solicitor whom this
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Office intends to depose. The Foundation did not, hovever,

produce a list of all solicitors, lists of potential subscribers,

and lists of persons solicited as required by the subpoena,

arguing that all solicitations were handled by Caucus

Distributors, Inc., by contract and that the Foundation is not in

possession of documents related to solicitations beyond those

provided. Caucus Distributors is not further identified in the

response; however, an entity by the same name is listed by

Citizens for Freeman as the recipient of rent payments and as

having the same address as that committee. The Foundation's

_- response ignores the inclusion of "agentsw and "bodies which

conduct business on behalf of the Foundation m in the subpoena's

~~definition of "The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.' Given the,

-- apparent importance of documents in the possession of Caucus

Distributors, Inc., the lack of identification of that entity

beyond its name, and the failure of the Foundation to respond

fully to all interrogatories, this Office intends to file

forthwith in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of

New York a motion for an order to show cause why the Fusion

Energy Foundation should not be held in contempt of court.

On February 14, 1984, Citizens for Freeman responded in part

to the subpoena and interrogatories issued to that respondent.

Because the responses, particularly the one involving the

subpoena, indicated the possibility of further compliance upon

receipt of certain explanations and assurances, this Office

elected to provide the requested explanations and anticipated

that further production would be forthcoming. However, no
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additional responses have been received despite this Office's

lengthy letter of explanation, and in a separate document

submitted to the Commission, this Office is requesting

authorization of a subpoena enforcement action against Citizens

for Freeman.

9I

BY.

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel

Ken f Gr os s /-
Associate General Counsel

f-'

V .
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION "" FEC

In the Matter of ) I P 3:5

Citizens for Freeman, ) MR156.ATI 3 5
et al. )

GENERAL COUNSEL 'S REPORT

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. had violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 441b by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in

the form of solicitation costs. On November 29, 1983, the

Commission authorized the issuance of subpoenas and orders in

this matter, including one to be served on the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. (hereinafter the =Foundation"), which was mailed

to the Foundation on January 5, 1984.

The Foundation did not comply with the subpoena and order on

,-. the return date of February 6, 1984. On April 10, 1984, the

-- Commission authorized the Office of General Counsel to institute

S a civil action pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b) seeking enforcemlent

to of the subpoena and order. On June 7, 1984, an order to shov

cause was issued to the Foundation by the United States District

Court for the Southern District of New York. The hearing was

held on July 24, 1984, and resulted in an order requiring the

Foundation to produce all documents and to respond to the

interrogatories as required by the Commission's subpoena and

order.

The Foundation submitted answers to the interrogatories and

responses to the document requests on August 24, 1984. The
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Foundation produced records of contributions, membership fees and

magazine subscriptions received between April 1, 1982 and

December 31, 1982, in the forms of checks and credit card slips.

The Foundation did not, however, produce a list of all

solicitors, lists of potential subscribers, and lists of persons

solicited, as required by the subpoena, arguing that all

solicitations were handled by Caucus Distributors pursuant to a

contract between the Foundation and Caucus Distributors. Hence,

the Foundation claims that it is not in ossession of the

documents requested related to solicitations beyond those

provided.

Initially, it was the intention of this Office to attempt to

_- obtain the information not provided by the Foundation by filing

: in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York

a motion for an order to show cause why the Foundation should not

be held in contempt of court. However, staff discussions have

identified otential defenses regarding ownership of the
C

documents at issue which could be raised by the Foundation and

prove difficult and time consuming for the Commission to

surmount. For example, the Foundation could assert that all

lists of potential contributors are the property of Caucus and

thus not producible by the Foundation. It is therefore the

recommendation of this Office that, in lieu of contempt

proceedings against the Foundation, the Commission authorize the

issuance of a subpoena and order to obtain such documents and

data directly from their present repository, Caucus Distributors.



r " A'tached it s th. subpoena and order to be served upon auaus
i Dit urs, Zuc. We recommend that the Commission approve thtis ,

i ; Approve the attached subpoena and order to be served on

Catucus Distributors.

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

:5t
tcAssociate General une

"4€,



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Citizens for Freeman,
et. al.

MUR 1556

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enumons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 5,

1984, the Commission approved by a vote of 6-0 the subpoena

and order to be served on Caucus Distributors, submitted with

the General Counsel's Report signed October 31, 1984.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date
MarjrieW. Euon

Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:
10-31-84, 3:5711- 1-84, 11:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~ 13 'ASHI% CTON. D C 20463

November 9, 1984

President
Caucus Distributors Company
5045 Broadway
New York, N'ew York 10034

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Federal Election Conmission, established in 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached
subpoena and order has been issued which requires your
company to provide certain documents and to answer certain
questions. The Commission does not consider Caucus Distributors
a respondent in this matter, but rather a witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the confiden-
tiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. That
section of the Act prohibits the making public of any investi-
gation without the express written consent of the persons or
entities with respect to which the investigation is being made.
You are advised that no such consent has been given in this
case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
assist you in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena
and order. However, you are required to submit the information
under oath and to produce the documents within ten days of your
receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney handling this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

ChaJes N Steele']

BY: '"KIennet Gro s u' I-
Associate Gen al Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order



FEDEA ELCIO COMMISSION

AND ORDER TO ANSWER WRITTEN QUESTIONS

TO: Caucus Distributors Co.
5045 Broadway
New York, New York 10034

RE: MUR 1556

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), Caucus Distributors is hereby

ordered to produce for inspection and copying all documents and

materials listed below that are in the possession or control of

Caucus Distributors or of its officers, agents, staff members or

employees. Production is to be made at the Federal Election

.- Commission, 1325 IC Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463 at

C 9:00 a.m. on the tenth day after the receipt of this subpoena;

~In addition, Caucus Distributors is hereby ordered to submit

responses in writing and under oath to the interrogatories

propounded herein, to the Federal Election Commission within ten

(10) days of its receipt of this order.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,
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memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,
notes, letters, lists (including lists of names of persons

utilized for the purpose of mail or telephone solicitation),

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes, memoranda

and any other documentation of telephone conversations and

conferences), calendar and diary entries, contracts, data,

agendas, articles, visual aids, print-outs, account statements,

billing forms, receipts, checks and other negotiable paper,

credit card slips, records and compilations in the possession of

Caucus Distributors. Designated 'documents and materials' shall

C be taken as including all attachments, enclosures, and other

documents that are attached to, relate to, or refer to such

designated "documents and materials.'

2. 'Caucus Distributors' shall mean the incorporated

S entity or entities doing business as Caucus Distributors and its

- predecessors, affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions,

: branches, projects, publications, in New York, New York,

Baltimore, Maryland, and elsewhere, as well as any other entities

which conduct business on behalf of Caucus Distributors and any

other entities on behalf of which Caucus Distributors conducts

business, and the officers, agents, employees, staff and

volunteers of all such entities.

3. 'Citizens for Freeman' shall mean Citizens for Freeman

and its predecessors, affiliates, committees, subcommittees,

div"ion" bratiehes, projects, publications, as well as any other

entities which conduct business on behalf of the Committee and

its officers, agents, employees, staff and volunteers.
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4. "The Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc." shall mean the

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and its predecessors, affiliates,

committees, subcommittees, divisions, branches, projects,

publications, as well as any other entities which conduct

business on behalf of the Foundation, and its officers, agents,

employees, staff and volunteers.

5. "New Solidarity International Press Service" ("New

Solidarity") shall mean the New Solidarity International Press

Service and its predecessors, affiliates, committees,

subcommittees, divisions, branches, projects, publications, as

0 well as any other entities which conduct business on behalf of

" New Solidarity and its officers, agents, employees, staff and

volunteers.

6. All references to the Federal Election Commuission
CN

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

. r7. "Identify" with respect to individuals shall mean to

C give the full name, last known residence address of such

to individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with Caucus Distributors, and the dates of such service.

8. "Agent" shall include any person who has actual, oral

or written authority, either express or implied, to make or to

authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of another, or any

person who has been placed within an organization where it could

reasonably appear that he or she may authorize expenditures.
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"Agent" shall also include any person who has actual, oral, or

written authority, either express or implied, to solicit

contributions on behalf of an entity or on behalf of any entity

affiliated in any way with an entity (including any entity doing

business with that entity).

9. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

If any document called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identifying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

a) a description of the subject matter;

b) the date of the document;

c) the name and title of the author;

d) the name and title of the person to whom the document

is addressed;

e) the name and title of the person to whom the document

was actually sent;

f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the

document;

g) the number of pages;

h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is

otherwise responsive; and

i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.



Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communications between

Caucus Distributors and Debra H. Freeman or Citizens for Freeman,

between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., and between Caucus Distributors and New Solidarity

International Press Service concerning Debra H. Freeman's

campaign in 1982 for election as the nominee of the Democratic

Party for the office of United States Representative from the

4 Third District of Maryland.

2. All documents and other materials related to the

C ! solicitation by Caucus Distributors of memberships in Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc. and to solicitation of subscriptions to
04

Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine, between April I, 1982

~and December 31, 1982, including but not limited to lists of

. - solicitors; lists of potential subscribers or contributors; lists

i of persons solicited; lists of subscriptions or contributions

t obtained; bank records of subscriptions and contributions

received, including deposit slips and copies of checks; credit

card receipts; and all contracts, correspondence, memoranda, and

other materials concerning the relationship between Caucus

Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

3. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation by Caucus Distributors of subscriptions to Executive

Intelligence Review between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982,

including but not limited to lists of solicitors; lists of
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potential subscribers; lists of persons solicited; lists of
subscriptions obtained; bank records of subscriptions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; credit card

receipts; and all contracts, correspondence, memoranda, and other

materials concerning the relationship between Caucus Distributors

and New Solidarity International Press Service.

4. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation by Caucus Distributors of contributions to Debra H.

Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman undertaken on behalf of

Citizens for Freeman or undertaken on behalf of the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982,

including but not limited to lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received

including deposit slips and copies of checks; credit card

receipts; and all contracts, correspondence, memoranda, and other

materials concerning the relationships between Caucus

Distributors and Citizens for Freeman, and between Caucus

Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation pertaining to the

campaign of Debra Freeman.

5. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

Caucus Distributors between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

A. Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, solicitors,
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consultants, or agents of Caucus Distributors between April 1.

1982 and December 31, 1982. With respect to each individual

identified, please identify that person's supervisor. /

1) Please identify any of the above individuals and

any other individuals who solicited subscriptions or

memberships on behalf of the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc. or any of its publications between April 1, 1982

and December 31, 1982.

2) Please identify the sources of lists of names of

~potential or present members or subscribers used in

- soliciting memberships or subscriptions on behalf of

C Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., or any of its

publications.
(N

3) Please identify any of the above individuals and

any other individuals who solicited subscriptions on

• behalf of New Solidarity International Press Service or

r any of its publications, between April 1, 1982 and

t December 31, 1982.

4) Please identify the sources of lists of potential

or present subscribers used in soliciting subscriptions

on behalf of New Solidarity International Press Service

or any of its publications.

5) Please identify any of the above individuals and

any other individuals who participated in any way,

/ An organizational chart may be provided in lieu of
identifying the supervisor of each individual.
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directly or indirectly, on behalf of the Caucus

Distributors Co., on behalf of the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. (or any of its publications), or on

behalf of New Solidarity International Press Service

(or any of its publications) in the furtherance of the

election of Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the

Democratic Party for the office of United States

Representative from the Third District of Maryland

between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

S6) Please identify any of the above individuals and

"- any other individuals who solicited contributions to

C Debra H. Freeman or to Citizens for Freeman between

April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

B. Please provide all dates and sites of meetings,

discussions, telephone calls, or other communications between

. Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

'7 between Caucus Distributors and New Solidarity International

t Press Service, and between Caucus Distributors and Debra H.

Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

1) Please identify all of the participants in and all

persons in attendance at each of the above meetings,

discussions or other communications.

C. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by Caucus Distributors between April 1, 1982 and December 31,

1982, noting the extensions assigned to or used by each person

identified in response to Interrogatory A.

i
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D. Please explain the circumstances surrounding the

development of any kind of business or commercial transactions

between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc. (including any and all of its publications), between Caucus

Distributors and New Solidarity International Press Service (and

any of its publications), and between Caucus Distributors and

Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman during 1982. Please

indicate how contact between the above-mentioned parties to such

transactions was initiated (i.e., at whose request), the

~requirements and contract terms of such transactions, the fees

-,. charged and the fees paid for such transactions, the names of

C persons who were involved with such transactions, and the dates

on which such transactions commenced and concluded.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Commission at

• , 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this &lay of

1984.

.e /Ann EliOt
Chairman

ATTEST:

MarjO~ie W. Emmons
Secre~tary to the Commission



CDI
Caucus Distributors, Inc. / 304 West 58th Street / New York, N.Y. 10019 / (212) 247-8820

Noverrber 23, 1984

Anne We issenborn o -,

Staf[f Attorney ,-
Federal Election Commission "'o

1325 K Street, NW LD

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1556; Subpoena to Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

I am in receipt of the subpoena issued by the Commission

and dated Novemrber 8, 1S84, which was received by Caucus

Distributors, Inc. on November 13, 1984. Pursuant to the

C subpoena, Caucus Distributors is to produce documents and

respond to interrogatories within ten (10) days of the date of

receipt.

I hereby request that Caucus Distributors be granted
S thirty (30) additional days to respond to the subpoena. The

additional time is necessary to obtain and consult with an
attorney, and to prepare a response. Please contact me if

S there are any problems with this request.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Signed,

Kenneth Kr~onberg
Director



~FEDERAL ELECTtON COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

December 4, 1984

Kenneth Kronberg
Director
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Kronberg:

We are in receipt of your letter of November 23, 1984,
requesting an extension of time of thirty days in which

~to respond to the Comission s subpoena and order dated
November 8, 1984. Because the Commission wishes to resolve

-- the matter to which the subpoena and order are related as
soon as possible, we are able to grant you no more than a
three-week extension of time. Therefore, your response
will be due no later than December 14, 1984.

C Sincerely,

(



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C. 20463

December 11, 1984

Joseph A. Haas, Clerk
United States District Court

for the District of Maryland
United States Courthouse
101 W. Lombard Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

RE: Federal Election Commission
v. Citizens for Freeman

Dear Mr. Haas:

Please find "enclosed for filing the original and one copy of
- . the Federal Election Commission's =Petition for Order to Show

Cause Why Subpoena Should Not Be Enforced = and the original and
C two copies of the Commission's "Motions pursuant to Local Rule

25B, to Waive the Requirements of Local Rules 2, (IV), (A) and 3.
Both the petition and the motion are accompanied by memoranda in

C'4 support thereof.

I have also enclosed an additional copy of each filing.
Please certify these additional copies and return them to me in
the enclosed pre-paid self-addressed envelope so that I may serve

, .- them upon the respondent.

CIf you have any questions, please call me at (202) 523-4000.

~Sincerely,

Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney

Enclosures
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CDI CIW
Caucus Distributors, Inc. 1 304 West 58th Street / New York, N Y 10019 /1(212) 247-8820

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In Re: Matter Under Review 1556
Motion by Caucus Distributors, Inc. :

to Quash or Modify SUbpoena and Order -

Caucus Distributors, Inc. ('Caucus3 ), hereby moves

the Federal Election Commission to quash or modify the subpoena

and order issued to Caucus, dated November 8, 1984. As reasons

~therefore, Caucus states the following:

• (1) The document request and interrogatories as a

whole are overly broad and unduly burdensome.

-- (2) Document requests number 2 and 3 are overly

broad and unduly burdensome in that they request all

documents concerning the solicitation by Caucus for the

Fusion Energy Foundation and Executive Intelligence Review

~for an eight month period without otherwise restricting

! such request to matters relating to the Freeman campaign

for Congress, and also request all materials concerning

Caucus' relationship to the Fusion Energy Foundation and

Executive Intelligence Review.

(3) Interrogatory 'A' parts 2 and 3 are unduly vague.
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(4) Interrogatory 'B' is overly broad in that it

calls for a detailing of all contacts of any kind between

Caucus and the Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity

International Press Service for a one year period.

(5) Interrogatory 'D' is unduly vague.

14%k ~
President

Dated: December 13, 1984New York City, New York.

(7
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR

THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION )
1325 K Street, N.W. )
Washington, DC 20463 )
(202) 523-4000 ) MISC. ACTION NO.

)
Petitioner, )

)
v. )

)
CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN ) PETITION FOR ORDER TO
711 West 40th Street, 1310 ) SHOW CAUSE AND TO ENFORCE
Baltimore, MD 21211 ) SUBPOENA AND ORDER

)
Respondent )

PETITION OF FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FOR ORDER TO SOW CAUSE WH SUBPOENA AND ORDER

SHOULD DOT BE ENOWCED AND TO
ElFOWEC SU oN AN ORDER

Petitioner, the Federal Election Commission (hereinafter the
C'J

"Commission" or "FEC=) hereby petitions this court for

~enforcement of its subpoena and order issued to respondent

~Citizens for Freeman (the =Committee'), and represents the

c following :

'J1 . This is an action for enforcement of a subpoena and

order issued by the Commission pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3).

2. Jurisdiction is conferred upon this court by 2 U.S.C.

$ 437d(b) and 28 U.S.C. 55 1331 and 1345.

3. Petitioner is the agency of the United States

Government empowered with exclusive jurisdiction to administer,

interpret and enforce the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended (the "Act' or "FECA"), codified at 2 U.S.C. $ 431



• S
et seq.1t / The Commission is authorized by statute to institute

investigations of possible violations of the Act. Se_e 2 U.S.C.

437g(a) (2). In this regard, the Commission is specifically

empowered both to require by subpoena or order the production of

documentary evidence and to compel the testimony of witnesses

relating to its investigations. See 2 U.S.C. 55 437d(a) (3) and

(4). In addition, the Commission is expressly authorized to

initiate civil actions in the United States district courts to

obtain judicial enforcement of such Commission subpoenas or

orders. See 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b).

4. Respondent Citizens for Freeman is the authorized

principal campaign committee of Debra Freeman, a candidate for

the Democratic Party nomination for the office of United States

-_ Representative from Maryland's Third Congressional District in

CZ 1982. The Committee's headquarters is 711 West 40th Street,

O #310, Baltimore, Maryland.

1/ The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, Pub. L. No.
92-225, 86 Stat. 3 (1972), was amended by the Federal Election
Campaign Act Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-443, 88 Stat.
1263 (1974); by the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of
1976, Pub, L. No. 94-283, 90 Stat. 475 (1976); by the Social
Security Amendments of 1977, Title V, Sec. 502, Pub. L. No.
95-216, 91 Stat. 1655 (1977); and by the Federal Election
Campaign Act Amendments of 1979, Pub. L. No. 96-187, 93 Stat.
1339 (1980). The relevant portions of the Act are codified in
Title 2, United States Code, (2 U.S.C. S 431 et se.) The
Commission's Regulations implementing the Act appear at 11 C.F.R.
S 1.1 e t seq.

-2 -
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5. Acting on a complaint filed by the Honorable Barbara :

Mikuiski, the Commission, by the affirmative vote of at least

four of its members, found reason to believe on October 27, 1983

that Citizens for Freeman had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and

(3) by reporting as contributors persons who had not intended to

make contributions and by reporting as contributions monies

intended by the payors to be used for purposes other than the

making of contributions, and by failing to report in-kind

contributions from the National Anti-Drug Coalition in the form

of staff services. In addition, the Commission found reason to

believe that Citizens for Freeman had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by

accepting contributions from Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and

from Campaigner Publications, Inc., the apparent publishers of

_- Fusion magazine and of The Executive Intelligence Review, whose

C representatives allegedly solicited contributions to the Freeman

campaign. Pursuant to those findings, the Commission initiated

an investigation. See Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1. The Committee

was notified of the Commission's action in a letter dated
(7

November 1, 1983. See Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2.

6. In connection with its administrative investigation the

Commission, on November 29, 1983, authorized the issuance to the

Committee of a combined subpoena and order, requiring the

Committee to produce documents and other materials and to answer

written questions. Se_e Petitioners's Exhibit No. 3. That

subpoena and order, which was signed by the Chairman of the

Commission and forwarded to the Committee on January 5, 1984, see
-3-
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Petitioner's Exhibit No. 4, required the Committee to produce the

documents requested by the subpoena and to submit responses in

writing and under oath to each of the interrogatories propounded

therein within ten days after the receipt of the subpoena and

order by the Committee. Id.

7. By letter dated January 20, 1984, counsel for the

Committee requested an extension of time until February 13, 1984

within which to respond to the Commission's subpoena and order.

See Petitioner's Exhibit No. 5. Counsel for the Committee was

subsequently notified by letter dated January 25, 1984 that his

request for an extension of time had been granted. See

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 6.

8. On February 14, 1984, the Committee responded in part

- to the subpoena and order. With regard to the portions of the

~subpoena and order with which the Comnaittee did not comply, the

response indicated a willingness to modify its position upon

receipt of justification for the Commission's requests. See

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 7.

9. Because of the relatively cooperative tenor of the

Committee's responses, the Commission elected to address the

objections raised in the responses, and to pursue certain

portions of the subpoena and order to which the Committee did not

respond, by letter, dated April 24, 1984, rather than proceed

directly to recommend subpoena enforcement. See Petitioner's

Exhibit No. 8.

- 4-



10. Having failed to receive any response to the

Commission's April 24, 1984 letter, the Commission, by

affirmative votes of at least four of its members, voted on

September 18, 1984 to authorize the initiation of this action in

federal district court against the Committee. See Petitioner's

Exhibit No. 9.

11. To the best of the Commission's information, as of the

date of the filing of this petition, the respondent Committee has

not complied in full with the Commission' s January 5, 1984

subpoena and order.

12. The petitioner Commission has satisfied all

jurisdictional prerequisites to the filing of this suit.

13. No prior applications have been made for the relief

_- sought herein.

(N WHEREFORE, the Federal Election Commission prays:

~(a) That this court issue forthwith the attached order

directing respondent Citizens for Freeman to appear before this

1 court on a day certain, to be fixed by the court, and to show

cause, if there be any, why an order should not be issued

directing the respondent Committee to comply with the subpoena

and order;

(b) That, after such opportunity to show cause, an order be

issued directing the respondent Committee to comply with the

Commission.'s subpoena and order on a mutually convenient date,

but in no case later than 20 days after the issuance of such

order ;
-5-
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(C) That the Federal Election Commission be awarded its

costs in this action, including reasonable attorney's fees; and

(d) That the Federal Election Commission be granted such

further relief as may be necessary and appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

General Counsel

Richard B. Bader
Assistant General Counsel

Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney

FOR THE PETITIONER
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
(202) 523-4000

Decemberj[_, 1984

-6 -
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, )
)

Petitioner, )
)

v. ) MISC. ACTION No.

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN, ) MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
) OF PETITION FOR ORDER

Respondent. ) TO SHOW CAUSE

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AN AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S

PETITION TO SHOWI CAUSE WHY SUBPOENA AND ORDER
SHOULD NO BE ENFORCED AND TO ENFORCE SUBPOENA AND ORDER

~STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This action is before the court on the petition of the

Federal Election Commission (hereinafter the "Commission = or

C =FEC=) for an order to show cause why a Commission subpoena and

'0order issued to respondent Citizens for Freeman (the

=Coinittee"), to produce documents and provide responses to

interrogatories should not be enforced.
C

Acting on a complaint filed by the Honorable Barbara
tf)

Mikulski, the Commission found reason to believe on October 27,

1983, that Citizens for Freeman, the authorized principal

campaign committee of Debra Freeman, a candidate for the

Democratic Party nomination for the office of United States

Representative from Maryland's Third Congressional district in

1982, had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting as

contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

and by reporting as contributions monies intended by the payors

to be used for purposes other than the making of contributions,



S e
arnd by failing to report in-kind contributions from the National

Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff services. In addition,

the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

had violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b by accepting contributions from

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and from Campaigner Publications,

Inc., the apparent publishers of Fusion magazine and of The

Executive Intelligence Review whose representatives allegedly

solicited contributions to the Freeman campaign.1-  Pursuant to

those findings, the Commission initiated an investigation.
2-  In

connection with its administrative investigation of the violation

of the Act by the Committee, the Commission issued a subpoena and

order to the Comn~ittee which required the Committee to produce

the documents requested by the subpoena on the tenth day after

receipt of the subpoena by the Committee and to submit responses

in writing and under oath to each of the interrogatories

propounded therein within ten days of its receipt. 3-/ The

Committee did not move to quash or modify the subpoena. Although

the time period (including an extension

of the original deadline) prescribed for compliance by the

i/ Since the Commission made these determinations information
has been received which indicates that New Solidarity
International Press Service was the publisher of The
Executive Intelligence Review during 1982.

2/ See Petition of Federal Election Commission For Order To

Show Cause Why Subpoena Should Not Be Enforced And To

Enforce Subpoena (hereinafter "FEC Petition") at 15.

3/ See FEC Petition at 6.
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o eCommittee with the Commission's subpoena and order has expired,

the Committee has not complied in full to date. /

Specifically, the respondent has failed to produce lists of

solicitors, lists of potential contributors, lists of persons

solicited, and lists of contributions obtained as requested in

paragraph 1 of the subpoena. It is unclear from the committee's

response whether such documents exist, and, if they do, why the

respondent has failed to produce them.

Paragraph I of the subpoena also requested copies of checks,

credit card slips and bank deposit slips also related to

solicitations in 1982. In response Citizens for Freeman has

~produced documents related to the specific individuals named in

the complaint, but has refused to produce the requested documents

for all monies received. The Commission is not, however, limited

in its investigation to consideration of the intentions of the

particular reported contributors named in the complaint, nor is

it limited to consideration of the manner in which those

particular individuals were solicited. The investigation covers

the entire scope of the solicitation, receipt and reporting of

contributors by Citizens for Freeman.

Paragraph 12 of the subpoena requested all telephone bills,

telephone logs, telephone message slips, and other records of

telephone calls made or received by Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

/ See FEC Petition at 7, 8 and 9.
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o e
The respondent has stated that documents exist which are

responsive to this request but objects to their production.

Again, this request for documentation related to telephone

calls made and received by Citizens for Freeman is directly

related to the issues before the Commission. According to the

complaint, many, if not all, of the persons who were listed by

Citizens for Freeman as contributors were solicited by telephone.

The complaint alleges that certain solicitors identified

themselves as connected with Fusion magazine, the Fusion Energy

Foundation or the Executive Intelligence Review. Therefore,

records of calls made and received by Citizens for Freeman in

1982 are directly relevant to a determination of whether and by

whom telephone calls were made to potential contributors.

Interrogatory A of the Commission's order for answers to

(NJ written questions asks, inter alia, for identification of all

'C volunteers, consultants or other agents of Citizens for Freeman

r in 1982=. The subpoena and order expressly define "agent" to

mean any person who had actual and/or written authority to
C

solicit contributions on behalf of Citizens for Freeman.
try

The committee's response to this interrogatory attempts to

limit the definition of 'agent" under the Federal Election

Campaign Act to an individual who is authorized to make

expenditures on behalf of a candidate. No support for this

narrow interpretation is provided. On the basis of its
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definition of "agent", the Committee has refused to identify all il

volunteers who come within the subpoena definition.

The Committee did not move to quash or modify the

Commission's subpoena and order pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S lll.l5.5_/

Hence its argument concerning definitions was not timely made.

In addition there is nothing in the Act limiting the definition

of "agent" to persons authorized to make expenditures, and even

if there were, it would not affect the breadth of the subpoena

request, which contained its own specific definition. Therefore,

for purposes of the Commission's subpoena and order the

definition of "agent" as including solicitors is appropriate, and

the Committee should be required to identify all volunteers who

come within this definition.

Interrogatory B requests, inter alia, disclosure of all

c dates and sites of meetings, discussion, telephone calls, or

5/ 11 C.F.R. S 111.15 states:

(a) Any person to whom a subpoena is directed may, prior to
c the time specified therein for compliance, but in no event

more than 5 days after the date of receipt of such subpoena,
t apply to the Commission to quash or modify such subpoena,

accompanying such application with a brief statement of the
reasons therefor. Motions to quash shall be filed with the
General Counsel, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20463. If possible, three (3) copies should be submitted.

(b) The Commission may deny the application or quash the
subpoena or modify the subpoena.

(c) The person subpoenaed and the General Counsel may agree
to change the date, time, or place of a deposition or for
the production of documents without affecting the force and
effect of the subpoena, but such agreements shall be
confirmed in writing.
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other communications between Debra Freeman and/or Citizens for

Freeman and New Solidarity International Press Service or Fusion

Energy Foundation between the dates of April 1, 1982 and

December 31, 1982. The committee's response adds to its

restatement of the interrogatory the limiting phrase "in New

York" and states that there were "no meetings, discussions,

telephone calls or other communications" between the entities

cited in the request "reflecting any decisions to expend funds,

directly or indirectly, which would in any way further the

election in 1982 of Debra Freeman to Congress." (See Exhibit 9,

page 5.) The interrogatory was not, however, limited to contacts

? with the New York offices or personnel of Fusion Energy

Foundation or New Solidarity International Press Service, and the

response with its limiting language excluding contacts with

representatives of the Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity

",.0 International Press Service in locations other than New York is

" i nadequa te.

:- Interrogatory C requests disclosure of all dates and sites

< of meetings, discussions, telephone calls or other communications

tf)
between Citizens for Freeman and the National Anti-Drug Coalition

between April 1, 1982, and December 31, 1982. The committee's

response again limits itself to the National Anti-Drug Coalition

"in New York". The complaint in the present matter, however,

provides information to the effect that there was in 1982 an

office of the National Anti-Drug Coalition in Baltimore,

-6 -



Maryland, and that Debra Freeman was director of that office.

Therefore it appears that the limiting language in the

committee's response is designed to avoid responding in full to

the Commission's interrogatory.

Finally, Interrogatory E requests a list of all telephone

numbers and extensions used by Citizens for Freeman between April

1 and December 31, 1982. The committee's response provides only

the "primary" telephone numbers. The response states that Debra

Freeman "made extensive use of her home telephone which is not a

published number and will not be produced to the FEC until its

relevancy is established." The committee has also not produced

other numbers used by volunteers. The relevancy of telephone

numbers to the Commission's investigation is the same as that

discussed above with regard to telephone records.

~As a result of the respondent's failure to comply in full

~with the Commission's subpoena and order, the Commission has been

r unable to proceed with its administrative investigation.

As the Commission will demonstrate, the subpoena and order

which is the subject matter of this litigation are entitled to
tr

enforcement by this court. Accordingly, the Commission's

petition for an order to show cause should be granted, and such

order should be issued by the court. After an opportunity to

show cause, an order should be issued directing the respondent

Committee to comply with the Commission's subpoena and order.
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ARGUMENT
THE SUBPOENA AND ORDER SHOULD BE ENFORCED BECAUSE THE
INVESTIGATION IS WITHIN THE COMMISSION'S AUTHORITY, THE DEMANDS
ARE SUFFICIENTLY DEFINITE AND THE INFORMATION SOUGHT IS RELEVANT.

Upon refusal of a party to comply with a Commission subpoena

or order, the Commission may petition any United States District

Court a the jurisdiction in which the inquiry is being carried on

to issue an order directing compliance with the subpoena or

order. See 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b). 6/ It is established that an

administrative agency subpoena is entitled to enforcement by the

district court if the investigative inquiry is within the

authority of the agency, the demand is not too indefinite, and

tr the information sought is not clearly irrelevant to the inquiry.

United States v. Morton Salt Co., 338 U.S. 632, 652 (1980);

Marshall v. Stevens People and Friends of Freedom, 669 F.2d 171

~(4th Cir. 1981). See also Oklahoma Press Publishing Co. v.

\ , Walling, 327 U.S 186 (1946); Endicott Johnson Corp. v. Perkins,

317 U.S. 501 (1942); FTC v. Texaco, 555 F.2d 862 (D.C. Cir.

qF - 1977) cert. denied, 431 U.S. 974 (1977). The subpoena issued to

the respondent Committee clearly meets the foregoing standard
t)

and, therefore, should be enforced by the court.

A. The Inquiry Is Within the Scope of the FEC's Authority.

The investigation for which the FEC seeks the documents and

responses from the Committee is clearly within the scope of the

6/ Subpoena enforcement proceedings of the kind now before the

court are summary in nature. Donaldson v. United States,
400 U.S. 517 (1971). So long as the rights of the parties
summoned are protected and an adversary hearing is made
available if requested, there is no requirement for the
filing of a complaint followed by an answer. Id. at 529;
United States v. McCarthy, 514 F.2d 368, 373, 377 (3rd Cir.
1975). - 8 -



Commission's statutory authority. The FEC has broad

authority to administer the Act. See 2 U.S.C. SS 437c(b) (1),

437d, 437g and 438. In particular, the Comission is expressly

authorized to conduct investigations into possible violations of

the Act. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2). In this regard, the Act

specifically grants the Commission the power both to require by

subpoena or order the production of documentary evidence and to

compel the testimony of witnesses relating to its investigations.

Se_e 2 U.S.C. SS 437d(a) (3) and (4). Thus, there can be no

questions that the Commission has the authority to issue the

subpoena and order which is the subject matter of this

0 litigation.

B. The Demand Is Not Too Indefinite.

The subpoena issued to the respondent Committee describes

C with sufficient specificity the information sought by the

_ Commission. The request for information in the Commission's

' subpoena is drawn as narrowly as possible, and compliance would

~not be burdensome. Even if there were some burden in complying

€ with the subpoena, it has been recognized that some burden on

subpoenaed parties is to be expected and may be necessary to the

conduct of the agency's inquiry. FTC v. Texaco, 555 F. 2d at

882.

C. The Information Sought is Relevant.

The purpose of the Commission's investigation here is to

determine whether Citizens for Freeman has violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting as contributors persons who had
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not intended to make contributions and by reporting as

contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for

contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for

purposes other than the making of contributions, and by failing

to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

Coalition in the form of staff services. Further, the Commission

is attempting through its investigation to ascertain whether

Citizens for Freeman has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting

contributions from Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., whose

representatives allegedly solicited contributions to the Freeman

campaign in 1982. The subpoena and order seek information which

" is necessary to determine the relationship in 1982 between the

Committee and Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., New Solidarity

International Press Service, and the contributors and

O contributions in question. The subpoena and order also seek

information which is necessary to determine the 1982 relationship

~between the Committee and the National Anti-Drug Coalition. The

information sought by the subpoena and order, therefore, is

relevant to the Commission's investigation, and the subpoena and
L')

order should be enforced.

In sum, the Federal Election Commission is proceeding within

its congressionally mandated authority to conduct an

investigation of possible violations of the Act by the Committee.

The subpoena and order are clearly authorized and seek, within

well-established bounds, to compel the production of documents
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and testimony relevant to the investigation. The court has

jurisdiction to enforce the subpoena and order and should

issue an order to show cause why the subpoena and order should

not be enforced.

CONCLUS ION

For the reasons expressed herein, it is submitted that the

Commission's petition for an order to show cause should be

granted, and such order should be issued by the court. After the

show cause hearing, the court should issue an order requiring

respondent to comply with the Commission's subpoena and order in

full.

C General Counsel

~Richard B. Bader
Assistant General Counsel

C

Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney

FOR THE PETITIONER
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463
(202) 523-4000

December.JL.., 1984
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UNITED STATES DISTRXCT C~t
FO)R THE DISTRICT OF xA r~M

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, )
)

Petitioner, ) MISC. ACTION NO.
) AFFIDAVIT

v.)
)

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN, )
)

Respondent.

AFFIDAVIT

Washington )
District of Columbia)

Anne A. Weissenborn, being duly sworn, makes the following

her affidavit and states:

1. I am an attorney employed by the Federal Election

Commission at 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, DC.

2. I am an attorney of record in the above-'captioned case.

S3. I hereby affirm that all of the statements in the

Cpetitioner Federal Election Commission's petition for order to

show cause why subpoena and order should not be enforced and to

enforce subpoena and order, and accompanying memorandum of points

and authorities in support thereof are true and accurate to the

best of my knowledge and belief.



4. Further the aftiant sayeth not.

Subscribed and sworn to before me
1984.

Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

this i/day of December

Washington, DC 20463

1325 K Street, N.W.Washington, DC 20463

-_ My Commission expires

!J)

I



NITED STATES DISTRICT CO 9 T
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,

Petitioner,

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN,

)) MISC. ACTION NO.
) MOTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL
) RULE 25B FOR SUSPENSION OF

) THE REQUIREMENTS OF LOCAL
) GENERAL RULES 2(IV)(A) AND 3

Respondent.

MOTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 253 FOR SUSPENSION OF THE
RBQUIRm4ENTS OF LOCAL GENERAL RULES 2 (IV) (A) AND 3 AS TO

PETITIONER FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

The Petitioner Federal Election Commission ('FEC" or

"Commission") hereby moves this court pursuant to Local Rule 253,

to enter an order suspending application of the requirements of

Local Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3, to the Commission so as to permit the

Commission to directly prosecute this action and providing that

service of papers in this action shall b~.iade directly upon the

Commission.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Richard B. Bader
Assistant General Counsel

Date Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney

FOR THE PETITIONERFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

(202) 523-4000



UNITED STATES DISTRICT CO
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION )
) MISC. ACTION NO.

Pet it ione r, )
) MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND

v. ) AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
N OTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN, ) 25B FOR SUSPENSION OF THE
) REQUIREMENTS OF LOCAL RULES 2
) (IV) (A) AND 3

)
Respondent. )

M09RANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT
OF NOTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 250 FOR SUSPENSION OF

LCLRULES 2 (IV) (A) AND 3 AS TO
PETITIONER FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

- INTRODUCTION

C This civil action for enforcement of an administrative

subpoena is brought by the petitioner Federal Election Commission

C ("FEC" or "Commission") to enforce provisions of the Federal

O Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, codified at 2 U.S.C.

$S 431 et seq. (hereinafter cited as the "Act" or "FECA'). The

petitioner Commission is the agency of the United States
C

government empowered with primary jurisdiction to administer,

interpret and enforce the Act. See generally 2 U.S.C.

SS 437c(b) (1), 437d(a) and 437g. The FEC is expressly authorized

by statute to institute investigations of possible violations of

the Act, 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (2), and has exclusive jurisdiction to

initiate civil actions in the United States district courts to

obtain judicial enforcement of the Act. 2 U.S.C. SS 437c(b) (1),

437d(a) (6), 437d(e) and 437g(a) (6) (A). The Commission maintains

its sole offices at 1325 K Street, N.W., in Washington, D.C.



*None of the attorneys currently employed in the Commission's

Office of General Counsel is a member of the bar of the District

of Maryland or maintains an office for the practice of law in

this District. See Local Rules 2(IV)(A) and 3. Each of the

attorneys representing the Commission in this action is, however,

a member in good standing of, and eligible to practice before,

the Bar of either a United States Court or the highest court of a

state. As the Commission will demonstrate, the local counsel

requirements imposed by Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3, which would require

that the Commission name representatives of the local United

States Attorney's Office as co-counsel of record in this

r litigation, produce a result inconsistent with the intent of

Congress when it established the Commission's independent

litigation authority. Accordingly, the Commission respectfully

C requests that this court enter an order, pursuant to Local

'0 Rule 25B, suspending application of the requirements of Local

r Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3 to the Commission so as to permit the

Commission to prosecute this action directly and providing that
C-

service of papers in this litigation shall be made directly upon
t-r)

the Commission.

ARGUM4ENT

The Federal Election Commission was not established in, and

was never intended to conform to, the traditional model of a

client agency of the Department of Justice. The legislative

history of the 1976 amendments to the Act, which established the
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present Commissio and created its powers, stins repeated

assertions and support for the Commission's independent power to

conduct its own litigation, even litigation in the Supreme Court,

without recourse to the Attorney General.i_/ See e.g., 122 Cong.

Rec. 12203 (1976) (Rep. Brademas), 122 Cong. Rec. 12470, 12471

(1976) (Sen. Brock), and 122 Cong. Rec. 7288, 7289 (1976)

(Sen. Cannon). This legislative history illustrates the

congressional concern that the Commission's representation of

itself and its interests not be subject to any direct or indirect

control by the Department of Justice. Thus, it was Congress'

clear intent and purpose to ensure the Commission's litigatory

~independence of the Justice Department and identify the Commission

C as the real party in interest in these and other court actions.

While certainly effective and even essential procedural

rules in other litigation, Local Rules 2(IV)(A) and 2 impose an

~anomalous requirement when applied to a government entity with

: the Commission's unique statutory authority and responsibility.

i_~/ TheCommission hasrepresented itself before the Supreme

~Court in FEC v. National Right to Work Committee, 459 U.S.197
(1982) ; Bread Political Action Committee v. FEC, 455 U.S. 577
(1982), ; Common Cause v. Schmitt, 455 U.S. 129 (1982) ;
California Medical Association v. FEC, 453 U.S. 182 (1981); FEC
v. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 454 U.S. 27
(1981), ; and Republican National Committee v. FEC, 445 U.S. 955
(1980).
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B8 diverting the prosecution of the Commission's case, service of

papers, and notice of hearings through the local U.S. Attorney's

Off ice, Local Rules 2(IV)(A) and 3 impair the Commission's

autonomous representation of itself in court. The Commission's

independence of the Department of Justice legislated by Congress

As thus undermined by routine procedural rules designed, no

doubt, to neither approve nor effect such a substantive result.

Moreover, the practical effect of imposition of these rules

with respect to the Commission is one which, in view of the

Commission's responsibility to represent itself, is clearly

contrary to the intent of the rules. The Commission, and not the

tr) Department of Justice, is responsible for writing all of its

r-- petitions, motions, memoranda in support thereof, oppositions and

other briefs, and for court appearanoes. Any requirement,

Cy therefore, that an arm of the Department of Justice serve as the

'0 designated recipient for service of court papers, which then must -i

= be forwarded to the Commission for its consideration and

response, would only serve to delay proceedings before this

court. A requirement that a representative of the Department of

Justice appear before the court in lieu of Commission counsel

would again serve only to delay and complicate the proceedings.

Clearly, these results are the opposite of those intended by

Local Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3. The limited resources of both

federal agencies can be put to better use
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without any sacrific to the very legitimate terests in the

smooth functioning of this court.

Accordingly, the Commission asks the court to remove these

unintended obstacles to the effectuation of congressional intent,

by suspending, pursuant to Local Rule 25B, application of Local

Rules 2(IV)(A) and 3, as to the FEC so as to allow the Cmmission

to prosecute its litigation and provide for direct service of

papers upon the real party in interest to this litigation, the

Commission. Petitioner expects direct service upon the

Commission to enhance and expedite its notice of case activity,

and petitioner's counsel offers its availability for appearance

before the court on 24 hours notice, if necessary.

In recognition of the Commission' s independent authority,

this court has previously approved a waiver of Local Rule 3 in

FEC v. Never Cohen. President of Working Names. Inc., C.A. No. N

83-4461, (D. Nd. December 28, 1983). In addition, "local

practice" rules have been suspended in the United States District

Court for the Northern District of Illinois, Bread Political

Action Committee v. FEC, No. 77-C947 (N.D. Ill. June 30, 1977);

the Eastern District of Louisiana, FEC v. Aulston, No. 792710

(E.D. La. July 18, 1978) (order waiving Local Rule 21.6) and FEC

v. McDermott, No. 77-3801 (E.D. La. Dec. 21, 1977) (order

waiving Local Rule 21.6); the Eastern District of Michigan,

Southern IDivision, FEC v. Lee, No. 80-71556 (S.D. Nich.

April 28, 1980) (order waiving Local Court Rule V(c)); the

Western District of Michigan, FEC v. Conlin for Congress

-5 -
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C( waittee, No. G8l-4lCa5 (W.D. Mich. Jan. 27 1981) (order ii

waiving General Rule 4(b)); the District of Nebraska, FEC v. i!

Comittee to Elect E tchison, No. 77-O-241 (D. Neb. July 29, 1977)

(order waiving Local Rule 5G); the District of New Jersey, fl v.

Bell, No. 80-174 (D. N.J. Jan. 28, 1980) (order waiving General

Rule 4F) and FEC v. Adickes, No. 77-2151D (D. N.J. Nov. 10,

1977) (order waiving General Rule 4F); the Southern District of

New York, FEC v. Weinstein, No. 78932(CS) (S.D.N.Y. March 2,

1978) (order waiving General Rule 4(a)); and the Eastern

District of Pennsylvania, FEC v. Elias, No. 78-1922 (E.D. Penn.

June 9, 1978) (order waiving Local Rules 9 and 10) and FEC v-

r . Woods, No. 77-907. (E.D. Penn. April 4, 1977) (order waiving

CLocal Rule l0b).

__ CONCLUS ION

In view of the specific statutory provisions and legislative ..

0 history noted above, as well as other United States District -,

Court orders granting waiver of local practice rules cited !,

herein, the Petitioner Commission respectfully requests the

court, pursuant to Local Rule 25B, to grant its Motion for i

-6 -
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5 spension of the Requirements of Local Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3. :

General Counsel

Assistant General Counsel

c Date' Anne A. Weissenborn ;
Attorney :

FOR THE PETITIONER
FEDERAL ELECTION COMtMISSION ,

C ~~1325 K Street, N.W. i~. :

Washington, D.C. 20463

.... 1~202) 523-4000 !



UNITED STATES DISTRICT CO
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,

Petitioner,

CITIZENS FOR FREEMAN,

) ) MISC. ACTION NO.
) MOTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL
) RULE 25B FOR SUSPENSION OF

) THE REQUIREMENTS OF LOCAL
) GENERAL RULES 2(IV) (A) AND

Respondent.

MOTION PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 25B FOR SUSPENSION OF TUE
REQUIR 4ENTS OF LOCAL GENERAL RULES 2 (IV) (A) AND 3 AS TO

PETITIONER FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

O The Petitioner Federal Election Commission ("FEC" or

C "Commission") hereby moves this court pursuant to Local Rule 25B,

tO enter an order suspending application of the requirements of

-- Local Rules 2(IV) (A) and 3, to the Commission so as to permit the

04 Commission to directly prosecute this action and providing that

'0
~~service of papers in this action shall byji4ade directly upon the

, Commission.

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel

Richard B. Bader
Assistant General Counsel

Anne A. Weissenborn
Attorney

-Date

FOR THE PETITIONERFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

(202) 523-4000



In the M-tter of)
)

a H. FreT n ) R 1.556
Citizens for Frt- -za )
C . g:e_ Publications, Inc.)

T._ P'si . -ner--- F-dation, Inc.)

I, Marjorie W. L cs, Recor ding Se ay for the Federadl

O Election Coimmission - ecutive Session on Ctober 27, 1983, do hereby

-- ertify that the Carrnssion decided by a vote of 6-0 to tak the

fol1ow_.g actions in !.R 1556:

04 !1. Find reason to believe that the Fu sion Energy
.Foundatin, In:., and Cmzaicnr Pu.bilications' " " ,

D Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44Th by making
in-kind ctribtions to Citizens for .?rern

~in thne fOL of solicitation costs.

C and Belinda Haight as treasurer of Citizens for
tO Freeran have violated 2 U.S.C. S 44Tb by acoeing

in-kind contributions fran the Fusion ergy
Forundation, Inc., and Can 'giner .ublications, Inc.
in the for of solicitation costs.

3. Find reascni to believe that Citizes for F'reeranx
and Belr . Haight as trearer of Citizens for
Free~.n have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)
by reportig as contributors individuals iT did not
intend to rake contributio..s and as contributions
rronies expended by these individuals %.ich were
intended for Fposes othe th the m._aking of
contributions.

4. Fin'-d res.~ to believe that Citi o_-s for Frez~an
end Belinda Hiiht as t reas-cre cf Citize-s for
=-reern ha ve violated 2 U.S.C. § 434 b) (2) by
failing to repzrt in-kinod c ni--, ticns frum the
National -.n-ti-Dn-rg Coalition in the fczm of staff
ser-vices.

(Cz---ti,-,-=,,
PETITIONER' S E)Z-IBIT NO. 1



Cert ification for .JR 1556 Page 2Oc~tober 27, 21983

5. Find no reason to believe at this timre that
Citizen for Fre ran and Belinda Haight as
tr ezasurer of Citizens for Free~an have
v iolated 2 U.S.C. S 432 or 11 C.F.R. S 103
by caningling cirnitte fuds with those of
cthe.r organizations.

6. Sen th_ letters attached to the General
Counsel' s report dated October 19, 1983.

7. Sed the letter attached to the General
Counel' s Adendum to th Ocktober 19, 1983
repot.

C nisicners Aikens, Elliott, .rris, , --_nald, .Mc r,

and ?eiche voted affix-ntively for th1e decision.

-- Attest:

_Date Marjorie W. E xcn
Secretary of the Crnuission



PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT NO. 2

I

~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

v. '$H!C'O%. D C 20463

""a November 1, 1983

Ms. Belinda Haight, Treasurer
~Citizens for Freeman

7..1 West 40th Street, #3l0
Ea:iore, Maryland 21211

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Ms. Haight:

The Federal Election Commiiission notified you on July 12,
1983, of a complaint which alleged that Citizens for Freeman had

C\JI violated certain sections of the Commission's regulations. A copy
of the complaint-was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplai.nt, the Commission, on October 27, 1983, determined that
- there is reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman and you as

treasurer of Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by
accepting in-ki nd contributions from the Fusion Energy

o Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner Publications, Inc., in the form
of solicitation costs; 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting

S as contributors individuals who did not intend to make
~contributions and as contributions monies expended by theseL individuals which were intended for purposes other than the

S making of contributions; and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) by failing to
report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

to Coalition in the form of staff services. The Commission found no
reason to believe at this time that Citizens for Freeman and you
as treasurer of Citizens for Freeman have violated 2 U.S.C. S 432
or 11 C.F.R. S 103 by commingling committee funds with those of
other organizations.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.



!Ms. Belinda Haight
Page 2

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle thiszat:er through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;however, in the absence of any information which demonstratem
that no further action should be taken against your committeeand/or yourself, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to thenext compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.

This m.atter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (3) and $ 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be madepu:2lic, if you have any questions, please contact Anne A.Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4175.

Sincerely,

°iDanny L.MDonald,
Chairman

, . nclosure
Procedures
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.. - o-ie W. s .?ecrd- a S ___etar. for th~e Feer!

... c.C., .ss- cn -:_ tive Sessi on 2 -v 29, 1983, do hereby

cerz: __ =:-. Cz. .,issic ecid 5 by a te of 6-0 to take the

1.v ,- . :t~ietes±es resa~~e etr

d~ael Nov e! r at N~r'er 14, 1983.

Camdssioners Aike-s, Elliott, Harris, .1:_nald, Mra , ar

Attest:

Seetary of the Cam.ssicn

PE7TIONER' S E>2-.IBIT NO. 3



....f FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

\ Y '/ Jauary 5, !eC4

CERT!F Z-D .!-A IL
P T1.P-2 ?KECEiPT .EQUESTED

xs. "elfr-da -_aicht, Treasurer
:-i-ens cr. Freeman
71: West 40th Street, 1310
3i:.-:re, .Xaryland 2!211

RE MUR 1556

tr On October 2.7, 1983, the Federal Election Commission
determined that t"h.ere is reason to believe that Citizens for

Freean "th Ccrnitee) has viol ated 2 U.S.C. S 441h by
a.cc..t_,. in-kind contributions from the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc.,_ and Cam~paigner .?ublicati o..s,, inc. Notification

- of ths determination was mailed on November 1, 1983.

A.n investigation of this matter is being conducted and i~t
k% as been determineo that additional i"or tcnfrm h

. 437d(a) (1) and (3), the Federal Election Coc,.ission has issued
.: .-e att.ached subpoena and order which require Citizens for

Fr.eeman to provide' information which will assist the Co~issicn
in carryi ng out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with

-n the Federal Election Campaign Ac of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney, and have an attorney assist
in the preparation of the Com.mittee's responses to the subpcena
_c~ c:cer.. However, it is :ecuired that the informat = "ion be
s..mitted under oath and that this be done within ten (10) days
cf your receipt of this subpoena and order.

if :ou have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
W'eissenborn, the attorney assigned to this m.atter, at (202) 523-

/ /.:" <

C~~rs. " ,ee! •
Genera! Ccu-._el1

E-zcsu-e PETITION ER'S EXHIBIT NO.4
-" -- na__ and Order



* UNTD S'ATES 0? AY'ZRi
4 DE.RAL ELECTION COM-!5SS N

SUB'POENA TO PRODUCE DOCUM--ENTS
AND . ATERIALS AND ORDER TO A:NSW-ER

W.IT-1. QU.ESTi ONS

:0: Citizens for Freeman
711 West 40th Street, #31O
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

:. : MUR l5

:. z .e instance of the Federal Election Co.mmission, pursuant

"o 2 u.S.C. 5 4376(a) (a) and (3), the Citizens for Freeman ("the

Cc-~rittee") is hereby ordered to produce for inspection and

zopy: .g a__1 docu:t..s and m.ateri.als listed below that are in t.he

-- cpssess~on or control of the Citizens for Freeman, or of its

officers, agents, staff mem~bers, or employees. ?roduction is to

4.. e made at the Federal Election Commnission, 1325 K Street= = , N.W,

o Washington, D.C. 20463 on the tenth day after its receipt of

t. s subpoena at 9:00 a.m. In addition, Citizens for Freeman is

hereby ordered to submit responses in writing and under oath to

t.he interrogatories propounded herein, to the Federal Election

Com.mission within ten (10) days of its .receipt of this order.

As used in the subpoena and order, th.e terms listed below

are defined as fo!!cws:

!. The term. "documents and m~aterials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the oricinal, all copies, and drafts of

--tiring of any kind, printed, audio, visua! or electronic

-a.ce a.5, including but not limited to co::espondence,

-e-orana, r-eports, z-anscriDp.s, minutes_, .-a-phlets, leaflets,
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notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary

entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession of Citizens for Freeman.

Designated "documents and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated "documents

and mater ials."

__ 2. Citizens for Freeman shall mean its predecessors,

('4 affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions, branches,

projects, publications, as well as any other bodies which conduct

business on behalf of the Committee and its officers, agents,

employees, staff and volunteers.

, 3. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

4. "Identify" with respect to individuals shall mean to

give the full name, last known residence address of such

individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with Citizens for Freeman, and the dates of such service.

5. "Agent" shall mean any person who has actual, oral or

written authority, either express or implied, to make or to

D



-3-

authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of Citizens for

Freeman or any person who has been placed within the Committee's

organization where it could reasonably appear that he or she may

authorize expenditures. "Agent" shall also mean any person who

has actual, oral, or written authority, either express or

implied, to solicit contributions or subscriptions on behalf of

the Citizens for Freeman.

6. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

__ If any document called for herein is withheld under a claim

04 of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identifying each

' such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;

(c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.
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Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman

undertaken by Citizens for Freeman in 1982, including but not

limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of potential contributors;

lists of persons solicited; lists of contributions obtained; bank

records of contributions received, including deposit slips and

copies of checks; and credit card slips.

2. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communications in 1982

between Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one

-_ hand and the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., including Fusion

CJ Energy and Space Program Magazine, on the other.

O3. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communications in 1982

between Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one

hand and New Solidarity International Press Service, including

the Executive Intelligence Review, on the other.

4. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

any decisions of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., to expend

funds which would in any way further the election in 1982 of

Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

office of United States Representative from the Third District of

Maryland.

5. All documents and materials concerning Or reflecting

any decisions of New Solidarity International Press Service to
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expend funds which would in any way further the election in 1982

of Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for

the office of United States Representative from the Third

District of Maryland.

6. All documents and materials relating to any expenditure

of funds by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., which related in

any way to the furtherance of the election in 1982 of Debra H.

Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the office of

United States Representative from the Third District of Maryland.

7. All documents and materials relating to any expenditure

C of funds by New Solidarity International Press Service which "

relate in any way to the furtherance of the election in 1982 of

C Debra H. Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the

office of United States Representative from the Third District 
of

S Maryland.

8. All documents and other materials related to the

Ssolicitation of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and to Citizens

for Freeman undertaken by the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

including Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine in 1982,

including but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.

9. All documents and other materials related to the

solicitation of contributions to Debra H. Freeman and Citizens



for Freeman undertaken by New Solidarity International Press

Service, including the Executive Intelligence Review, in 1982,

including but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists of

potential contributors; lists of persons solicited; lists of

contributions obtained; bank records of contributions received,

including deposit slips and copies of checks; and credit card

slips.

10. All documents and materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence, or other comtmunications in 1982

between or Citizens for Freeman on the one hand and the National

Anti-Drug Coalition, on the other.

11. All documents and materials concerning or reflecting

any decisions of the National Anti-Drug Coalition to expend funds

which would in any way further the election in 1982 of Debra B.

Freeman as the nominee of the Democratic Party for the office of

United States Representative from the Third District of Maryland.

12. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

A. Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, consultants, or

other agents of Citizens for Freeman in 1982. With respect to
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each individual identified, please identify that person's

supervisor ._/

1) Please identify any of the above individuals who in

1982, were also connected with the Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc., New Solidarity International Press

Service, or the National Anti-Drug Coalition as an

officer, agent, employee, staff member or volunteer.

2) Please identify any of the above individuals who

solicited contributions to Debra H. Freeman or to

&.: Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

B. Please provide all dates, and sites if applicable, of

-- meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

betweer~ April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982 between Debra Freeman

and/or Citizens for Freeman on the one hand and Fusion Energy

: Foundation or New Solidarity International Press Service on the

r other.

tr ) Identify all of the participants in, and all of those

in attendance at, each of the above meetings,

discussions or other communications.

C. Please provide all dates, and sites, if applicable, of

meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982, between Citizens for

Freeman and the National Anti-Drug Coalition.

• / An organizational chart may be provided in lieu of
identifying the supervisor of each individual.
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1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of those

in attendance at, each of the above meetings.

D. Please list all street addresses of Citizens for

Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

E. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December 31,

1982, noting the extensions assigned to or used by each person

identified in response to Interrogatory A.

WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Commission at

_ 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this dyof

1984.

" -T

ATTEST:

Secre'eary to the Commission



.Z~AW (VJ J~~7~f' 4'.~f.A~4&., 6I. ...

January 20, 1984

C'narles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
W&ashi ngton, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Steele:

I represent Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight as
Treasurer for. Citizens for Freeman in the above referenced

O, investigation. On January 13, 1984 I was notified by Belinda
Haight, the Treasurer of Citizens for Freeman that she had

rC received a subpoena and order from the Federal Election
__ commission. it is my understanding from Ms. Haight that the

subpoena and order are returnable ten days from her receipt of
04 the subpoena and order. I have been engaged in a trial in
__Detroit, Michigan. I am scheduled to travel to New Yorkc on
~Monday and to Washington, D.C. on Tuesday for argument before
. the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals on the petition of Citizens

.or LaRouche to review the FEC's final repayment
ietermination. I have not had thae opportunity to meet 4ith Ms.
Haight and to discuss and prepare a response to the FEC

%. subpoena and order.
,j Accordingly, I am hereby requesting that the return date

on the subpoena be adjourned until February 13th, 1984 so that
I might discuss this matter with my client and prepare an
appropriate response. Please contact me concerning this return
date.

Very truly yours,

Mayer Morganroth

MM: be

PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT ::O. 5

, e
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" ""'" '"'"January 25, 1984

Mayer Morgenroth, Esquire
Suite 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michigan 48075

RE: 14UR 1556

Dear Mr. Morgenroth:

Your letter of January 20, 1984, regarding the above-cited
mTatter has been received. In this letter you request that the
return date of the subpoena and order issued to Citizens for

. Freeman by the Commission be extended to February 13, 1984.

w: Your request for an extension of time has been granted. We
S will therefore expect to receive your client's response no later

than February 13, 1984.
C 4

'CSincerely,

Charles N. Steele
: Ge~l Counsel /

Associate General Counsel

PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT NO. 6



EFrcr. THE FEDEFAL EL.ECTZC : . s .. .:SI :-
-x

: . ?e .!:atter Under Review 1£5

F.ESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR FREE?. .N TO
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY THE -

FEDERA.L ELECTION COMMISSON z 7

Citizens for Freeman, by its undersigned Treasurer, n ,

answer to the i-nterrogatories propounded by the Federal __ .

Election Cormmission, states as follows:

Interrogatcry A. Please identify all individuals who

were officers, di'rectors, employees, staff members, volunteers,

consultants, or other agents of Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

With respect to each individual identified, please identify

that pesns supervisor.

1) Please identify any of the above individuals who in

1982, were also connected with the Fusion Energy Foundation,

Inc., New Solidarity International Press Service, or the

National Anti-Drug Coalition as an officher, agent, employee,

staff r.e .ber or volunteer.

2) .Please identify any cf the above individuals who

solicited ccntributions to Debra H. Freeman or to Citizens for

Freerman in 1982.

PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT U.O. 7



.-..sher tc n~errogatory A. C~tize.-s .for Freeman objects

tc t he form of the flrst part of this interrogatory as

propounded. The tern "agent" under the Federal Election

Camaign A~ct is ccnfined in meaning to those individuals who

have authority to make or to authorize the making of

ex~end:tures on behalf of Citizens fcc Freeman. As prcpounded,

this interrogatory could result in the designation of a

campaign volunteer as an "agent" for Citizens for Freeman,

regardless of whether or not that volunteer had authority tc

make expenditures on behalf cf Cit izens fcr Freeman.

- Similarly, an indi'-idual who solicits cont ributic.-s to Citizens

C< for Freeman is not necessarily an "agent" of Citizens for

Freeman as that term is circumscribed under the Federal

Election Cam~paign Act.

There were over two hundred and fify' diiulsi h

State of Maryland who performed various occasional vo:lunteer

political activities, in conjunction with t he Freeman campaion.

An additional large group of individuals were involved in

- aspects of volunteer activities. Citizens for Freeman

therefore objects to that portion of this interrogatory which

calls for the identification of volunteers to Citizens for

Freeman in 1982 as overly broad, burdensome, and not reasonably

related to any legitimate investigative purpose.

The officers cf Citizens for Freeman in 1982 were Joseph

Clayton Jennings

Secretary anid Belinda deGrazia Haicht

-2-



Jen..-s a-d !"aich h ere the

s=e incdiduals authorized to make exper. :ures cn behalf of.

Citizens for Freeman.

Citizens for Freeman had no employees cr directors.

The following individuals were staff members, volunteers

an~'c ccs~ a.,s to Citizens .for Freemat.: John Ascher

Stuart Rosenblatt

Nancy

Fadcli ffe

Alan Ogden

CO) -e inda Eaiche, Joseph Jennings, Anne Warren

Suzan.-e Klebe

Fred !a: cht

C ' Rcche..• Ascher

" Andrew Pothstein,

present address unknown, Lyn Speed, prese.-. address unknown.

Lawrence Freeman

L There were no formal lines of orga.-ization in Citizens

- for Freeman and the designaticn above identifies thcse

individuals who were most active on behalf of Citizens fcr

Yree-an. Nina Ogden

Cal Smith

Gerald Beisky

and Steven Brawer

were also consistently involved

ivolunteer activities, although more sporadically than those

-3-



Individizals designated above as volunteers, staff or

cc.-.su! tants.

Aseher, obenblatt, Radcliffe, Ogden, Freeman, and

Kcthstein were primarily involved in coordination of the

campaign from the standpoint of volunteer recruitment and

coordination, press work, candidate appearances, position

papers of the campaign, and similar political organizing

activiti es. Eai ght, Jennings, Rochelle Ascher, Fred Haight,

Kiebbe and Speed were more directly involved in fundraising and

solicitation activities. All individuals listed above

including Ogden, Belsky and Brawer solicited contributions on

behalf of the campaign at one time or another.

__ None of the above individuals is an officer, agent,

04 employee or staff member of the Fusion Energy Foundation, New

Solidarity International Press Service, or the National

SAnti-Drug Coalition. Each of the above individuals has

- politically support4d the activities of the Fusion Energy

L Foundation, New Solidarity International Press Service or the

National Anti-Drug Coalition, including solicitation of

contributions for these activities from the public.

Interrogatory B. Please provide all dates, and sites if

applicable, of rmeetings, discussions, telephone calls, or other

ccrmunicatiofls between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982

between Debra Freeman and/or Citizens for Freezman on the one

hand and Fusion Energy Foundation or N~ew Solidarity

[n.ternaticnal Press Sere vice on the other.

-4-



1) -dentify all of the participants in, and all of

thcse i.- att.endance at, each of the above meetings, discussions"

or other com-munications.

Answer to Interrogatory B. This interrogatory as

propounded is overly broad and not related to a legitixmate

investigative purpose. .As propounded it would encompass any

discussion of any subject or incidental contacts between a

volunteer for Citizens fcr Freeman in Baltimore and an officer,

director or agent of the Fusion Energy Foundation or New

Solidarity International Press Service in New York. There were

no" meetings, discussions, telephone calls or other

ccmmunicaticns between Debra Freeman, Citizens for Freeman, the

Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity International Press

Service reflecting any decisions to expend funds, directly or

indirectly, which would in any way further the election in 1982

of Debra Freeman to Congress.

Interrogatory C. Please provide all dates, and sites,

if applicable, cf meetings, discussions, telephone calls, or

other communications between April 1, 1982 and December 31,

1982, between Citizens for Freeman and the National Anti-Drug

Coalition.

1) Identify all of the participants in, and all of

those in attendance at, each of the above meetings.

Answer to interrogatory C. This interrogatory as

propocunded is overly brcoad and not related to a legitimate

:nvestigative purpose. As propounded it would encormpass any

-5-



discussicn. of ary sub.ject or incidental contacts between a

vcl'--. -eer. fcr Citizens fcr Freeman in alti~cre end-. an o.fficer,

director or agent cf the National Anti-Drug Coalition in New

York. There were no meetings, discussions, telephone calls or

other communications between Debra Freeman, Citizens for

Freerman, and the National Anti-Drug Coaltion reflecting any

decision to expend funds, directly or indirectly, which would

in a.-. ay further the election in 1982 of Debra Freeman to

Conceass.

D. Please !ist all street addresses of Citizens for

-- Freeman betw'een April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982.

.Answer to Tnt e rrog atory D. 711 West 40th Street,

Balirc - e, Maryland 21211.

C E. Please li: all telephcne numbers and extensions

used b.y Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and December

31, _.92.

An~swer to" Znterrogatcry E. This interrogatory as

/ propounded is overly broad and not reasonably related to a

legitimate investigative purpose. As prcpounded the

interrogatory calls for the identification of any telephone

.nu:. _. used at any time by any vclunteer for Citizens for

Freeman. The primary telephone numbers utilized by Citizens

fcr :reeran w'ere (primary number

Citizens for Freeman). There were no assigned extensions.

ebra Freeman also made extensive use cf her home telephone
-6-



which is not a b' ished number and will not be produced to the

F-rC u..i2, its :e2ev&-.cy: is established.

Objections are made to the FEC's Interrogatories as

specified in the preceding responses theretc. The preceding

Responses are made without in any way waiving, but on the

contrary reserving:

l. All questicns and objections as to competency,

relevancy, materiality, privilege and admissibility as evidence

for any purpose in any subsequent proceeding or in this

proceeding,.of any of these answers or the subject matter

thereof ;

2. The right to object to the use of any of said

answers, or the subject matter thereof, in any subsequent

proceeding or in this investigation, on any grounds;

3. The right to object on any ground at any time to a

demand fcr further response to these or other Interrogatories

or other discovery procedures involved or related to the

subject matter of the Interrogatories herein responded to; and

4. The right at any time to revise, correct, add to or

clarify any of said .?esponses.

Dated: BaJltimore, Xaryland
F.ebruary 14, 19c84

CITIZENS FOR FREEt~2N

-7-



DELINDA D. H AIGHT

Treasurer

VERIF ICATI ON
State cf Maryland )

-)

Co~ty of Baltirmore)

Belinda D. Haight, being sworn, say: I am the Treasurer
of Citizens for Freeman. I have read the foregoing answers to
interrogatories and know the contents thereof. The same are
true to my own knowledge except as to those matters stated upon

9 in-fcrraticn and be2.ief and, as to those matters, I believe them

-- Treasurer
Sworn to before me this /1 i, day of February, 1984.

' - " NOTARY PUBLIC

-EAENT COOK ,

to cOuN1r oF E:.nTI:cRE cii s

- L. YC ---'"'"g ,-Di,,, JuLY 1. )2! *

-8-



BEFORE 'E FEDERAL. ELECTIO," Cc~tM"SS!CN

In Re Matter Under Review 1556--

RESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR FREEMA!N TO THE -
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION' S REQUEST

FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS c

PLEASE TAKE NOTIC'E that, pursuant to the subpoena served

'-zrn Citizens for Freeman, the documents annexed hereto are

hereby made aVailable for copying and inspection by the Federal

Election Corrission. These documents are responsive to

paragraph 1 of the subpoena. There are no documents responsive

to paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of the

subpoena.

The docu~ents produced in response to paragraph 1 are

the copies of checks and credit card slips and deposit slips

for those contributions which have been put in issue in the

underlying complaint in this Matter Under Review. Additional

documents exist which are responsive to paragraph 1 of the

subpoena. However, Citizens for Freeman has not produced and

objects to the production of the following:

(1) Bank records of contributions received, including

deposit sli'ps ar.d copies of checks and credit card slips; lists

of contributions received. Citizens for Freeman objects to the



•.9.
production of these records of the ground that it is overly

broad and not reasonably related to a legitimate investigative

purpose. Citizens for Freeman has already submitted the

affidavit cf its Treasurer, Belinda Haight, answering each and

every allegation in the underlying complaint. Additionally,

because such reccrds involve the disclosure of the bank

accounts, addresses and, in many cases, the telephone numbers

of hundreds of contributors and political supporters of Debra

Freeran, such records are, in the circumstances presented by

this FEC investigation, subject to a claim of First Amendment

r i vilIege. .

The information required to be disclosed by Federal

Election Campaign laws on FEC reports concerning contributors

04 to Citizens for Freeman has already resulted in harassment of

D contributors by newspaper reporters and multiple interviews by

S the FBI. Additionally, a complaint is pending before the FEC,

concerning the viol~tion of the confidentiality statutes and

regulations pertaining to this investigation by employees of

the Federal Election Commission.

Citizens for Freeman will produce this information upon

a showing by the FEC that the request is not overly broad, is

reasonably related to a legitimate investigative purpose and

upon the provision of a written stipulation by the FEC to

counsel for Citizens for Freenman. Such stipulation will

provide that such docurments will be utilized solely for the

ppses of the FEC investigation and will not be released, in

-2-



whole or in part, te any other agency or person, subject to a
fort~a! f'rcn by the FEC t.hat. there has bee.- a criminal

violation of the FECA or other laws of the United States by

Citizens _or Freem.an.

- Documents also exist which are responsive to paragraph

12 of the subpoena. Ci tizens for Freeman objects to the

production of these documents on the grounds that the request

is overly broad and not reasonably related to a legitimate

investigative purpose.

The production of the annexed documents does not
-NO

constitute a waiver of Citizens for Freemen's objection to the

.' production of said documents on the ground of relevance or any

- other ground. Said docum.ents are produced without in any way

C waiving, but on the contrary intending to reserve, all

questions as to relevance, materiality, privilege and

, admissibility of any documents in any subsequent proceeding.

- Citizens for Freematl reserves the right to supplement this

tO reponse if additional documents are located that are deemed

responsive to the FEC's subpoena.

F ebruary 12, 1984. _____________

MA ER MORGA~I'H
Attorney for Citizens

for Freeman
24901 Northwestern Highway
Southfield, Michican 48075
313- 35 5-3064
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Attachrents:

;.--='-e.-. 2: Copy of check of Dcnald Nac!.ay

Attachment 2: Copy of Affidavit of Lawrence Swenson

Attachment 3: DepositSeptember 8, 1982 bank
slip is item 2 on page

slip and credit card slips composingdeposit--Albert K. Rogers credit card
4.

Attachment 4: Deposit slip and credit card slips composingSeptember 1, 1982 bank deposit--L.W. Knox credit card slip and
Lawrence Swenson credit card slip are items 3 and 4 on page 3.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

- ~Apr'il 24, 1984

Mayer Morganroth, Esquire
Suite 555, Heritage Plaza
24901 Northwestern Highway
So -rnfield.. , Michigan 480.75

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Morganroth:

We have received the respohses of Citizens for Freeman
("CFF") to the subpoena for production of documents and to the
interrogatories issued by the Commission on January 5, 1984. The

CQ purpose of this letter is to address the objections which you
have raised to certain portions of the subpoena and

, interrogatories, as well as" to pursue certain portions of the
- subpoena and interrogatories not addressed in the responses.

-- Paragraph 1 of the subpoena requests lists of solicitors,
"_. -= fcte- tia. c -r i.-tc..rs, -li stS of e.-so.-s .cite",

lists of contributions obtained, bank records of contributions
Sreceived, including deposit slips and copies of checks, and

credit card slips related to the solicitation of contributions in.
' 1982. The response submitted on behalf of CFF does not address

the requests for lists of solicitors, potential contributors,
" persons solicited, or contributions obtained; therefore, it is

c unclear whether or not such lists exist, and, if they do, whether
they are considered by CE? to be subject to a claim of privilege.

tf)
In response to this portion of the subpoena, CFF has

produced copies of checks, credit card slips and bank deposit
slips related to monies received from particular individuals
na-.ed in the comp~laint. However, you have stated that CFF

s to -:oc'ce- tro e saz, e do.uents for all imonies received by
...ccn 7,i:tee during the Uime period specified in the subpoena.

You have argued that the stipulation requesting these documents
is overly broad, not related to a legitimate investigative
purpose and requests documents containing information privileged
pursuant to the First Amendment. You have also stated that this
information will be produced if the Commission shows that the
request is not overly broad and is reasonably related to a
legitimate investigative purpose, and if the Commission provides
a written stipulation that the documents will be used only for
the FEC investication and will not be released to any other
person or agency, unless the Commission finds that a criminal
violation has occurred.

PETITION:ER'S EXHIBIT NO. 8



M'ayer Morganroth, Esquire i
Page 2

The recuest for bank records related to contributions
:eceived by CFF is directly related to the two issues involved in
this matter, namely whether monies reported by Citizens for
Freeman as contributions were intended to be contributions by the
sources of those monies, and whether the publishers of the
Executive Intellicence Review and of Fusion magazine made
contributions to Citizens for Freeman by covering costs involved
in the solicitation of contributions. The Commission is not
in=- ted in its investigation to consideration of the intentions

of the particular reported contributors named in the complaint.
No: is it limited to consideration of the manner in which those
.za-ticul.ar ?ersons were solicited. Information provided in the
complaint about these persons provided a basis for the :
ComTmission's finding of reason to believe and for the opening of
an investigation; this information does not define the parameters
of that investigation. The investigation covers the entire scope
of Citizens for Freeman's solicitation, receipt and reporting of

-_ contributions in 1982.

' - The Commission intends to utilize the information supplied
by Citizens for Freeman in its own investigation. Such
'information would not voluntarily be released to any other person

- or agency during the pendency of the investigation. Once the
_._stcation is co Dleted and the file closed, efforts would be

c\. zmade to pro:ect the privacy of individuals not already reported
\oas contributors by the deletion of addresses and telephone

numbers from the public record.

The response to the subpoena for documents also states that
x documents responsive to paragraph 12 exist, but that Citizens for
Freeman objects to the request as "overly broad and not
reasonably related to a legitimate investigative purpose."

~rParagraph 12 requests all telephone bills, telephone logs,
.telephone message slips, and other records of telephone calls
made or received by Citizens for Freeman in 1982.

Again, this request for documentation related to telephone
;~z "r. rez v: by Cizens fo -: ee n is directly
to the .... e_ .nvolved in the prese.nt ,Aatter. According

to the complaint many, if not all, of the persons who were listed
by Citizens for Freeman as contribut'ors were solicited by
telephone. The complaint also alleges that certain of the
solicitors identified themselves as connected with Fusion
m0agazine, the Fusion Energy F.oundation or the Executive
:nze!!icence Review. Therefore, records of calls made and
received by Citizens for Freeman during 1982 are directly
reevant to a determination of whether and by whom telephone
ca'is were i-ade to contributors for purposes of solicitation.
However, in the interest of facilitating the present investigation,
and without waiving any rights to the enforcement of paragraph 12 of
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the subpoena as written, this Office suggests that the comm ittee
address itself for now only to records related to the telephones
wi.th the numbers plus those
telephones used by the persons cited as solicitors of contributions
in the response to Interrogatory A.

Regarding the responses of Citizens for Freeman to the
interroca tories propounded by the Commission, this Office
aknow_.cz the inforr~atio. rovided in answer to

:n-.e--o=-a-.ies A-D. Thfs Office does not, however, find these
answers :c De complete and therefore reserves the right to require
s_.e.=e-ntat cn of CF?'s answers at a later date.

"n'terrogatory E requests a list of all telephone numbers and
extensions used by Citizens for Freeman between April 1, 1982 and
Decer.e: 31, 2982. The response provides only the "primary"
:eiezhone num.bers used by Citizens for Freeman• The response states
t..at Debra Freeman "made extensive use of her home telephone which

c'4isno-- a - ~ shedn nber and will not be produced to the FEC until
its relevancy is established." Nor have other numbers used by

' volunteers been provided.•

.he issue of the relevancy of telephone records to the present
-- -nves'.ication is addressed in the discussion above concernino the

4.:. s'-cn s recuest ;or :e~ep.,one records. Tne request for all
-elephone numbers used is obviously related to the request for

'o records. Nevertheless, again in the interest of expediting the
investigat.ion and without waiving any rights to enforce
Interrogatory E as written, this Office suggests that the committee
amen: its response by adding only the telephone numbers of the
persons cited as solicitors of contributions in the response to

C Interrogatory A.

We await your reply to this letter. If such a reply, together
Swith additional responses to the subpoena and interrogatories, has

not been received within fourteen days of the date of this letter,
we will consider seeking judicial enforcement of the portions of the

"- " -1 - -- ': ''''' =- "-.. i . . i '. ., : ci:e .t- has not
e f ;' ae- --- ptos lease contact nne A.

,e~ssenborn, ":he attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,

Kenneth A. rosSAssociate General Counsel



EFO. TE EDERAL ELECTICN CO.!LMISSION

"" the ,a-ter of )
) MUR 1556

Citizens for Freeman )

CERTIF IcATO

:_, .. __.i w. E.U c..s, recording secretary for the

Federal Eiecticn Cc., iss'cn executive session of

, Se--e-.ber 1 8, 1984, do hereby ".. certify that the Cowrmission

±eclded hy a vote of 6-0 :o athorize the Office of General

----------. .ci.s lzut-e a ci-vil action, pursuar.t to 2 U.S.C.

43d(b), seeki- en~forcemient of the subpoena tc produce

f-cu-.enzs and the order :o answer written cuestions issued

.- : Citlzen's fr ree-,an.•

C ~ Cormissicners Aikenas, Elliott, 1Harris, McDonald,

_ McGarry, and Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. L-rons
Secretary of the Ccmmission

PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT NO, 9



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) 14L g 4 :" U3)
Citizens for Freeman, et al. ) MUR 1556

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT
IN RESPONSE TO MOTION

OF CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, INC.
TO QUASH OR MODIFY SUBPEONA

AND ORDER

I. Sumnary of Proceedinqs

On November 9, 1984, the Federal Election Commission mailed

a subpoena to produce documents and an order to answer written

questions to Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDI"). (Attachment 1)

The subpoena and order was issued in connection with an

~investigation concerning whether the Fusion Energy Foundation

-- made in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in 1982, in

('4 the form of solicitation costs in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b,

'C whether the publisher of the Executive Intelligence Review made

in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

solicitation costs, and whether Citizens for Freeman accepted
C

such in-kind contributions. This investigation was initiated as

. the result of a complaint alleging that contributors to Citizens

for Freeman had been solicited by representatives of the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine, and

the Executive Intelligence Review.

As part of its investigation, the Commission issued a

subpoena and order to the Fusion Energy Foundation requesting,

inter alia, documentation related to solicitations of

subscriptions to Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine and of

charter memberships in the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,
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between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982, including lists of

solicitors, lists of potential subscribers, lists of persons

solicited, lists of subscriptions or memberships obtained, and

bank records of subscriptions obtained.

According to the response of the Fusion Energy Foundation to

the Commission's subpoena and order, all solicitations for that

organization in 1982 were handled by Caucus Distributors pursuant

to a contract. The Foundation argues that it is not in

possession of documents beyond bank records related to the

' solicitations cited in the Commission's subpoena.

: On November 26, 1984, this Office received a request dated

November 23, 1984, from the director of CDI, Kenneth Kronberg,

C for an extension of time in which to respond to the Commission's

subpoena and order. In this request, Mr. Kronberg stated that

' the subpoena and order had been received on November 13, 1984,

~and that an extension of thirty days beyond the ten-day response

time provided in the subpoena was being sought in order to permit

consultation with an attorney. (Attachment 2). On December 4,

1984, this Office wrote to Mr. Kronberg granting a three-week

extension of time which ended on December 14, 1984. The present

motion to quash or modify was received on December 14,

(Attachment 3).

I I. Leqal Analysis

CDI's motion is based upon the alleged overbreadth and

burdensomeness of "the document request and interrogatories as a
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whole' an assertion otherwise unsupported, and upon specific

assertions as to particular requests and interrogatories.

CDI does not specifically object to document request 1. In

regards to document requests 2 and 3, it is argued that these

requests are 'overly broad and unduly burdensome" because they

are not restricted to matters relating to the Freeman campaign.

Request 2 asks for 'all documents and other materials related to

the solicitation by Caucus Distributors of memberships in the

O Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and to solicitation of

' subscriptions to Fusion Energy and Space Program Magazine,

between April 1, 1982, and December 31, 1982, eg.'.ncuedi

the documents covered by the requests are lists of solicitors,

lists of potential subscribers or contributors, lists of persons

solicited, lists of subscriptions or contributions obtained, bank

~records, and contracts and other documents concerning the

C relationship between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy

Foundation.

The purpose of this request is to obtain documents related

to solicitation activities undertaken by Caucus Distributors for

the Fusion Energy Foundation and its publication in order to

determine whether persons involved in these solicitations were

also involved in solicitations for Citizens for Freeman, whether

common solicitation lists were utilized, to which organization

such lists belonged, and whether the Fusion Energy Foundation met

any costs associated with solicitations for Citizens for Freeman.

Therefore, this request is directly related to the issues of
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whether the Fusion Energy Foundation made contributions to

Citizens for Freeman, and whether Citizens for Freeman accepted

such contributions, in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Request 3 asks for the same categories of documents as those

cited in Request 2 that are related to any solicitation by Caucus

Distributors of subscriptions to the Executive Intelligence

Review. The purpose of this request is to determine whether

Caucus Distributors did solicit subscriptions to that publication

r-, in 1982, whether persons involved in any such solicitations were

' also involved in solicitations for Citizens for Freeman, whether

~common solicitation lists were utilized, to which organization

-- any such lists belonged, and whether the publisher of the

Executive Intelligence Review met any costs associated with

solicitations for Citizens for Freeman. This request is thus :

~directly related to the issue of whether Citizens for Freeman

c accepted contributions from the publisher of The Executive

~Intelligence Review.

CDI objects to Interrogatory "A", parts 2 and 3, as being

unduly vague. Interrogatory "A", part 2, asks for the

identification of "the sources of lists of names of potential or

present members or subscribers used in soliciting memberships or

subscriptions on behalf of Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., or any

of its publications." In short, this interrogatory seeks the

sources of lists of names of potential solicitees used by Caucus

Distributors to solicit memberships or subscriptions for the

Fusion Energy Foundation and its publications. It is difficult

to know how this request could be more clear.
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Interrogatory "A", part 3, asks for the identification of

any of the individuals whose names are requested earlier in the

same interrogatory, or others, who solicited subscriptions on

behalf of New Solidarity International Press Service or its

publications between given dates in 1982. It is the

understanding of this Office that this entity was the publisher

i of the Executive Intelligence Review in 1982. This interrogatory

simply asks for the names of persons connected with Caucus

cO Distributors who solicitated subscriptions for the named entity

r. or its publications. Again, this interrogatory could not be more

~clear.

-- Interrogatory "B' is deemed by CDI to be "overly broad, in i

c j
that it calls for a detailing of all contacts of any kind between

'Ci

Caucus and the Fusion Energy Foundation or New Solidarity i

__ International Press Service for a one year period.' This

c interrogatory asks for all dates and sites of meetings,

~discussions, telephone calls, or other communications between

Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., New

Solidarity International Press Service, and Debra H. Freeman

and/or Citizens for Freeman in 1982. It also asks for

identification of all participants in, and all persons in

attendance at, such meetings, discussions, or other

communications.

Again, the purpose of the Commission's investigation is to

determine whether the Fusion Energy Foundation or the publisher

of the Executive Intelligence Review, apparently New Solidarity
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International Press Service, provided solicitation assistance to

Citizens for Freeman in 1982. Therefore, it is necessary to

determine the relationship between the Fusion Energy Foundation

and its soliciting agency, Caucus Distributors, and the existence

and extent of any similar relationships between Caucus

Distributors and the New Solidarity International Press Service,

and between Caucus Distributors and Citizens for Freeman. Given

the focus of the investigation upon solicitations, it would,

however, be possible to narrow somewhat the breadth of the

interrogatory without jeopardizing the investigation. This

Office therefore recommends that the Commission approve the

O following modification of Interrogatory B:

O Please provide all dates and sites of meetings,
discussions, telephone calls, or other communications
between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy

_ Foundation, Inc., between Caucus Distributors and New
~Solidarity International Press Service, and between

Caucus Distributors and Debra H. Freeman and/or
Citizens for Freeman in 1982, which concerned

!/> solicitation of contributions, subscriptions or
memberships.

Finally, Caucus Distributors objects to Interrogatory UD as

"unduly vague." This interrogatory requests an explanation of

the circumstances surrounding any business or commercial

transactions entered into by Caucus Distributors with the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc., the New Solidarity Press Service, and

Debra H. Freeman and/or Citizens for Freeman in 1982. The

respondent is asked to state who initiated the contacts, the

contract terms or other requirements involved in such

transactions, the fees charged and paid, the names of persons



involved and the dates of the transactions. The purpose of this

request is to ascertain the details of Caucus Distributors business

arrangements, if any, with respondents in the present matter in

1982. The details desired are spelled out in the request.

Therefore, the request is not vague.

I II. Reomdtions

1. That the Commission deny the motion of Caucus

Distributors, Inc., to quash or modify the Commission's subpoena

C) and order with regard to all document requests and interrogatories

except Interrogatory UBU.

2. That Interrogatory =B be modified as follows:

04 Please provide all dates and sites of meetings,
discussions, telephone calls, or other coinunications

~between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Unergy
Foundation, Inc., between Caucus Distributors and New

'. Solidarity International Press Service, and between
Caucus Distributors and Debra H. Freeman and/or
Citizens for Freeman in 1982, which concerned

C solicitations of contributions, subscriptions or
memeber ships.

3. That the Commission direct that the attached letter be

sent rescheduling the date for compliance with the Commission's

subpoena and order,

4. That the Commission authorize this Office to initiate an
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enforcement action should compliance not be forthcoming. See 2

U.S.C. S 437g(b).

Charles N. Steele

I Associate General ounsel

Attachments

1. Subpoena and order served on
Caucus Distributors, Inc.,

2. Request for extension of time
- 3. Motion to Quash or Modify

4. Letter to Counsel
'C' 5. Commission Order
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~BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

/

In the Matter of )
/ ) MUR 1556

/ Citizens for Freeman, e t. al. )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 17,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1556:

1. Deny the motion of Caucus Distributors,
Inc., to quash or modify the Commission's

~subpoena and order, as submitted with
, the General Counsel's Report signed
" January 14, 1985, with regard to all
p document requests and interrogatorijes

except Interrogatory WB".

2. Modify Interrogatory "BS as follows:

~Please provide all dates and
'0 sites of meetings, discussions,

telephone calls, or other
• communications between Caucus
! Distributors and the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc.,
-C between Caucus Distributors

and New Solidarity International
to Press Service, and between
~Caucus Distributors and Debra H.

Freeman and/or Citizens for
Freeman in 1982, which concerned
solicitations of contributions,
subscriptions or memberships.

3. Direct that the letter be sent rescheduling
the date for compliance with the omisn's
subpoena and order, submitted with the
General Counsel's Report signed January 14,
1985.

(Continued)}
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Date
Marjorie W. Emuons

Secretary of the Commission

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

1-11-85, 11:031-14-85, 4:00

MUR 1556 W Page 2
Certification
General Counsel 's Report
Signed January 14, 1985

4. Authorize the Office of General Counsel
to initiate an enforcement action
should compliance not be forthcoming.
See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(b).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

_
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~jFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS W.~HNCT\DC 0463January 29, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Philip Rubinstein
President

Caucus Distributors, Inc.,
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Rubinstein:

The Commission has received your motion dated December 13,
" 1984, to quash or modify the Commission's Subpoena to Produce
; Documents and order to Answer Written Questions issued to Caucus

Distributors on November 8, 1984. Upon review and consideration
- of your motion, the Commission, on January 17, 1985, voted to

deny your motion to quash or modify as regards all document
cg requests and interrogator ies with the exception of Interrogatory

The Commission has agreed to modify Interrogatory 0B as
follows:

Please provide all dates and sites of meetings,
discussions, telephone calls, or other communications

L between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc., between Caucus Distributors and New

~Solidarity International Press Service, and between
Caucus Distributors and Debra H. Freeman and/or
Citizens for Freeman in 1982 which concerned
solicitations of contributions, subscriptions or
member ships.

A copy of the Commission's order is enclosed. Accordingly,
Caucus Distributors is requested to produce for inspection and
copying the documents previously described in the Commission's
November 8, 1984, subpoenas, and to answer the questions posed in
the order of the same date, as modified, herein at the Office of



Caucus Distributors, Inc.,
Page 2

General Counsel, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., on or
before February 4, 1985.

Sincerely,

BY.
Counsel

EnclosureCommission' s Order



BEFO@ THE FEDERAL ELECTION CO S ION

In the Matter of )
)

Citizens for Freeman, ) MUR 1556
et al

COImhISSION ORDER

The motion of Caucus Distributors, Inc., to quash or modify

the CoImTisionl's subpoena to produce documents and the

Commission's order to answer written questions is denied, with

the exception of Interrogatory "B" which is modified as follows:

Please provide all dates and sites of meetings,
discussions, telephone calls, or other communications
between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc., between Caucus Distributors and New
Solidarity International Press Service, and between
Caucus Distributors and Debra H. Freeman and/or

O Citizens for Freeman in 1982 which concerned
solicitations of contributions, subscriptions or

' memberships.

Caucus Distributors, Inc., is required to produce all

documents requested and to answer all written questions, as

D modified, submitted by the Commission on November 8, 1984. The

staff of the Office of General Counsel is directed to take all

~necessary and proper steps to ensure compliance with the requests

Ccontained in the Subpoena and Order.

-" WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this o2'Z iay

of/! ,1985.

DateJ "-

ATTEST:



In the Matter of )" r

Citizens for Freeman, et. al ) IWR l55.6 'F 4 ,g

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVBREPORT 04

On October 27, 1984, the Comission found reason to believe i!

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigneri!

Publications, Inc., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-

kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of i

solicitation costs, and that Citizens for Freeman had violated -

2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting such contributions. In addition,.•

. . the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

" b ad violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b()2) and (3) by reporting as

contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

-- and as contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for

purposes other than the making of contributions, and by faling i

S to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-D u

,, - Coalition in the form of staff services. The respondents vere i

... notified of these Comission determinations on November 1, 1963.

~On November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized subpoenas

and orders to be sent to the respondents in this matter and also

approved a sample of a letter and questions to be sent to

reported contributors. Letters to forty-one contributors were

mailed on December 12, 1983. Because the response received from

Campaigner Publications, Inc., argued that this company is not

the publisher of Executive Intelligence Review, one of the

publications the representatives of which were allegedly involved

in soliciting contributions for Citizens for Freeman, and because



further investigation revealed that, while Camaigner i

Publications had earlier been the publisber of this review, it

was published in 1962 by Rev Solidarity International Wrm sl

Services, the Commission, on January 3, 1984, approved * revised "

subpoena and order to be served on Citizens for Freemn.

Subpoenas and orders were then mailed to Citizens for Freeman arnd

the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., on JahUary 5, 1984.

Fusion Energy Foundation did not comply with the gt abpe~

and order on the return date of February 6,-1984. Ow~ri1 10, -

CO 1984, the Commission authorized the Office of General % louos " to

" institute a civil action pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d~b) seeking :  !

enforcement of the subpoena and order. On June- 7, 1984, an order

to show cause was issued to Fusion Energy Flhdation bV be

United States District Court for the Southern Distr.ict of New

S York. A hearing was held on July 24, 1984, and r suli .a *n

order requiring the Foundation to produce all docmets a-nd to i

(7 respond to the interrogatories as required by the Coinison's

subpoena and order.

~The Foundation submitted answers to the interrogate and !

responses to the document requests on August 24, 1984. The

Foundation produced records of contributions, membership fees and

magazine subscriptions received between April 1, 1982 and

December 31, 1982, in the forms of checks and credit card slips.

An examination of these records revealed considerable duplication

of contributors between the Foundation and Citizens for Freeman,

and also at least one common solicitor whom this Office intends



to depose once all needed documentation he in predce. !be

Foundation did not, howevert produce a 11t oQf all bolicitoWla, ..

lists of potential subscribers, and lits Of peruons ,oti~ite

handled by Caucus Distributors, Inc=., by oonri =t and that tahe :

Foundation is not in possession of documents related to ..

solicitations beyond those provided.

On November 5, 1984, the Coamission approved a subpoena and

order to be served on Caucus Distributors Company of liw YOrk,

New York. On December 4, 1964, the director of Caucus

" Distributors requested an extension of tine. within which, to -

respond to the Comission' s subpoena and order,# and an extenion

until December 14 was granted. On the date the response +yarn ue

the president of the company filed a motion to q es or it!y

the subpoena and order. * his motion vas. denied b7 the, 05*,i oa!

on January 17, 1985, and the company has been given until

CFebruary 4, 1985, to respond.

On February 14, 1984, Citizens for Freeman responded in part

to the subpoena and interrogatories issued to that respondent. :

Because the responses, particularly the one involving the

subpoena, indicated the possibility of further compliance upon

receipt of certain explanations and assurances, this Office

elected to provide the requested explanations and anticipated

that further production would be forthcoming. However, no

additional responses were received despite this Office's lengthy

letter of explanation dated April 24, 1984.
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On September 18, 1984, the C~mission authorized this 'Off io,

to institute a civil action seeking enforcement of the subpon

and order issued to Citizens for Freeman. On December 3, 1964,

this Office submitted to the United States District Court for the

District of Maryland a petition for an-order to show cause why

the subpoena and order should not be enforced. A hearing vas

held on January 18, 1985, and this Office is awaiting the court's

ruling.

Charles N. Steele

-- Associate Genial'

C4

Lf)
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In the Matter of ) ' " °' ,: gj
Citizens for Freeman, et. al. ) MUR 1556

GEERLCOUNSEL' S REPORT UI flJ
I. Background

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that Citizens for Freeman had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and

(3) by reporting as contributors persons who had not intended to

make contributions and as contributions monies intended by the

-_ payors to be used for purposes other than the making of

contributions, and by failing to report in-kind contributions

- from the National Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff

-- services. In addition, the Commission found reason to believe

that Citizens for Freeman had violated 2 U.S.C. s 441b by

accepting contributions from Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and

from Campaigner Publications, Inc., the apparent publisher of

S Fusion magazine and of The Executive Intelligence Review whose

t representatives allegedly solicited contributions to the Freeman

campaign, and that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. and Campaign

Publications, Inc., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making

contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of solicitation

cos ts.

On November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized subpoenas

and orders in this matter, including one to be served on the

Fusion Energy Foundation. In response to a court order enforcing

the Commission's subpoena and order, the Fusion Energy Foundation
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produced certain documents but no lists of solicitors, potential

subscribers, and persons solicited, stating that all

solicitations were handled by Caucus Distributors pursuant to a

contract.

On November 5, 1984, the Commission approved a subpoena and

order to be served on Caucus Distributors, Inc. On November 23,

1984, the director of this company requested a thirty-day

extension of time in which to respond, and an extension until

4 December 14, 1984, was granted. On the latter date the

~Commission received a motion to quash or modify the subpoena. On

r January 17, 1985, the Commission voted to deny this motion with

regard to all document requests and interrogator ies except
(N

Interrogatory B which the Commission agreed to modify. Caucus

Distributors was notified of these determinations and given until

- February 4, 1985, to produce the required documents and to answer

r the interrogatories as modified. As of the date of this report

' no documents or answers have been received.

Given the failure of Caucus Distributors to comply with the

Commission's subpoena and order as modified, this Office

recommends that the Commission authorize the Office of General

Counsel to seek enforcement in United States District Court.

II. Recoendation

That the Commission authorize the Office of General Counsel

to institute a civil action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b)

seeking enforcement of the subpoena to produce documents and the
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order to answer written questions issued

I rc.

General Counsel

Date



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1556

citizens for Freeman, et al. )

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording 
secretary for the

Federal Election Couunissionl executive session of March 12,

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

r vote of 5-0 to authorize the Office of General Counsel to

institute a civil action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b)

seeking enforcement of the subpoena to produce documents

C'4 and the order to answer written questions issued to

Caucus Distributors, Inc.* in the above-captioned matter.

~Cocissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McGarry, and

rReiche vote affirmatively for the decision. commissioner

C McDonald was not present at the time of the vote.

tr 
Attest:

DateMarjorie W. Enunons

DateSecretary of the Conulission
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9 4

C

Anne Weissenborn, Esq.Office of the General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission "

,., 1325 K Street, N.W. r% '
Washington, DC 20463

Re : Debra Freeman
'. MUE 1556

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

The materials subpoenaed by the Commission regarding the
7. 1982 campaign of Debra Freeman have been in your possession for a

considerable period of time. I suppose that your investigatory
: stage would of this HUR would be completed by this time, and
~suggest that pre-probable cause conciliation would be in order.

While it is difficult to know what possible violations could
be attributed to my client, we would certainly like to close this
matter so she can go about her usual and normal activities
without waiting for what seems to be an unreasonable time to
conclude the insignificant complaint in this cause.

Very truly yours,

MILLER, CANFIELD, PADDOCK AND STONE

/ James F. Schoener

JFS /cb /



BEFORETHE FElm cO-ISXBSION

In the Matter of) .

CiiesfrFreeman, et al. ) MUR 1556

CNPREW SIVlB INVSIGAYIVE REU PORT'L #4 .

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to iqlev .r'

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., and Campaigner c

Publications, Inc., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making in-

kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman in the form of

solicitation costs, and that Citizens for Freeman had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting such contributions. In addition,

O the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

~had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b()2) and (3) by reporting as

.* contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

"- and as contributions monies intended by the payors to be used for
CN

purposes other than the making of contributions, and by failing

to report in-kind contributions from the National Anti-Drug

Coalition in the form of staff services. The respondents were

ci notified of these Commission determinations on November 1, 1983.

. On November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized subpoenas

and orders to be sent to the respondents in this matter and also

approved a sample of a letter and questions to be sent to

reported contributors. Letters to forty-one contributors were

mailed on December 12, 1983. The response received from

Campaigner Publications, Inc., stated that it is not the

publisher of Executive Intelligence Review (one of the

publications the representatives of which were allegedly involved
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in soliciting contributions for Citizens for Freeman). Further

investigation revealed that while Campaigner Publications had

earlier been the publisher of this review, it was published in

1982 by New Solidarity International Press Services. Accordingly,

the Commission, on January 3, 1984, approved a revised subpoena

and order to be served on Citizens for Freeman. Subpoenas and

orders were then mailed to Citizens for Freeman and the Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc., on January 5, 1984.

Fusion Energy Foundation did not comply with the subpoena

" and order on the return date of February 6, 1984. On April 10,

'' 1984, the Commission authorized the Office of General Counsel to

institute a civil action pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b) seeking

enforcement of the subpoena and order. On June 7, 1984, an order

to show cause was issued to Fusion Energy Foundation by the

,:, United States District Court for the Southern District of New

- York. A hearing was held on July 24, 1984, and resulted in an

r- order requiring the Foundation to produce all documents and to

respond to the interrogatories as required by the Commission's

subpoena and order.

The Foundation submitted answers to the interrogatories and

responses to the document requests on August 24, 1984. The

Foundation produced records of contributions, membership fees and

magazine subscriptions received between April 1, 1982 and

December 31, 1982, in the forms of checks and credit card slips.

An examination of these records has revealed considerable
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duplication of contributors between the Foundation and Citizens for

Freeman, and also at least one common solicitor whom this Office

intends to depose. The Foundation did not, however, produce a list

of all solicitors, lists of potential subscribers, and lists of

persons solicited as required by the subpoena, arguing that all

solicitations were handled by Caucus Distributors, Inc., by

contract and that the Foundation is not in possession of documents

related to solicitations beyond those provided.

On November 5, 1984, the Commission authorized the issuance of

~a subpoena and order to be served on Caucus Distributors, Inc.,

" seeking documents and answers to written questions related to the

V5 information allegedly not in the possession of Fusion Energy

Foundation as regards its solicitation activities in 1982 and to

~any similar solicitation activities also undertaken by Caucus in

: 1982 on behalf of the publisher of the Executive Intelligence

-c Review/New Solidarity International Press Service or of Citizens

r for Freeman. On December 14, 1984, Caucus moved to quash or modify

'J the Commission's subpoena and order. On January 17, 1985, the

Commission voted to deny this motion as to all document requests

and interrogatories with the exception of one which was modified.

By March 1, 1985, having received no further response from Caucus,

this Office recommended that the Commission authorize the

institution of a civil action to enforce the subpoena and order.

The Commission agreed on March 12, 1985, and a petition for an

order to show cause was filed on April 19, 1985, with the United

States District Court for the Southern District of New York. This
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petition was granted on May 9, 1985. On June 25, 1985, at the

scheduled hearing on the Commissioner's motion to enforce the

subpoena and order, the judge recused herself, stating that she

had pending another case involving the same respondents. The

case was reassigned the same day; however, the new judge has not

yet set a hearing date.

On September 18, 1984, the Commission authorized this Office

to institute a civil action to enforce the subpoena and order

issued to Citizens for Freeman. A petition for an order to show

~cause was filed in the United States District Court for the

District of Maryland on December 5, 1984, and was granted on

December 7, 1984. Following a hearing held on January 18, 1985,

the court issued an order enforcing the Commission's subpoena and
(\J
~order on February 19, 1985. On February 27, 1985, counsel for

: Citizens for Freeman filed a notice of appeal and a motion for a

stay pending appeal with the District Court. The motion for a

~stay was denied on March 11, 1985. Although the committee filed

an appeal with the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth

Circuit on March 13, 1985, by that time the committee had produced

documents in response to the Commission's subpoena. On June 3,

1985, the court of appeals dismissed the appeal as moot.

At this stage of the investigation it appears that the key to

a determination of whether or not Fusion Energy Foundation or the

publisher of EIR was involved in soliciting contributions to the

Freeman campaign lies in the lists of potential solicitees used by

Caucus Distributors on behalf of the Foundation and possibly of the
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other respondents in this matter in 1982, and in the list of

solicitors who worked for Caucus. For these reason it is necessary

to continue with the enforcement action against Caucus. After we

obtain the documents and answers requested we will be in a position

to take depositions of persons connected with Citizens for Freeman,

and to prepare briefs in this matter.

Charles N. Steele

General one

BY:
Date K-e~tith A . OSS /Associate GeneralI Counsel

Anne *6

(N

,,-o
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October 17, 1985

-.r2

A. Gross, Esq. € ..
.e General Counsel
Election Commission

:on, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR i~bb

Dear Mr. Gross:

Enclosed please find designation of counsel on behalf of
Citizens for Freeman in the above entitled matter. I have
previously filed a designation on behalf of Mss. Freeman. As I
previously suggested, we vould like to enter into a
conciliation of this matter and close it as soon as possible.

truly yi

Enclosure
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

£IUR 1556

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS :

TELEPHONE NO.:

James F. Schoener

Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone

Suite 1200

1015 Fifteenth Street, NW

Washington, DC 20005

202/789-8640

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
co-counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other counaunications from the Commission and to act on my behalf
before the Commission.

Date

RESPONDENT 'S NAME :

ADDRESS :

4' ;t
Signature

Citizens for Freeman

16 Breton lill Road

Pikesville, MD 21208

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

I "1'L # "

* qri. (I

I..
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In the Matter SE NZ 1 2 Y
Citizens for Freeman, et al. ) MUR 1556 -i ;:

GENERAL COUNSEL 'S REPORT -_ . I

On August 9, 1985, this Office received a request for pre-

probable cause conciliation from James F. Schoener, counsel for

Debra Freeman. (Attachment 1). Ms. Freeman was cited as a

respondent by the complainant in this matter; however, in the

~First General Counsel's Report submitted to the Commission in

October, 1983, this Office recommended deferring a finding with

r- regard to Ms. Freeman's personal involvement in the issues

raised by the complainant until information could be obtained

concerning the solicitation activities of other named

. respondents, specifically Fusion Energy Foundation and the

- publisher of the Executive Intelligence Review. Therefore no

C* finding has been made to date with regard to Ms. Freeman.

t This Office interpreted counsel's request for pre-probable

cause conciliation to extend to Citizens for Freeman. At the

time of the request this committee had not filed a statement

designating Mr. Schoener as counsel. Mr. Schoener was informed

of this situation and was asked to have the committee submit such

a statement. On October 18, 1985, the necessary designation was

received, together with a cover letter which reiterates the

earlier request for conciliation. (Attachment 2).
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LEGAL ANALYSIS
In a comprehensive investigatory report circulated to the

Commission on August 16, 1985, this Office discussed the history

and status of this matter, including the three subpoena

enforcement actions made necessary by the refusal of the

recipients of subpoenas to comply. The report emphasized the

importance, for the completion of the investigation, of obtaining

from Caucus Distributors, one of the subpoenaed organizations,

lists of potential solicitees and of solicitors used by it in

soliciting for the Fusion Energy Foundation; additionally the

subpoena issued to Caucus seeks information concerning any

services performed for the publisher of Executive Intelligence

- Review and/or Citizens for Freeman. The report stressed the

C necessity of pursuing the subpoena enforcement action against

Caucus presently before the U.S. District Court for the Southern

District of New York.

There has been no change since this Office's August 16

report with regard to the subpoena enforcement action against

~Caucus Distributors. The judge to whom this matter was assigned,

as a result of the recusal of the first judge, has not yet set a

hearing date.

Because the investigation in this matter is not complete

enough to permit this Office to make recommendations to the

Commission regarding the substantive issues arising from the

original complaint, we recommend that the Commission deny the

request submitted on behalf of Ms. Freeman and Citizens for

Freeman to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation.
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1. Deny the request submitted on behalf of Citizens for
Freeman for conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause.

2. Approve the attached letter.

2 ~, /9J
A ssociate General Counsel

U-,T
Attachments1. Letter from counsel dated August 8, 1985

2. Letter from counsel dated October 17, 1985
3. Letter to counsel

C'4 AW 5



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D ( 20463

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

S UBJECT :

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ CHERYL A. FLEMING ( 2'v

OCTOBER 28, 1985

OBJECTION - MUR 1556

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Monday, October 28, 1985, 11:00.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commiss ioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Harris

Commissioner Josef iak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

x

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, November 5, 1985.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1556

Citizens for Freeman, et al. )

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emnmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Coeunission executive session of November 5,

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 1556:

__1. Deny the request submitted on behalf of
Citizens for Freeman and Debra Freeman

C for conciliation at this time.

2. Approve the letter attached to the
u General Counsel's report dated

October 24, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak,

McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the

r. decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emnions
Secretary of the Commission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

November 15, 1985

James F. Schooner, Esquire
Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone
Suite 1200
1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Re: MOR 1556
, IDebra Freeman

Citizens for Freeman

Dear Mr. Schooner:

C : Your letter of August 17, 1985, reiterating the August 8.
1985, request on behalf of your clients for conciliation prior

¢ to a finding of probable cause has been received. Having
received a desigantion of counsel statement from Citizens for
Freeman, the Commission is nov able to address this request.

Because factual discovery in this matter is still
C proceeding, the Coimission is unable to propose a conciliation

agreement at the present time. If you have any questions, please
contact Anne A. Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this

~matter, at 523-4000.

Sincerely,
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In the Matter of

Citizens for Freeman, e l aU 1556

3AnL Om'eSg. VOqz

*4

Cj t,

A. Procedural Historyv

On October 27, 1983, the Comission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. (hereinater, 1F)

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b by meaking in-kind oontrttons to

Citizens for Freeman, the aultboried cmmitteeot Debra H.

Freeman, a candidate for tb .S. Hoiwe of Mpretatees in

1982 (hereinafter, "CTPU). :On Wwebr 29,. 193, the Coinii*lR.

author ized the issuance of A bpona and oz~Ger to FR for .. .... i

document production and answers to written questions. FR? d

not comply, and the commission obtained judicial enforcement of

the subpoena and order.

On August 24, 1984, FEF submitted its answers to the

Commission's interrogatories and some of the requested documents.

FEF produced records of contributions, membership fees, and

subscriptions to magazines. FEF did not, however, produce a list

of persons who solicited subscriptions and memberships, lists of

potential subscribers and members, or lists of persons solicited,

all of which were called for by the subpoena. 7SF claimed that

'0

C

U)
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all solicitations were handled for it by Caucus Distributors,

Inc. (hereinafter, "CDI), pursuant to a contract between FR? and

CDI.•

On November 5, 1984, the Commission issued a combined

subpoena and order to CDI requiring the production of documents

and answers to written questions. CDI requested a thirty-day

extension for its answer. The Commission granted an extension

~until December 14, 1984. On Decemb~er 14, 1984, CDI filed a

~motion to quash or modify the subpoena and order. On January 17,

0ii 1985, the Commission denied the motion to quash, but modified

> one of thc written questions. On January 29, 1985, the

Commission notified CDI that its response was due on or before

:;:February 4, 1985. CDI did not answer by that date.

iii!: Having failed to receive any response to the Commission's

i January 29, 1985 letter, the Commission, on March 12, 1985,

authorized a civil action to enforce its subpoena and order. On

! C,  April 19, 1985, the Commission filed a petition in the Federal

tfl District Court for the Southern District of New York for an order

i to show cause why the subpoena and order should not be enforced,

!!• and to enforce them. The order to show cause was issued on May

9, 1985. After one extension requested by CDI was granted, a

hearing was scheduled for June 11, 1985. Before hearing

argument, the judge assigned to preside over the matter recused

herself, and the case was reassigned to Judge Thomas P. Griesa.

The case was inactive until January 29, 1986, when Judge Griesa

held a conference in chambers. At that conference, by



memorandum endorsement, Judge Griesa denied the Commission's

enforcement petition without prejudice to filing a new petition

-after there has been an attempt to resolve the differences, and

~~a redrafting and narrowing of the subpoena . Thereafter, the

~Commission made repeated good faith, but unsuccessful, attempts

to resolve the matter pursuant to Judge Griesa's endorsement.

Some time after the original action in the Southern District"

of New York was filed, CDI moved its operations, including

• personnel and records, from New York City to Leesburg, Virginia.

iil-- Having failed to receive any response to the Commission's

i! settlement overtures in the New York action, the Coimission

reauthorized a civil action to enforce its subpoena and order. ,

~~This action was filed in Federal District Court for the Eastern .

~~~District of Virginia. -'"

i On Nay 23, 1986, the District Court for the Eastern District

~~of Virginia granted the Commission's petition, and ordered CDX to "

!C produce the documents requested and to answer the questions...

tO propounded within twenty days. On June 12, 1985, the Commission i

received CDI's document production and answers. See Attachment

I. CDI filed a motion to reconsider with the Court, which was

~denied on June 6, 1986. CDI also filed a motion to stay

execution of the court's order pending appeal, which was denied

on June 13, 1986. CDI also filed a notice of appeal with the

Court on June 13, 1986.

On July 14, 1986, this Office filed a petition in the

District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia for an



order to show cause why CDI should not be held in contempt for

failing to comply with the subpoena and order. The petition

~noted that CDI's document production was non-responsive, that its

answers were evasive and inconsistent, and that counsel for CDI

admitted in correspondence that CDI had purposely withheld some

of the required information.

B8. CDI's Responses to the Subpoena and Order

• This section will summarize CDI's production of documents

r and answers to the written questions. In each case, the question

C or request was limited to the period April 1, 1982 to Deebr

• O 31, 1982.

Jk' : r Document Request No. 1 called for documents and materials

i. concerning meetings, discussions, correspondence, and other

.<> counications between CDI and the following: Debra Freeman, C??,

ii:• r PFE, and New Solidarity International Press Service (bereinafter,

!- " NSIPS") concerning Freeman's 1982 congressional caipaign. CDI

C stated that it had no documents responsive to the request.

t Document Request No. 2 called for documents and materials

related to CDI's solicitation of memberships in FE? and

subscriptions to Fusion magazine. The request called for, inter

alia, lists of solicitors, lists of potential subscribers, lists

of persons solicited, and any contracts / or other communications

1/. FE? stated in its answers to the Commission's subpoena and
order (filed on August 24, 1984) that FEF's solicitation of
memberships and magazine subscriptions were handled by CDI
pursuant to a contract between FE? and CDI. This suggests that a
written instrument may have existed.



between CDI and 737. CDI stated that it "did not mtaintain' such

records.

Document Request No. 3 called for documents and materials

related to CDI's solicitation of subscriptions to Executive

Intelligence Review, including, inter alia, lists of solicitors,

lists of potential subscribers, lists of persons solicited, and

contracts or correspondence between CDI and NBZPS. CDI responded

that it "did not maintain' such records.

Document Request No. 4 called for documents and materials

~related to CDI's solicitation of contributions to Debra Freeman

or to CFF, whether undertaken on behalf of CFP or FRF. CDI

responded that it did not solicit contributions for Freeman or

CFF.

Document Request No. 5 called for telephone bills, logs,

j message slips, and other records of telephone calls made or

r received by CDI. CDI produced some of its telephone bills,

C although not all are complete. 2-  CDI stated that it maintained

no logs, message slips, or other records of telephone calls made

or received.

Interrogatory A called for the names of CDI's personnel

between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982. CDI provided the

names of its officers and directors. CDI stated that it did not

2/. In its reply to Interrogatory C, infra, CDI listed sixteen
telephone numbers which it used during 1982. However, it has
produced telephone bills for only five such numbers, one set of
which is incomplete.
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~~have records of volunteers. CDI further stated that ir~t did nMOt

have any 'employees' or 'staff members' during 1962. CDI

~objected on constitutional grounds to naming its 'solicitors' and

• 'consultants'.

~Subpart No. 1 of Interrogatory A called for the names of

individuals who solicited subscriptions for lFUF. CDI objected on

constitutional and overbreadth grounds and further stated that it

~had no records responsive to this question.

"i Subpart No. 2 of Interrogatory A called for. the sources of

i mr lists of members or subscribers for FEF. CDI stated that it 'did

i . not maintain' such lists. CDI stated that it solicited persons

! r . contacted 'at public ways and thoroughfares' [e.g., airports] and

i at public meetings. CDI also stated that it received subscriber
Ci " th

> lists from FEF, Campaigmer Publications (hereinafter, 'Cl' the

V, , ational Anti-Drug Coalition (hereinafter, 'AC) n IS

! " rSubpart No. 3 of Interrogatory A called for the naeof

(7 individuals who solicited for NSIPS. CDI objected to the request

bO on constitutional and overbreadth grounds and also stated that it

~had no records responsive to the request.

Subpart No. 4 of Interrogatory A called for lists of

potential and present subscribers for NSIPS. CDI stated that it

'did not maintain' such lists. CDI stated that it solicited

persons met at public ways and thoroughfares and public meetings.

CDI also stated that from time to time it was provided with

subscriber lists for NSIPS, FEF, CP, and NADC.
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Subpart No. 5 of Interrogatory A called for the names of

individuals who had participated in the furtherance of the

election of Debra Freeman. CDI stated that none of its personnel

had so participated.

Subpart No. 6 of Interrogatory A called for the names of

individuals who solicited contributions to Debra Freeman or to

CFF. cD)I stated that the answer was "unknown' to it, and] that it

did not require its mconsultantsm to disclose their political

activity.

~Interrogatory B called for the dates and sites of meetings,

disc-ussions, telephone calls, and other communications between

C1)I and the following entities: FRF, NSIPS, Debra Freeman, and

CIF. CD)I objected on overbreadth grounds and stated that it has

~no records reflecting such meetings, discussions, or other

oommunicat ions.

~Subpart 1 of Interrogatory B called for the identities of

C all participants in meetings, discussions, and other

communications listed in Interrogatory B. CD)I objected on

overbreadth grounds and repeated that it has no records of such

meetings, discussions, or other communications.

Interrogatory C called for a list of all telephone numbers

and extensions used by CDI, and a list of the assignments of such

extensions to individuals. CDI provided a list of 16 telephone

numbers which it said it used during 1982. CDI also stated that

it never kept records of which extensions were assigned to



individuals, if any were assigned.

Interrogatory D called for an explanation of the business or

commercial transactions between CDIl and the following entities:

FEF, RSIPS, Debra Freeman, and CFF. CDI stated that it is a

distributor which sells and has mold subscriptions and

memberships for FE? and NSIPS and their publications. CDI

further stated that it rented office space and telephones in the

Baltimore, Maryland area to CF? during 1982, and that Debra

Freeman was a consultant for CDI.

'0CDI's response was signed by George Canning, as secretary of

CDI• The response indicated that Mr. Canning also served as

macting Secretary' during 1982.

: C. Discussion

i The purpose of the commission's investigation is to

determine whether the Fusion Energy Feoundation and the p a11#e

~of the Executive Inte~liqence Reveiew violated the Federal

~Election Campaign Act by making contributions to Citizens for

Freeman, the principal campaign committee of Debra Freeman, in

~the form of solicitation costs, and whether Citizens for Fre n man

violated the Act by accepting such contributions. The subpoena

and order issued to CDI and enforced by the District Court sought

information possessed by Caucus Distributors which is necessary

to determine the relationship between FEF and the Freeman

campaign and between Executive Intelligence Review and the

Freeman campaign. Specifically, the Commission sought documents

related to the solicitation activities undertaken by CDI for FE?
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and Executive Znteligence R vLew to determine whether persons

involved in these solicitations were also involved in

solicitations for CFF, whether common solicitation lists were

exchanged, to determine the Ownership of such lists, and whether

FEF met any costs associated with CFF.

In light of the paucity of information submitted by CDI, the

inconsistencies of its statementse and its repeated assertions

that it has no documents responsive to the Commission's requests,

the Office of General Counsel proposes to seek further

~information by deposing George Canning. In addition to having

been CDI's 'acting secretary' in 1982, Mr. Canning was also

listed by FEF as an 'employee' during this period, and therefore

it is likely that Mr. Canning has personal knowledge of the

~relationship and interactions between CDI and FEF. The

~objectives of the deposition will be to test the credibility of

~~CDI' s responses to the Commission' s subpoena and order,• to

C examine inconsistencies, and to gain additional information in

Lf)
areas where CDI has been non-responsive.

Even if CDI more fully complies with the subpoena for

documents and the order to answer written questions, it will

still be necessary to depose Mr. Canning to reconcile apparent

inconsistencies between CDI's answers and FEF's answers. Because

this Office anticipates that CDI and Mr. Canning will resist the

Commission's order for deposition, and will use the same dilatory

tactics they have against other Commission orders, it is
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appropriate to begin the process of obtaining Mr. Canning's

• ' testimony as soon as possible, without waiting for the issue of

CDI' s contempt to be resolved.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission

authorize the attached Order to Appear for Deposition to George

Canning as Secretary of CDI.

.. xx. m uinmwxo

cO 1. Authorize and send the attached Order to Appear for

o Deposition to George Canning, Secretary of Caucus
, i Distributors, Incorporated.

!ii -- 2. Approve and .send the attached letter.

c D eputy General rCouansl
Attachments:•

In I. Response of CDI
II. Order to Appear for Deposition

~III. Proposed letter to CDI



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

In the Matter of

Citizens for Freeman, et al.
!'UR 1556

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on July 22,

1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1556:

1. Authorize and send the Order to Appear
for Deposition to George Canning, Secretary
of Caucus Distributors, Incorporated, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report signed July 17, 1986.

2. Approve and send the letter, as recommended
in the General Counsel's Report signed
July 17, 1986.

Ccauissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak and

McDonald voted affirmatively for this decision; Conwaissioner

McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Cnission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Thurs.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Fri.,
Deadline for vote: Tues.,

7-17-86,7-18-86,
7-22-86,

2:152:00
4:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

* WASH WNCTON, .C. 20463 i

Akugust 6, 19 86 :'

WIVZ NAT-I3q3I WI3Y
Caucs Ditriutors, Inc.

Attn: George Canning, Secretary
20 5. King ST
Leesburg, VA 22075-3007

RB: MUR 1556
Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Mr. Canning:

C) The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
Chas the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of the Internal

- Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an investigation now

__. being conducted by the Cosission, the attached order has been

issued, which requires you to appear and give sworn testimony on

C4 August 20, 1986, at the office of the United States Attorney, ,

Conference loom A, 701 Prince Street, Alexandria, Virginia, at~i

~~10:00 am. The Commission does not consider you as a respondent i

.. in this matter, but rather as a witness only.

~Since the information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

C confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply.

This section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
' investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

vwritten consent of the person with respect to whom the

investigation is made.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so

represented, please advise us, in writing, of the nme and

address of your attorney prior to the date of the deposition.



George Canning

Page Two

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Slll.14, a witness summoned by the

Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the 
rate of 20

cents per mile. You will be given a check for your witness tee

and mileage at the time of the deposition.

Please confirm your scheduled appearance with Laurence B.

Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)376-8200

within two days of your receipt of this notification. 
If you have

any questions, please direct them to Mr. T obey.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral, Counsel

Unclosure:Order to Appear for Depos ition



'10: George Canning, Secretary I
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
20 South King Street !
Leesburg, VA 22705-'3007

RE: MUR 1556 i

At the instance of the Federal Election Cinission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), George Canning is hereby

ordered to appear for deposition by representatives of the

~Comission. Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be

-- taken at 10:00 as on August 20, 1986, at the offices of the

~United States Attorney, Conference Room A, 701 Prince Street,

~~AlezandriLa, Virginia.

" tW333103, the Chairman of the Federal Election Comission '

~~has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Coxmission at 
999 !

3 Street, i.W., Washington, D.C., this day of August,

~1986..

(thairuan

A'!TST-

arorl V. Ramns
Secretdty to the coinission
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Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85

/4. Lucille Pieper, JA5ft5
V 5 George Canning(8 /20/86, 1 / 2 8 / 8 7

6. August Popevich,--l/3/87
7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88

rC)
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In the Matter of 
)

Citizens for Freeman, et al 
) IP3:458 ,

I. 5 SGHUD

On July 22, 1986, the Comissionl authorized 
an Order to

Appear for Deposition to George Canning, 
the Secretary of CauCUS

Distributors, Inc. (hereinafter, "CDI'). CDI is a witnesS in

this matter. Mr. Canning signed CDI'S responses 
'to

interrogatories propounded earlier 
by the Comissionl which were

~received on June 13, 1986. The deposition was scheduled for

ci August 20, 1986, at 10:00 a.m., at the office of the United

~States Attorney for the Eastern 
District of Virginia, at 701

-- Prince Street, Alexandria, Virginia.

'c) On August 6, 1986, the Order was 
mailed with a cover letter

to CDI (to the attention of Mr. Canning) 
at CDI's current addtSrSs

~in Leesburg, Virginia. The Order was sent by certified mail,

¢ with a return receipt requested. 
Courtesy copies were sent to

~two attorneys who had previously represented 
CDI in the prior

~subpoena enforcement action, 
Herbert R. Rubinsteini, Esquire, of

Reston, Virginia, and Kenneth J. 
Aronson, Esquire, of Mew York.

On August 12, 1986, this Office received the certified 
mail

receipt for the Order sent to CDI. 
The receipt was signed by an

individual whose name appears to 
be MH. Minuciro -" Attachment I.

No further communications have been 
received directly from CDI.



Uo notiont to quash the order 
vas received. On August 18, 19S6,

this Office contacted Kr. 
RublnSteiln to ask whether 

£4:. canning

intended to appear as ordered. Kr. Rubinstein stated that 
he was

unaware that the Order had 
been issued because he 

had not

received the courtesy copy.

On August 19,1986, Mr. 
Rubinstein contacted this 

Office, and

initially requested a postponement 
of the deposition for one

month. Kr. RubinsteiTn was unable 
to guarantee that Kr. Canning

would appear on the agreed-upon 
date, and therefore, this 

Office

t.r granted no postponement. 
Kr. Rubinstein stated that 

cDi had

CZ taken the position that 
it had not accepted the 

letter containing

1r~ the Order, and therefore 
was not on notice of the 

deposition.

Rather, Mr. Rubinastein 
stated that

• CDI contends that the

individual who signed for 
the certified letter was 

a receptionlist ...:

r')who had no authority 
to do so. Kr. lubinstein stated that 

CDI

_ would return the letter 
unopened to the Federal 

Election

C Commission. To date, it has not been received.

On August 20, 1986, pursuant to 
the Commission's Order, 

this

~Office sent representatives to 
take Mr. Canning's deposition 

at

the appointed time and place. 
Kr. Canning did not appear. 

There

was no appearance by counsel, 
or by anyone on Mr. Canning's

behalf. No further communication 
from Mr. Canning, CDI, or

counsel has been received. 
Representatives of this 

Office read a

statement into the record which explained 
that Mr. Canning had

failed to appear as ordered.



duly authorized by the Coiissiofl this Office recombe that

the Commissionl authorize a civil suit in the United States

District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia to enforce

the Commission's order.

II. iUCWUD&?I(lS

1. Authorize the office of General Counsel to file a civil

action in the United States Ditrict Court for the Eastern

District of Virginia against GesOrge Cann~ing, inflividually and as

Distributors, Inc., tO enforO t sii r a Oerder of July 22,

1986.•

2. Approve and send Lthe kt he lttec

Attachme nt s:I. Copy of certified mail receipt
II. Proposed letter to George Canning

and CDI

In light of Kr. Canning's falt~e to coUl1 wthl anl Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i.

In the Matter of ) ;
) HUE 1556

Citizens for Freeman, et al. ) i

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enunons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Conission executive session of September 9,

1986, do hereby certify that the Coumnission decided by a vote

F, of 6-0 to take the following actions in HUE 1556:

1. Authorize the Office of General Counsel to
-- file a civil action in the United States

District Court for the Eastern District of "
C Virginia against George Canning, individually i
~and as Secretary of Caucus Distributors, Inc.

and against Caucus Distributors, Inc., to !
enforce the Coumission's Order of July 22, i
1986.

2. Approve and send the letter attached to the :t
C General Counsel's report dated August 27,
t 1986. ,

Conunissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak,

McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.

st: ,I
Attest

Date Marjorie W. Eimnons
Secretary of the Conunission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 204b3

September 12, 1986

azvzz N&IL-Yn R3lcIP? ROJSE

George Canning, Secretary
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
20 S. King ST
Leesburg, VA 22075-3007

RE: MUR 1556

Dear Mr. Canning:

Pursuant to an Order to Appear for Deposition, vhich was
duly authorized by the Federal Election Commission on July 22,

. 1986, you were ordered to appear for deposition by
representatives of the Commission on August 20, 1986, at 10:00

¢: a.m., at the office of the United States Attorney for the Eastern
District of Virginia, 701 Prince Street, Alexandria, Virginia.
Delivery of this Order to Caucus Distributors, Inc. on August 9,

_- 1966 has been confirmed by a signed receipt for certified letter
Representatives of the Commission appeared at the

c appointed time and place to take your deposition. You did not
appear as ordered. The Commission's representatives made a

'C statement on the record taking note of this fact.

": Because of your failure to comply with the Commission's

.- Order, on September 9, 1986, the Commission authorized the
institution of a civil action to enforce the Order in the Federal

C District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia. If this
action is filed, you will be named as a defendant, both

o individually and in your capacity as Secretary of Caucus
.Distributors, Inc. In addition, Caucus Distributors, Inc. will
also be named as a defendant.

If you wish to settle this matter prior to the filing of
suit, please contact Ivan Rivera, Assistant General Counsel for
Litigation, at (202) 376-8200 within ten (10) days of your
receipt of this notice.

General Counsel



O9
Qeorge Canning
Page Tvo

cc: Caucus Distributors, 
Inc.

Attn: 3. Philip Rubinlstein, Presidenlt

20 S. King St
Leesburg, VA 22075-3007

Herbert R. Rubins~teinl Esquire

1150 Connecticut Ave, 14.W. 91010

Washington, DC 20036

Hoohheiser and Aronson
Attn: Kenneth J. Aronsont Esquire

Chrysler Bldg
405 Lexington Ave
Rev York, NY 10174



M!1852

Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85A . Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5.George Canning, 8/20/86,(1/28/87)
6. August Popevich, 11/3/87 " - --

7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88

C

tfy
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80I5 FIFTEENTH STRE:ET, N. W.

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20005

202 789-6600
JAMES F. ScHOIENICR

202
) 

789-8644

January 29, 1987

Thomas T. Whitehead, Esquire /
Laurence E. Tobey, Esquire '

Off ice of the General Counsel- c
Federal Election Commission "--
999 E Street, •W . :2
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1556
•. (Ti.

_

Dear Mr. Whitehead and Mr. Tobey: - -

This letter will record my protest at my exclusion as
- counsel for a concerned party from the deposition of George

Canning held January 28th. Apparently you have taken other
©' investigative steps without any information or notice to me. As
,. I pointed out to you when I appeared at your offices, I believe

the decision in Gelman v. F.E.C., has been violated by this
-* exclusion. The opinion cited by you in the S.E.C. case certainly

does not construe the procedural requirement of 2 U.S.C. I 437g
nor the regulations in 11 C.F.R. § 111.8-111.10. I believe your
position has interfered with my client's First Amendment and Due
Process rights and will assert this position if further action is

*.- taken.

~Over a year ago, I sought conciliation of this 1982-
politically-inspired complaint but have not had one word from
your office since then. Your delays and inaction is a further
violation of the Congressional instruction to conduct your
"investigations and hearings expeditiously."

Very truly yours,

[ames F. Schoener

bad



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

February 12, 1987

C3RTIFIED IlL -M RUncEIP? 3UmU3SED

James F. Schoener, Esquire
McGuiness & Williams
1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W. #1200
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: ?4UR 1556

Dear Mr. Schoener :

A This letter acknowledges your letter of January 29, 1987,

-_ which was received on February 2, 1987.

You state in your letter that you 'protest' your 'exclusion"
from the deposition of George Canning on January 28, 1987. It is

"- the position of the Office of General Counsel that there was no
C obligation to admit you to this deposition. The Feral Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act') contains no
_ provision requiring notice to a candidate or campign oeitte.

when it issues discovery requests to third parties. The Supreme
- Court of the United States has ruled in Seurtes an...d Uxihan. •

Commission v. Jerry T. O'Brien, Tnc., 46T7 r W tat~
? absent such a statutory provison, there is no other basis for

c requiring an administrative agency to 'notify the 'target' of an
investigation vhen it issues a subpoena to a third party.' Id.
at 741.

~The applicability of this decision to the Federal Election
Commission has been confirmed in Federal Election
Commission v. Los Angeles Labor Committee, 648 F. Supp. at 523,
slip op. at 26 (1986). The court stated:

The FEC is an administrative agency and
thus would appear to be covered by the
O'Brien rationale...TLC cites no
authority to narrow the holding of
O'Brien and render its broad language
inapplicable to this case.

Your reliance on Gelman v. Federal Election Commission is
inappropriate on two grounds. First, the court in Gelman
subsequently permitted the investigation by the Comumission



James F. Sc:hoener, Esquire-
Page Two

which was the subject of the ruling which you cited. Gelman v.

FEC, Cir. No. 80-2471 (D. DC, Mar 11, 1981- order denynT...

p--iintiff's motion for contempt). Second, the original order in fl

Gelman on which you rely was overruled by the Supreme Court of

the United States in SEC v. O'Brien, su.pra. Therefore, there is

no merit to your assertion that Gelman required the Office of 
l

General Counsel to give you notice of subpoenas to third party

witnesses or permit you to attend such depositions. 
.1

You also state in your letter that you requested
conciliation in the above-captioned matter over a year ago and

that you "have not heard one word' from the Office of General

Counsel since then.

A review of this Office's records shows that the Comission

denied your request for pre-probable cause conciliation on

November 5, 1985 because it had not completed its investigation

~into the matter. A letter to this effect was sent to you on

_ November 15, 1985. See enclosed copy. Once the Commission has

-- completed its investigation in this matter, it will reconsider

~your request for pre-probable cause conciliation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
~~~Gener al Counsel !-

r ~By: Lois G. Lerne
.r Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
~Letter of November 15, 1985
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140 Kelley 8EP 4 -A!:g

No. Attllom, Mk. 02760 -:

SqOti e 19, 1984 '

ID 1'I

1325 K Street, N.W. : ,

I, Paul Ruzaneki, of 140 Kelley Blvd., North Attl~or, lb. 02760, am
maiga c~zpaint agis tie Iamuae cwpaign, locatm at 304 West i
58th Street, 5th flor, New York, New York ard agans W. Midise
Gebrand (harles Park, the New &igland I rsna~ves of the Iaft~x~e
Caiig, located at 166 Asucn Street, D(d~ester, l'. 02124. Th~e !

Incipan carn the mi 'vratc Of my 3 ~ fCC c Lgn

(k April 25, 1984, in a teqxi covestion with (2harles Park, fra
Tthe Ia uh Capgn. I had agreed to loan, the Lat ~ Csign

_$250.00 w*ich I onsentd to hav chr to my Wssteazddre

that this ws to be a loan for L3 three utiw te 259.0 i ~

- ~(see eihiit 2). ;

C A few days before the $250.00 loah. was due ie, I receiwd a all from
MieGelber of the Drdhester La h Camaign off ice. He dmrE.e

If) nxre contribution mney from ire. I told him I was losing enthmian for
,,the Lah C egri and I" did zot wish to cxxtribz.te. D r tkx I ,,h I

clearly explained my Intention of not loaning any moe m e to the
Ia~kjure Canain, Mike elber said he was going to use my )astercard
nubrand chag $700 to my account.

In August, I received my Mastercard statent (see emhibit 3) Wich
cxtained a transaction for the Laixh Campaign, New York. I
acontacted Mastercard to cancel that entry for the La ih campaign
whiich was in the amKunt of $670.00. I contacted the Dorchester office
asking for my nomey back, but they told ire to dirc my quetin or
problemis to the New York Headqares because my loan situation was aut
of their area of responsibility. I had called the New York office three
tines with no response or explanation and they never returned my calls,
and I also sent three unnwred letters.



As oi 8qtm. 18, 1984, I have not received any of ivy $920.00.f.w~radoffo I s aid they shold he *b3e to voi the $670.00 z it
char' , bit the $250.00 trnctc (see exhibit 4) wa beycm the
alosle tim limit for refiznds.

I attest to these sta et as the trt.

Sincrey,

'0 STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS)
CODJNTT OF MIDDLESEX ) ss

SUISCEIIED and SIO3. before -e this 20th dyfSpebr

'0 cai~~~€mmssion xie a .1*

C



THE LaROUCHE CAMPAIGN

,I /

(Date)

This to o.e.ti,, that. P/ .l/4/.... o,.fYu D /.

The La,,ouche Campaign. This is to be repaid n. .3wA *AJ

In addition, a total ot -0 -- interest, or - 0 "

dollars iii be paid.____________

t~± s the approved representative of The
LaRoucehe Caaigln in New England.

The LaRouche Cmpaig~n is available at, P. 0. Box 2i50, G. P. 0.,

N~ew York, NY i0016.

New England Representative

i66 Ashmont St.

Dorchester, MA 021 2

e- i,-'n

CN



The, LaRouche Campaign

1(0 KELLEY LLVL.
MOITH ATTLEBORO MA 027E 0

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/26/84the above individual loaned $250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 west 58th Street, 5th Floor. New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
PAUL R. RUYAN&KI only, in the amount of $250.00.
which it shall repay to PAUL P. RUZANSKI by
07/26/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
PAUL R. RUZAN$KI shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaI'ouc:e Campaign

(%4

'0

rv~)



*Gii

1 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ~~WASHINC TON. D C 20463 Ocoe1,98

Paul Ruzanski
140 Kelly Boulevard
North Attleboro, Massachusetts 02760

Dear Mr. Ruzanskj:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on September 24, 1984, against Edward Spannaus;
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc. ; Michael Gelber and Charles Park,
which alleges violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws.
A staff member has been assigned to analyze your allegations.

o The respondent will be notified 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 same

C-' manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for ,:

-C handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
S Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143....

r Sincerely,.

ChailsN. SteeleGenral Counsel../

Associate

Enclosure



O .t.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463!

October 1, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Spannaus:
CD

: This letter is to notify you that on September 24, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

- that the committee and you, as treasurer, may have violated
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

-- amended ('the Act'). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have
numbered this matter MUR 1793. Please refer to this number in

C all future correspondence.

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 atter. Your response
9- must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of. this letter. If no

response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
r, believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 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.



- 2-
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborni,the attorney assigned to this matter~ at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Cornmission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Assoc

" Enclosures-- 1. Complaint
2. Procedures

(N 3. Designation of Counsel Statement



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

October 1, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Charles Park
166 Ashmont Street
Dorchester, Massachusetts 02124

Re: MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Park:

This letter is to notify you that on September 24, 1984 the
C Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that you may have violated certain sections of the Federal
: Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of

the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1793.
S Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
Cq writing, that no action should be taken against

'C) 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.

c Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

If> Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By
Associate Counsel

S Enclosures1. Complaint
-- 2. Procedures

,, 3 Designation of Counsel Statement



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

October 1, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RCITRQUESTED

Michael Gelber
166 Ashmont Street
Dorchester, Massachusetts 02124

Re: MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Gelber:

This letter is to notify you that on September 24, 1984 the
- Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that you may have violated certain sections of the Federal
" Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act'). A copy of
S the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1793.

Please refer to this number in alt future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
C writing, that no action should be taken against

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.

C Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
!J) believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,the attorney assigned to this matter- at (202) 523-4000. For Your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate Counsel

' Enclosures
- 1. Complaint

2. Procedures
c 3. Designation of Counsel Statement



P.O. Box 2150. GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116. (212) 247-8820

October 17, 1984

Kenneth A. Gross,
Associate General Counsel ,

Federal Election Commission = ..
1325 K St. N.W. 'r

Washington, D.C. 20463 o

RE: MUR 1793

,O
Dear Mr. Gross: "

D On October 21, 1984, I spoke to the Mr. Ruzanski whom

is the complaintant in the above-referenced matter. Mr.
¢ Ruzanski had previosly contributed two matchable contributions

to The LaRopuche Campaign totally $55.00, one non-matchable
~~contribution of $25.00, and a $250 non-matchable loan. ..

"- On October 21 1 asked Mr. Ruzanski to make an additional

Cq contribution or loan to the campaign. After a long discussion
he agreed to make a short-term loan of $670.00. I made it

?- clear that this was the maximum he could contribute or loan

'.4,'to bring him to his $1000.00 legal limit; and that this
i money was needed for the campaign's media expenses. Mr.
~Ruzanski clearly did agree to make this loan at that time,

and, for reasons unknown to me, he is now apparently changing

C his view of that transaction.

to I have been told that Mr. Ruzanski has had recourse to
his bank, and that he has reclaimed his funds through a

~"chargeback" againstthe campaign's account.

Sincerely,

Michael Gelber



P0O Bo'c 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 2474820

October 19, 1984

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

Re: MUR 1793 C., :

"Dear Mr. Gross : .i

~In response to Paul Ruzanski's complaint, these are ehe
facts as I remember them and as indicated by my notes of t!'
time. c -

On April 25, 1984, I obtained a $250.00 loan from Mr.
C Ruzanski by means of a charge to his credit card. At one point
~in that conversation, Mr. Ruzanski said, 'I know you guys are

going to ask me to give the money as a contribution." 1.told
. . him that yes, we might later ask him to postpone repayment, or l

to convert the loan into a contribution.

hs I did not tell him that the loan would not be repaid, nor
C did Iever anticipate that it would not be repaid, except by

his agreement to forgive it.

, Yours truly,

Charles Park



Mel KlenetskyNational Campaigln Director
Edward Spannaus

P.O. Boxl 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

Kenneth A. Gross rAssociate General Counsel - "s'
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W. ;
Washington, D.C. 20463 *

Re: MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Gross:

This is in reply to your letter of October" 1, 1984,
CO informing me of MUR 1793, opened in response to the complaint

submitted to your office by Mr. Paul Ruzanski. I have reviewed
: the Committee's records and I have also spoken vith our

fundraisers Messrs. Gelber and Park, who I understand will be
replying separately to the letters you sent them.

The LaRouche Campaign does not dispute receiving $920.00
CM from the complaintant, in the form of two charges on his credit

card in the amounts of $250.00 and $670.00 respectively. We
9 do, however, disagree with his interpretation of the

discussions between himself and Mssrs. Park and Gelber, who
have informed me, on the basis of notes taken at the time of

r the conversations, as well as from memory, that Mr. Ruzanaki
made both loans with full knowledge and intent. We are sorry

C if Mr. Ruzaneki remembers the discussions differently, or if
to perhaps there was a mutual misunderstanding at the time. We of

course regret any consequent inconvenience to which Mr.
~Ruzanski may have been subjected.

Our records have always shown both amounts as loans,
reported as such on our monthly Reports of Receipts and
Expenditures. The Committee has also never denied any
responsibility for its obligation to repay these amounts.
Since the initiation of MUR 1793, in any event, we have issued
a check to Mr. Ruzanski for the $250, and he has informed us
that he has "charged back" the $670.00. (This is the procedure
by which the cardholder obtains a credit to his account through
the actions of his bank and our bank, which in turns debits our
account.) Mr. Ruzanski in fact announced his intention of
doing that in his complaint to the Commission, page 2.

Thus, all cause for complaint concerning repayment of his
funds has been eliminated, and the Committee has fully
discharged its obligation to the lender. As soon as we receive
our bank statement with the repayment check negotiated by Mr.
Ruzanski, we will submit a photocopy of that check to your

October 19, 19§



office. I presume that the facts just described, as known to
me, address what the complaintant apparently now feels was a
"misappropriation" of this money; and since all monies so
characterized have now been repaid, we consider this aspect of
the action fully answered, and requiring of no further action.

Additionally, it is my understanding that these
allegations of the complaintant, in any case, may in fact not
even fall under the jurisdiction of the Commission. According
to 11 C.F.R. Sec. 111.4, a formal complaint such as has
resulted in this MUR

should contain a clear and concise recitation of the
facts describing the violation of a statute or law over
which the Commission has jurisdiction.

C To the best of my knowledge, the only such statute or law
even hinted at in the complaint (let alone "clear..

C recitation of facts describing violation m ) are those pertaining
to the matchability of contributions. Mr. Ruzanski suggests
that our fundraisers told him

-- that every dollar [he] contributed towards the Laflouche
C campaign would be matched by the government. They

insisted that this was to be a loan ... and the $250
D_ would be sent back to me.

This statement about the Committee's solicitation methods
is untrue, although perhaps understandable. It goes without

~saying that Committee fundraisers sought matchable
C contributions; where these were not possible, or where

fundraising requirements mandated faster-clearing forms of
, donation or loan (such a for television payments with close

deadlines), then nonmatchable contributions in the form of
credit card charges were sought, since these could be credited
to the campaign depository far faster than a check which would
depend on the rapidity of the mails.

It is quite possible that Mr. Ruzanski, writing to you
five months after the fact, has confused in his memory our
fundraisers' requests for matchable money with their other
requests for credit card and loan money, since all would
naturally have been sought and discussed with him in the course
of one or more conversations. Mr. Ruzanski had made two earlier
matchable contributions. Indeed, it would be very unusual for
any contributor to remember each such conversation in detail,
particularly if, like most citizens, they were less familiar
than are our fundraisers with the provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act. It is also possible that Mr. Ruzanski
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~became disaffected by late repayments, or other more
complicated reasons, and intentionally misrepresented the basis
of the understanding.

Watever the case, no wrongdoing was intended or
committed.

As you may determine from the audit conducted of our
books and records beginning July 23 of this year, the Committee
indeed raised a large number of loans, and a large number of
credit card contibutions; but these were entirely separate from
contributions submitted for matching, and have always been
reported as such, including Mr. Ruzanski's two loans, in
accordance with FEC reporting requirements.

If there is any other statute or regulation whose
possible violation is specifically suggested by; the

C) complaintant, I would very much appreciate your so informing
me; otherwise I must assume that this letter constitutes

" sufficient response to MUR 1793 to permit your closing it with
no further action.

__ Please let me know if I may be of any further assistance.

~Sincerely,

Treasurer



84N0V_8 AS:35

140 Kelley Blvd.
North Attleboro, MA 02760
November 2, 1984

General Counsel / ' '

Federal Election Commnission €
1325 K. Street, N.W. ,. -,

Washington, D.C. 20463

To Whom It May Concern: '

I, Paul Ruzanski, of 140 Kelley Blvd., North Attleboro,t' -M *

02 760, am updating the complaint that I register~edma a '

La Rouche Campaign, Inc. and others. -. .... '

The Mastercard transaction of $670.00 was c~odited off of my
account with my October statement. However-, I c~uld not have the

-- use of my Mastercharge for a period of over six weeks because my
credit limit was reached.

I received a check for $250.00 from the La Rouche Campaign
on October 15, 1984. This being the return of my loan to the

-- La Rouche Campaign made in April due in July. No interest was
paid to me and no explanation or correspondence was sent along

q with the check.

Upon my inquiry into past Mastercard statements, I discovered
-. four (4) discrepancies of transactions charged to my account
nuber, but not authorized by me. I submit photocopies of state-

S ments from (1) March 1984 showing $25.00 for the La Rouche Campaign
posted on 2/20/84 (Exhibit 1); (2) Novenber 1983 showing $25.00 for

S the Nat'l Democratic Polic posted on 10/12/83 (Exhibit 3); and
(4). March 1983 showing $45.00 for the Nat'l Democratic Polic
posted on 3/3/83. This $125.00 has not been returned to me.

I attest to these statments as the truth.

PR/jkm Sincerely

Paul Ruz ax~k i



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION• " WASHINJCTO% D C 20463

November 16, 1984

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

Re : MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

~On October 1, 1984, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission had received a complaint from Paul Ruzanski

:: alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
__ as amended. You were also sent a copy of the complaint. On
- October 22, 1984, this Office received your response to the

notification of the complaint.

C On November 6, 1984, the Commission received a letter from
the complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint.

O We are enclosing a copy of this letter. As this letter is
considered an amendment to the original complaint, you are hereby

' " afforded an additional 15 days in which to respond to the
~allegations therein.

C If you have any questions please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-

L') 4000.

Sincerely,

Ch ae£ieN. Steele _

B: entA. Gr

Associate Ge (eral Counsel

Enclosure



National Campaigbn Director
Edward 5pannaus ..

Treasurer

P.O. Bo 2150, GPO, New-, Yok, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

December 4, .1984

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission via ZAP MAIL "-

1325 K Street NW Oiia oflo
Washington, DC 20463 Orgia t-olo

Re: 11/16/84 "Amendment" to MU l793
Received Nov. 20 1984

Mr. Gross:

Let me state first that Mr. Ruzanski'5 self-serving letter

t . of November 2 is not properly verified. I suggest you preserve

this letter as a textbook case of why the statutes and

" regulations mandate that verification process: to ensure that

the Commission's time is not wasted with frivolous charges
-- leveled by individuals who, for one reason or another, are

04 unhappy with something in the American political process, or

seek merely to harass a political opponent through the offices

~of the Federal Election Commission. That said, I will
nevertheless reply to the points raised in that letter, though

r'i" I do not consider the letter a legitimate basis for a MUR, nor

do I think any court would.

c Mr. Ruzanski continues to express dissatisfaction at the

late repayment of his loan. I again acknowledge that payment

if) was later than originally agreed, as are of course a great many

payments in the history of political campaigns. In both this

~regard, and with respect to Mr. Ruzanski's demand for inter~est

(to which The LaRouche Campaign never committed itself), surely

you are not suggesting that the FEC take up a new career as a

collection agency for campaign creditors? If the Commission is

to occupy its time lobbying for the payment of campaign debts,

then I could perhaps suggest to you some m~ore truly deserving

creditors, both of my committee, and of the hundreds of other

campaigns with whose regulatory oversight you are charged.

Mr. Ruzanski also now claims that a $25.00 contribution he

made by credit card to The LaRouche Campaign on February 11,

1984 was not authorized by him, an allegation he has never

communicated to us, nor to his bank. Mr. Gross, are you

serious? Do you honestly expect anyone to believe that in

November of 1984 Mr. Ruzanski suddenly "discovered" a charge he

made nearly eleven months ago? Distasteful as it is, Mr.

Ruzanski's evident 'sour grps attitude is understandable;

but your giving credence to such a cock and bull story can only



confirm the bad faith with which I charged your office in myletter of November 12.

It is indeed a sad waste of U.S. taxpayers' money, and a
bureaucratically abusive waste of campaign volunteers' time,
that both we and the Commission should have to respond to such
nonsensical and politically motivated hearsay.

I remind you that although I considered the original MUR
1793 to be a frivolous investigation, The LaRouche Campaign
responded in good faith by attempting to remedy any possible
problems or misunderstandings which may have arisen between
itself and Ruzanski. We denied and deny his allegation that
his $670.00 contribution was 'not authorized,' though we regret
any possible misunderstanding that might have occurred at the
time. As Mr. Ruzanski acknowledged in the November 2
'amendment to the original complaint,' the monies due to him
have been repaid.

r The other transactions allegedly 'not authorized' by him,
referenced in the November 2 letter as 'Nat'l Democratic

++ Polic,' do not pertain to The LaRouche Campaign, so I can
neither acknowledge nor deny" their veracity. I could not help
but note, however, that the complainant's story is even more

-- incredible here than in the matter of his February contribution
to TLC: he is now 'discovering' charges he apparently made 20

Cq months ago'

3 In conclusion, I must inform you that the FEC's giving of
credence to this sort of unverified complaint, originating not
in any wrongdoing by The LaRouche Campaign but solely in the

~hostile state of mind of disgruntled former supporters,
contributes to an atmosphere of fear and mistrust artificially

C created around Mr. LaRouche' s candidacy. That atmosphere in
turn affects other contributors, who m.ay also be experiencing

LO delays in the repayment of loans made to the campaign, inducing
, them to suggest additional 'problems' which in fact do not

exist -- and in turn to distort and magnify these through the
zealous and extra-legal procedings of the FEC's Office of
General Counsel. As well, such complaints have and have had a
significant impact on the committee's former good relations
with its bank, further exacerbating the normal difficulties a
concluded campaign finds in quickly retiring its debts.

Thus, what would otherwise be m.inor nuisances or business
problems that "com.e with the territory' of doing politics,



become significant damages when legitimized in the public mind
by the authority of such official agencies as the Federal
Elect ion Comnmission.

Thirty years ago this sort of political intimidation would
have been known as "KcCarthyiSmo"

I expect that the Commission will close this M4UR to
demonstrate that it has not acted in the same bad faith of
which Krt. Ruzanski is apparently guilty.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

tf)

-3-



F ELECTION COMMISSIP
~~~~1325 K Street, N.W....iil

Washington, D.C. 20463 ... ?

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRNM LBY MUR NO. 1793 4 '
OGC TO THE COMMISSION . "f;D DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED BY

OGC September 24, 1984
STAFF M EBR
Anne A. Weissenborn

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Paul Ruzanski

RESPONDENT'S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
Mike Gelber
Charles Park

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U. S. C. S 434
26 U.S.C. S9042 (c) (1) (a)

INTERNAL REPORTS
kOCHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

FEDERAL AGENCIES
-CHECKED: None

-- SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

\ On September 19, 1984, Paul Ruzanski filed a complaint

' alleging that he made a loan by credit card to The Laflouche

r Campaign ('the Committee') which has never been repaid, and that

~his credit card account has also been billed for a second amount

t which he did not authorize. In the first instance he agreed on

April 25, 1984, to make an interest-f ree loan of $250 for three

months. He received an agreement setting forth these terms which

was dated April 25 and signed by the New England Representative

of the LaRouche Campaign, Charles R. Park. He also received an

unsigned acknowledgement of the loan from Edward Spannaus,

treasurer of the committee. The $250 charge appeared on his

credit card statement for May, 1984, and the Committee reported

this payment as a debt owed.
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As regards the second credit card charge, Mr. Ruzanski has

stated that shortly before his April loan was due, ie. in late

July, 1984, he received a telephone call from Mike Gelber of the

Dorchester LaRouche Campaign office. Mr. Gelber assertedly

asked for an additional contribution and then, following

Mr. Ruzanski's refusal, stated that he was going to use the

latter's credit card number and charge $700 to his account.

Mr. Ruzanski's credit card statement for July showed a charge of

$670 dated July 23, 1984. The Committee reported a $670 loan

from Mr. Ruzanski. As of September 18, Mr. Ruzanski had

- received no repayments.

" On October 22, 1984, this Office received responses from the

LaS ouche Campaign and from the two committee representatives

cited in the complaint. Charles Park states that on April 25,

-c 1984, he obtained a $250 loan from Mr. Ruzanski, and that it was

-:. to be repaid, unless repayment was postponed or forgiven by the

- lender. (Attachment 1-a). Michael Gelber states that on October

~21, 1984, (he apparently meant July 21, 1984), he asked Mr.

vr ... Ruzanski for an additional loan and that the latter agreed. He

states that "Mr. Ruzanski clearly did agree to make this loan at

that time .... "(Attachment 1-b)

Edward Spannaus, treasurer of the LaRouche Campaign, states

that the $250 loan has been repaid, and that the committee has

been informed that Mr. Ruzanski has obtained a credit to his

account for the $670. Therefore the committee argues that "all

cause for complaint concerning repayment of his funds has been

eliminated." (Attachment 1-c). Mr. Spannaus also argues that
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*the only statute or law even hinted at in the complaint.., are

those pertaining to the matchability of contributions, m and

labels as "untrue" the complaint's statement which appears to

~indicate he was told by solicitors that loans would be matchable.

On November 2, 1984, Mr. Ruzanski submitted a supplement to

his complaint. The Committee and Mr. Spannaus were notified of

this supplement and given fifteen days to respond.

In his letter, Mr. Ruzanski states that the $670 transaction

cited above has been credited off his Mastercard account and that

~he received a check for $250 from the Committee on October 15,

:" 1984. He also states that his inquiry into his credit card

statements has revealed four additional unauthorized charges,

including a $25.00 payment dated February 20, 1984, to The

C1/
LaRouche Campaign.- The Committee's report covering April,

1984, includes in its itemization of the $250 loan discussed

. - above an aggregate year-to-date figure of $300 which could

: include the $25 charge posted in February.

On December 4, 1984, the Commission received the Committee's

response to the supplement to the complaint. (Attachment 2).

In this response it is argued that Mr. Ruzanski's allegation

regarding the $25 charge in February, 1984, is lacking in

credence.

I/ The remaining three allegedly unauthorized charges involve
payments to The National Democratic Policy Committee.
Because this information was not properly sworn to and
notarized, it is being dealt with separately from the
present matter.
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

1. 2 U.S.C. S 434

2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (2) and (3) requires that political

committees report the totals of all loans received and that they

itemize all persons from whom they receive loans. The reporting

of the receipt of funds from an individual who did not intend to

make a political contribution constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) and (3) in that funds so received would not be in

fact a contribution pursuant to 2 U.S.C. s 431(8)(A)(i). The

latter provision states that a contribution includes "any gift,

subscription, loan...made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. .... . The absence

of intent on the part of the original source to be a contributor

C\ or a lender would render illegal the reporting of such a source

' as a contributor or lender pursuant to Section 434(b) (3), and

v would also result in the misreporting of the total amount of i

loans received receipts pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

In the present instance Mr. Ruzanski has indicated that he

r did not intend to make contributions to The LaRouche Campaign of

$25 on February 20, 1984, and of $670 on July 23, 1984, despite

the fact that his credit card account was billed for these

amounts on those dates. The Committee argues that Mr. Ruzanski

did agree to make the $670 loan and that his allegedly late

discovery of the $25 change is not to be taken seriously.
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Whether or not Mr. Ruzanski has received a repayment from

the Committee and has been able to remove the $670 charge from

his credit card account, the diametrically opposed positions of

the complainant and of the Committee concerning two credit card

charges warrant further investigation. Therefore, this office

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting monies

obtained from Mr. Ruzanski as a loan.

C 2. 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c)

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c) (2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the office of President, who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9037,

"'shall be eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

; 9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

~date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible. . ... 11I

C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the

candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a

statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated

winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market value of

capital, and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts owed

to the committee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a)(2). A revised statement

of net outstanding campaign obligations must be submitted each

time the candidate makes an additional submission for matching

funds payments. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(d).



26 U.S.c. S 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for ..

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information so furnished any misrepresentation of a

material fact, or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books or

information relevant to a certification by the Commission or an

examination and audit by the Commission under this

chapter. .... . The LaRouche Campaign has included in its

-- statements of outstanding campaign obligations (N[OCO statements")

... both loans received, which are included under cash on hand, and

loans as debts owed, which are included under payables. Loans as

debts owed constitute the major portion of payables.

This Office finds that a loan obtained without the consent of

. . the lender is not a qualified campaign expense for purposes of a i!:

~statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Therefore, the

~inclusion of such a debt in a NOCO statement submitted by a

,49 committee would constitute a misrepresentation of a material fact or

the furnishing of fraudulent evidence for purposes of 26 U.s.c.

S 9042 (c).

Because this matter involves issues being addressed in MUR

1852, this Office recommends that it be merged into the latter

matter.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3).
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2. That the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

3. That the Commission merge this matter into MUR 1852.

4. That the attached letter be approved.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

ate
BY~- XL

K nethA. G;ros 3
Associate General Counsel

Attachments1. Rsponases from Committee representatives. (3)
2. Response from Committee treasurer.
3. Letter to Respondent.



BEFO* THE FEDERAL ELECTION COM3IIION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, treasurer
Mike Gelber
Charles Park

MUR 1793

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 6,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1793:

1. Find reason to believe that the
LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3).

2. Find reason to believe that theLaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have
violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

3. Merge this matter into MUR 1852.

4. Approve the letter attached to the
First General Counsel's Report
signed March 4, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

J- z -
Date

~Z~*~e~L 6 kL~1 L~
/1
I/ Marjorie W. EmmnonsSecretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 3-4-85, 9:013-4-85, 4:00

r')



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASINCTON.D.C. 20463

March 13, 1985

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1793

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on October 1,
r 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to you at that time. On November 16, 1984, you vre
also sent a copy of additional information supplied by the
complainant. We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this

__ matter dated October 19, 1984, and December 4, 1982

C Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and supplement, and of the information which you
supplied, the Comission, on March 6, 1985, determined that there
is reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and you, as
treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

~reporting as a contributor/lender an individual who did not
intend to make a contribution/loan and by misreporting the total

C amount of receipts. In addition, the Commission determined that
there is reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and you,

~treasurer, have violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by knowingly and
~willfully furnishing false, fictitious or fraudulent evidence on

the Committee's statements of outstanding campaign obligations by
including as part of debts owed a loan obtained without the
consent of the lender. The Commission also voted to merge this
matter into MUR 1852.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to
the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.



3dward Spannaus, TreasurerPog 2

This matter viii remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. S5 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in '.riting that you wish the matter to be madepublic. If you ha'.we any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

EnclosureProcedures



ANDERSON & ASSCAt.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW" ,'

OOP. P. ANOERSON ON[ L.ONGFELL.OWPLE

ftDSAWY LROvS April i, i985 oS~oN.~21-Grnj 211

TRACY ROACH (617) 742621

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS .1.±

John Warren McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: ('UR 1793 - Reason to Believe Finding

Dear Mr. McGarry:

This letter is in response to notification of the

Commission's March 6, 1985 determination that there is

reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and

its Treasurer, Edward Spannaus, have violated 2 U.S.c.
C'4 Section 434(b)(2) and (3) by reporting as a contributor/

lendor an individual who did not intend to make a contri-

, bution/loan and by misreporting the total amount of

receipts, and 26 U.S.C. Section 9042(c) by knowingly and

willingly furnishing false, fictitious or fraudulent

. - evidence on statements of outstanding campaign obligations.

As the respondents have stated in previous communications

with the Commission concerning this matter, there is a strong

disagreement between the parties over the facts upon which the

Commission's finding is based.

TLC's investigation of Mr. Ruzanaki's allegations confirm

that all of his contributions/loans to the campaign were made

voluntarily, with full knowledge and intentionally. Any

subsequent change of heart is not the responsibility of TLC.

Furthermore, any loan repayment obligations have been fully

discharged and the Commission fully informed thereof. Addi-

tionally, the respondents continue to dispute the Commission's

assertion of jurisdiction over debtor/creditor disputes and

thus request that this matter be dismissed forthwith.



The respondents welcome any opportunity to expedite
the resolution of this or any other matter before the
Commission at this time. Negotiations with conciliation in
mind as suggested in the March 13, 1985 letter of notifica-
tion regarding MUR 1793 would be desirable. It is unclear
in this context though just how the merger of' PURs 1793 and
1852 affects such a process. It is requested that the
Commission specify the scope of' any contemplated concillia-
tion and the particular facts and issues to be considered.

Please contact me at your earliest convenience in this
regard.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer

r . By Their Attorney,

TR/jm
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JAMES E. MARVEL, M.D. 84
D1lmMe of th. Ammrlcm Sw "--

ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC ,

2S465N Greenwa P0O Bow 873 *f - Poe

Arkansas City, Kansas 67006 ."f ,3318) 441-022

July 2, 1984

Federal Election Cosmmission
1325 "K" Street, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20463

flpr .qr -

I have sent to Mr. Edward Spannaus, Treasurer of the LaRouche Campaign a reg-
istered letter explaining a problem that has arisen between myself and Mr.
LaRouche's campaign commnittee. Basically, although I have supported this group
in the past, I have been asked to make loans this year to the LaRouche Campaign

-- through Campaigner Publications. I have already donated my limit to Mr.
LaRouche's campaign as far as a private citizen can donate and have outstanding

S loans to them of $1150.00 made on March 14, 1984, which was to be repaid by June

1_ 2, 1984, and has not and $1275.00 which was made in April of this year with a
15-day recall. That recall has been made both by phone and in writing. I also

C J had loaned another $900.00 during the month of May. This was for three weeks
and this money has not been returned to me. In essence, these become illegal

'C campaign contributions. I am not interested in causing anyone problems. I am

just interested in receiving my money back. The amount of money comes to
r $3325.00. I would appreciate your help in this matter. Thank you.

.'s E. Marvel, M.D.

JEM/mdb
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

July 18, 1984

James B. Marvel, M.D.
2545 North Greenway
P.O. Box 87/3
Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

Pre-MUR 126

Dear Dr. Marvel:

CD This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated July 2,
1984 pertaining to loans you have made to the LaRouche Campaign

- through Campaign Publications. It appears that these loans in
the aggregate exceed the contribution limitations established by
the Federal Election Campaign Act. Therefore, your submission

-- will be handled pursuant to the Commission's standard
enforcement procedures.

If you have any questions, please call Anne A. Weissenborn
"c the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000. For

your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling matters such as this.

_, Sincerely,

Enclosure



Washington, D.C. 2 J55 " ....

DATES AND TINEm oF TRANS];4j L BYo Pre-MU 30. 12...... 20:: 2o13 COSUEIssI STAFF/ NUSS"R
AnneX~ A. Wssebr

B flC3 0 PRE-IIUR: James E. Marvel, M.D.

RZ0OUDNITS. ' NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign
,, James B. Marvel, M.D.

Campaigner Publication., Inc.

PELEVAW S'TTUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A)
2 U.S.C. $ 441a(f)

*- , 2 U.S.C. S 441b

(N"ECKED : Reports fled by The Laflohoe Campign

-- 8SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On1 ;Tul 2, 1984, Dr. James B. Marvel wrote to the ( Iu n

cocrninJg his inability to obtain repaymnt of: $3p*32SeO@ ..In

loans mlade to The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. He has asked the

el Commission's assistance in this regard. (See Attachmnt 1).

tf) According to Dr. Marvel, he has contributed his $1,000 limit to

S the committee and has made loans to The Lalo0uche Campaign

totaling $3,325.00, including one of $1,150 made on March 14,

1984, one of $1,275 made in April, 1984, and one of $900 made in

May, 1984. Dr. Marvel acknowledges that he has exceeded his

contribution limitation. He also states that he vas asked to

make loans to The LaRouche Campaign "through Campaigner

Publictions.
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 the amount which

any person may contribute *to a candidate and his or her

authorized political committee with respect to any election for

Federal office." 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A)(Ci) includes in the

definition of 'contribution" any loan 'made by any person for the

purposes of influencing any election for Federal office. ...

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) prohibits candidates and committees from

knowingly accepting contributions in excess of the contribution

limitations. And 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) requires committees to

report the receipt of all loans.

Reports filed by The LaRouche Campaign show contributions

totaling $600 received from Dr. Marvel on February 21, 1984, an

earlier contribution of $250 from Norma Marvel received on

January 17, and loans of $400 and $750 from Dr. Marvel and Norma

Marvel respectively, on March 14, for a total of $1,000 each. In

his letter Dr. Marvel does not discuss any involvement by Norma

Marvel in contributions or loans to the committee.J/ The

!./ The LaRouche Campaign submitted for matching the $250
contribution made by Norma Marvel in January, 1984. As can be
seen on the attached copy of her contribution check
(Attachment 2) this instrument, apparently drawn on the joint
account of Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel, bears the latter's
signature and the memo entry 'contribution.' 11 C.F.R.
S 9034.2(c) (1) states that '(i)n cases of checks drawn on a joint
checking account, the contributor is considered to be the owner
whose signature appears on the check.' Dr. Marvel has apparently
not included this contribution in his own contribution and loan
totals. Nor have any contributions or loans included in these
totals apparently been submitted for matching.
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committee's reports do not show the loans of $1,275 and $900

which Dr. Marvel states he made in April and May, 1984.

Even accepting the committee's apparent division of the

March 14, 1984, loan between Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel, it

seems that Dr. Marvel has exceeded his limitation by $2,175 and

thus violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). In addition, The

LaRouche Campaign has apparently accepted this excessive amount

in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and has failed to report the

loans of $1,275 and $900 in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b). This

Office therefore recommends that the Commission open a MUR in

this regard and find reason to believe that the above violations

2 have occurred.

An additional issue concerns the apparent involvement of

Campaigner Publications, Inc. in the solicitation of Dr. Marvel's

loans. 2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibits corporations from making

: contributions to federal candidates. As noted above, Dr. Marvel

states that he was asked to make the loans =through Campaigner

C Publications," but no further explanation is provided. The

L LaRouche Campaign has reported sizeable payments to Campaigner

Publications, Inc., during 1984, some of which could be related

to solicitations. (See Attachment 2). However, additional

information will be needed in order to determine the exact

relationship of Campaigner Publications to The LaRouche Campaign.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that Campaigner Publications has made contributions to The

LaRouche Campaign in the form of solicitation costs in violation
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of 2 U.s.C. $ 441b and that The LaRouche Campaign has violated

the sam provision by accepting such contributions.

This Office also recommends that the Commission approve the

attached subpoena for an oral deposition to be served upon Dr.

Marvel. Information obtained during his deposition will then be

used to formulate discovery plans vis a vis The LaRouche Campaign

and Campaigner Publications, Inc.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Open a MUR with regard to the issues raised in Pre-MUR 126.

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, and
r Edward Spannaus as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f), 2 U.S.C. S 434(b), and 2 U.S.c. S 441b.

3. Find reason to believe that James E. Marvel, M.D., has
9 violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441a(a) (1) (A).

4. Find reason to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.,
has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

5. Approve attached letters, plus a subpoena to be served upon
~James E. Marvel, M.D.

~Char lea N. Steele
l e eneral ansel

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Letter from James E. Marvel, M.D.
2. Copies of contribution check signed by

Norma J. Marvel and Committee submission for
matching funds

3. Reports of expenditures made to Campaigner
Publications by The LaRouche Campaign

4. Letters to Respondents (3) with subpoena to be served
upon James E. Marvel, M.D.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MEMORAN-DUM TO:

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES N. STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ THERESE M. GRETHER '

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 2,, 1984

PRE MUR 126 FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
SIGNED SEPTEMBER 21, 1984.

The above-named document was circulated to the

CoIImfission onl Monday, September 24, 1984.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Conni ssioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Harris

McDonald

McGarry

Reiche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, October 2, 1984.

the Executive Session



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)Pr-U12

The LaRouche Campaign ) PeMJ 2

James E. Marvel, M.D. )
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )

CERTIFICATION

I, Mary W. Dove, Recording Secretary for the Federal Election

Commission Executive Session of October 2, 1984, do hereby certify

that the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following

actions in Pre-MUR 126:

1. Open a MUR with regard to the issues raised in

Pre-MUIR 126.

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign,

and Edward Spannaus as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. § 441a(f), 2 U.S.C. § 434(b), and 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b.

3. Find reason to believe that James E. Marvel, M.D.,

has violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A).

4. Find reason to believe that Campaigner Publications,

Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

5. Approve letters attached to the General Counsel's

report of September 21, 1984, as amended in the
meeting.

6. Approve a subpoena to be served upon James E. Marvel,

M.D., as submitted in the General Counsel's report of

September 21, 1984.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and

Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date MayW. av



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WVASHINCTON. D C 20463

October 9, 1984

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150
G.P.O.
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1797
The LaRouche Campaign

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

On October 2 , 1984, the Federal Election Commission" determined that there is reason to believe that the LaRouche
. Campaign and you, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441a(f), 434(b), and 441b, provisions of the Federal Election
S Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. The General Counsel's factual

and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
- finding, is attached for your information.

C Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the committee and yourself. You
Ray submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are

* relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
_Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
S of this letter.

SIn the absence of any additional information which
' demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your

, committee and you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable
cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed withconciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement
of this matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Edward Spannaus, ?rea surer
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 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 any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,

:LeS Ann Elliott

C ha irman

Enclosures
C 4 General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1797
RESPONDENT The LaRouche Campaign

Edward spannaus as treasurer

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS
On July 2, 1984, Dr. James E. Marvel wrote to the Commission

concerning his inability to obtain repayment of $3,325.00 in
loans made to The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. He has asked the
Commission's assistance in this regard. (See Attachment).

According to Dr. M~rvel, he has contributed his $1,000 limit to
the committee and has made loans to The LaRouche Campaign

-- totaling $3,325.00, including one of $1,150 made on March 14,

- 1984, one of $1,275 made in April, 1984, and one of $900 made in

- May, 1984. Dr. Marvel acknowledges that he has exceeded his
C contribution limitation. He also states that he was asked to
" make loans to The LaRouche Campaign "through Campaigner

S Publications."

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. $ 441a (a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 the amount which

any person may contribute "to a candidate and his or her
authorized political committee with respect to any election for

Federal office." 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i) includes in the
definition of "contribution" any loan "made by any person for the

purposes of influencing any election for Federal office. ...
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) prohibits candidates arid committees from

knowingly accepting contributions in excess of the contribution
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limitations. And 2 U.s.C. S 434(b) (2) requires committees to

report the receipt of all loans.

Reports filed by The LaRouche Campaign show contributions

totaling $600 from Dr. Marvel on February 21, 1984, an earlier

contribution of $250 from a Norma Marvel of apparently the same

address as Dr. Marvel's on January 17, and loans of $400 and $750

respectively, from Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel on March 14, for a

total of $1,000 each. In his letter Dr. Marvel does not discuss

any involvement by Norma Marvel in contributions or loans to the

committee. The committee's reports do not show the loans of

0D $1,275 and $900 which Dr. Marvel states he made in April and May,

. .. 1 9 8 4 .

Even accepting the committee's division of the earlier

C contributions between Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel, it appears

,c that The LaRouche Campaign has accepted excessive contributions

*' of $2,175 from Dr. Marvel in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), and

<" has failed to report his loans of $1,275 and $900 in violation of
2 U.S.C. S 434(b). This Office therefore recommends that the

Commission open a MUR in this regard and find reason to believe

that the above violations have occurred.

An additional issue concerns the apparent involvement of

Campaigner Publications, Inc. in the solicitation of Dr. Marvel's

loans. 2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibits corporations from making

contributions to federal candidates. As noted above, Dr. Marvel

states that he was asked to make the loans "through Campaigner

Publications," but no further explanation is provided. The
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LaRouche Campaign has reported sizeable payments to Campaigner
Publications, Inc., during 1984, some of which could be related
to solicitations. However, additional information will be needed
in order to determine the exact relationship of Campaigner
Publications to The Laflouche Campaign. This Office recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by accepting

conribtios fomCampaigner Publications, Inc., in the form of

solicitation costs.

Attachment

CN



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGT0n. 0 C 20463

October 9, 1984

President
Campaigner Publications, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1797

Dear Sir :

On October 2, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
# determined that there is reason to believe that Campaigner

Publications, Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b, a provision of
,r the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by making
__contributions to the LaRouche Campaign. The General Counsel's
" factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the

- Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Cq 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.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt

S of this letter.

In the absence of any additional information which
, demonstrates that no further action should be taken against

Campaigner Publications, Inc., the Commission may find probable
. cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement
of this matter through conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18 (d) .

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Campaigner Publications, Inc.Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S$ 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 any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
0.C ha irman

Enclosures
o General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
~Designation of Counsel Statement



GENER MNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEG ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1797

RESPONDENT Campaigner Publications, Inc.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On July 2, 1984, Dr. James E. Marvel wrote to the Commission

concerning his inability to obtain repayment of $3,325.00 in

loans made to The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. He has asked the

Commission's assistance in this regard. (See Attachment).

According to Dr. Marvel, he has contributed his $1,000 limit to

the committee and has made loans to The LaRouche Campaign

totaling $3,325.00. He states that these loans include one of

r $1,150 made on March 14, 1984, one of $1,275 made in April, 1984,

S and one of $900 made in May, 1984. Dr. Marvel also states that

- he was asked to make loans to The LaRouche Campaign "through

-- Campaigner Publications."

C FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Dr. Marvel states in his letter that the loans to The

S LaRouche Campaign were made "through Campaigner Publications,"

¢ but offers no further explanation. The LaRouche Campaign has

!f reported sizeable payments to Campaigner Publications, some of

which could be related to solicitations. However, additional

information will be needed in order to determine the exact

relationship of Campaigner Publications to The LaRouche Campaign.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that Campaigner Publications, Inc., has made contributions to The

LaRouche Campaign in the form of solicitation costs in violation

of 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Attachment



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHI.'CTON, D C 20463

October 9, 1984

James E. Marvel, M.D.
2545 North Greenway
P.O. Box 873
Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

RE: MUR 1797

Dear Dr. Marvel:

On October 2, 1984, the Commission considered the issues
raised in your letter of July 2, 1984, and determined to open a

L matter under review in this regard. The Commission also
, determined that there is reason to believe that you have violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by making excessive contributions to the
" LaRouche Campaign. The General Counsel's factual and legal

analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
-- attached for your information.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (2), the Commission must find
> reason to believe that a violation or violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") have
S occurred before undertaking an investigation.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

S no action should be taken against you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the

If) Commission's consideration of this matter. In addition, the"
Federal Election Commission has issued the attached subpoena

r. which requires you to appear and give sworn testimony on October
26, 1984, and to provide documents which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Act.

Witnesses called by the Commission are paid a witness fee
and mileage. Those asked to travel to Washington, D.C. are
furnished with air fare and a per diem.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against you,
the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).



If/ *

James E. Marvel, M.D.
Page 2

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. Such
counsel may be present with you at the deposition.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 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.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000, or at the Commission's toll free number (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

.i-- / L- . -. " ," . - , .

"-Jee Ann Elliott
' " Chairman

C

Enclosures
9- General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
q Designation of Counsel Statement

Subpoena



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1797

James E. Marvel, M.D. )

SUBPOENA

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. s 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-styled matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition with

regard to MUR 1797. Notice is hereby given that the deposition

will be taken on October 26, 1984, at The Federal Election

Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., beginning at

10:00 a.m.

Further, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3), you are hereby

C subpoenaed to produce on October 26, 1984, at the above stated

O location copies of cancelled checks (fronts and backs), money.

w order receipts, and/or credit card invoices or bills related to

all contributions which you have made to The LaRouche Campaign.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

r has hereunto set her hand at Washington, D.C., this /O--day of

October, 1984.

Le.,,Ann Elliott

ATTEST:-

k_ Marjor . E-mmu .o..
/ Secretary to the Commission



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1797

RESPONDENT James E. Marvel, M.D.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On July 2, 1984, Dr. James E. Marvel wrote to the Commission

concerning his inability to obtain repayment of $3,325.00 in

loans made to The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. He has asked the

Commission's assistance in this regard. According to Dr. Marvel,

he has contributed his $1,000 limit to the committee and has made

loans to The LaRouc--he Campaign totaling $3,325.00, including one

of $1,150 made on March 14, 1984, one of $1,275 made in April,

1984, and one of $900 made in May, 1984. Dr. Marvel acknowledges

that he has exceeded his contribution limitation. He also states

that he was asked to make loans to The LaRouche Campaign "through

Campaigner Publications."

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. $ 441a(a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 the amount which

any person may contribute "to a candidate and his or her

authorized political committee with respect to any election for

Federal office." 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A) (i) includes in the

definition of "contribution" any loan "made by any person for the

purposes of influencing any election for Federal office. ...

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) prohibits candidates and committees from

knowingly accepting contributions in excess of the contribution

limitations. And 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) requires committees to

report the receipt of all loans.
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Reports filed by The LaRouche Campaign show contributions

totaling $600 from Dr. Marvel on February 21, 1984, an earlier

contribution of $250 from a Norma Marvel of apparently the same
address as Dr. Marvel's on January 17, and loans of $400 and $750

respectively, from Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel on March 14, for a
total of $1,000 each. In his letter Dr. Marvel does not discuss

any involvement by Norma Marvel in contributions or loans to the

committee. The committee's reports do not show the loans of

$1,275 and $900 which Dr. Marvel states he made in April and May,

1984. "

O Even accepting the committee's division of the earlier

contributions between Dr. Marvel and Norma Marvel, it appears

S that Dr. Marvel has exceeded his limitation by $2,175 and thus

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

recommends that the Commission open a MUR in this regard and find

w reason to believe that the above violation has occurred.

An additional issue concerns the apparent involvement of

S Campaigner Publications, Inc. in the solicitation of Dr. Marvel's

tO loans. As noted above, he states that he was asked to make the

loans 'through Campaigner Publications," but no further

explanation is provided. The LaRouche Campaign has reported

sizeable payments to Campaigner Publications, Inc., during 1984,

some of which could be related to solicitations. However,

additional information will be needed in order to determine the

exact relationship of Campaigner Publications to The LaRouche

Campaign.



Capaign er Pub
304 West 5&h, New York, N.Y. 100)9 Tel. (212)247-8620 -

October 24, 1984

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Elect ion Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

BY ZAP MAIL

0) ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW

Re: MUR 1797

Dear Ms. Elliott:

"O I received your letter of October 9, 1964 on the afternoon
of October 15, 1984. This was the first and only notloa t ion.
of any kind Campaigner Publications, Inc. had received

x - pertaining to the complaint stated in Dr. Marvel's letter of

July 2, 1984, as attached to your letter.

Your letter informs me that the Commission has ' deter mined

LC that there is reason to believe that Campaigner Publications,
Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C. sec. 441b, a provision of the

~Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by making

contributions to the LaRouche Campaign.' Additionally, you
attached to your letter a copy of Dr. Marvel's letter to the
Commission, the General Counsel's factual and legal analysis
which formed the basis for the Commission's finding, and a
description of the Commission's procedures for dealing with
possible violations. There were no further attachments or
enclosures with your letter.

According to 11 CFR sec. 111.4 and 2 U.S.C. sec. 437g
provisions and regulations under which the Commission operates,
a co.plaint filecd with the Commission is required to be signed
and sworn to by the person filing the complaint, be notarized,
and be made under penalty of perjury. The letter of Dr. Marvel
which you attached does not conform to such requirements in any
way. Also 11 CFR sec. 111.5 provides that your General Counsel

must review a complaint for compliance with such requirements
and if the complaint does not comply, must notify the
complainant that no action will be taken until such time as a



complaint is su ted to the Commission wi fulfills these
explicitly state requirements.

Furthermore, were Dr. Marvel's complaint sufficient, the
statute and regulations require, as stated in the 'Procedures'
attached, that respondent listed in the complaint be notified,
in writing, within 5 days of receipt of the verified complaint,
and receive a copy of such complaint. The respondent then has i
15 days to demonstrate, in writing, why no action should be
taken. According to the time-stamp on the Dr. Marvel's letter i
of July 2, the Commission acknowledged receipt of the letter
on July 9, 1984. The letter was not verified, however, and
Campaigner Publications, Inc. was not notified until October
15, 1964.

Pursuant to 11 CFR sec. 111.6 and 2 U.S.C. sec. 437g (a)
(i), notification and opportunity to respond are prerequisites
to the Coirdission's finding 'reason to believe that a violation
has occurred.' Such notification and opportunity to respond
was not provided to Campaigner Publications, Inc. prior to a
finding of 'reason to believe....:

As to the Commission's General Counsel analysis and
-_ summary of allegations, Campaigner Publications, Inc., finds i

this to be a wholly false and outrageous allegation on the part
"-. of the General Counsel's office. We would of course respond in

more detail to a complaint filed in accordance with the law. i

C Sincerely, i~

" Linda deBoyos
:- President

C-.

-2-
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ONE LONGFELLOW PLA4 MASSACHUSETTS 021I14

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS ZAP MAIL - ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW

October 25, 1984

Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: HUR 1797

Dear Ms. Elliott: ,

-- I am in receipt of the Commission's Letter, dated October
9, 1984, in which you notified The LaRouche Campaign (TLC) that the

04 Conunission has determined that there is reason to believe that
TLC has violated 2 U.S.C. 54416 by receiving contributions from
Campaigner Publications, Inc. Attached to the letter was a

r-. copy of the Complaint sent to the Comission, the General Counsel's
factual and legal analysis which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, and a description of the Conmission's procedures for
handling possible violations.

This is the first notification that TLC has received con-
cerning this matter: First of all, the regulations under which

~the Commission operates (11 CFR 5111.4), and the relevant statute
(2 U.S.C. §437g (a) (1)) require that a complaint filed with the
Commission be signed, sworn, notarized, and made under the penalty
of perjury. The letter of Dr. Marvel obviously fails to meet that
requirement. 11 CFR §111.5 provides that the General Counsel must
review the complaint for compliance with these requirements, and if
the complaint does not comply, must so notify the complainant,
within five (5) days that no action will be taken on the basis of
the complaint.

Furthermore, even if the complaint were sufficient, the statute
and regulations require, as stated in the Description of Preliminary
Procedures attached to your letter, that the respondent listed in
the complaint be notified, in writing, within five (5) days of the
receipt of the complaint, and receive a copy of the complaint. The
respondent then has fifteen (15) days to demonstrate, in writing,
why no action should be taken.
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11 CFR 5111.6 and 2 U.S.C. 5437g (a) (1) clearly provides that such
notification and an opportunity to respond are prerequisites to
the Couuissions finding reason to believe that a violation has
occurred. We note that the copy of Dr. Marvel's letter forwarded
to us in your mailing, is dated July 2, 1984, and was date stamped
on receipt at the Conuission's office on July 9, 1984, fully three
(3) months prior to your letter of October 9, 1984.

Based on the Commission 's failure to adhere to its own statutes
and procedures, we believe that this matter should be dismissed
forthwith.

Very truly yours,

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

7 B' attorney,

dinp. A
__ Anderson & Associates

One Longfellow Place
C Boston, MA 02114
.... Telephone: 742-8200
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ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC
2545 N. Greenway P0O Box 873 Phone

Arkansas City. Kansas 67O105 (316) 441-02
"I

1 -,

November 15, 1984 ,

Anne A. Weissenborn ,
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street
Washington, D.C. 20463 .

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Enclosed are copies of credit card statements and all recent corres-
pondence with Campaigner Publications and the LaRouche campaign that
you requested from Dr. Marvel.

.. S irce rel

- Norma 3. Marvel

cN
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ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC

b45 N (lteway P.0 5o i 3
ArkMWS City. Kansas 67005

Phone"(3161 441-@12

April 13, 1984

Paul Greenberg
d/o E.l.R.
3740 U. Irvine Park Road

Chicago, Illinois 60618

Dear Paul:

I've had a change in mind as far as the loan that I made over the phone the

other day. I1u not saying that I was misled by anyone, 
but I was certainly mis-

tYled. You know what I think about these type of loans and I certainly would not

have given my approval for this loan had I known that we were dealing with a

candidate who was receiving less than I? or 2% of the vote in Pennsylvania. It

's-was my understanding that we had at least 15%, maybe 20%, of the vote. This

way certainly the Reagan campaign could 
be influenced, as well as the other cam-

"paigns. I have stopped payment on the check so that this money does not go out

and ask that the $1275.00 loan through the credit card be returned. I am sure

Lt is difficult dealing vith individuals such 
as myself, but I'm sure you've had

Cpeople change their, minds frou'time 
to time before.

2 Thanks in advance.

Sincerely,

r
James E. Marvel, M.D.

JEMfmdb

I
m



ESE. MARVEL, o:
Diplmate of she AmvrkuiSw

ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC

2S4tS N. Qte.*w P.O. Bosi 373Avkauas City, ttans.. 670GB
P36)4422

May 25, 1984

Paul Greenberg
c/o E.I.R.
3740 In. Irvine Park Road

Chicago, Illinois 60618

Dear Paul :

You know that in my business I have to be very precise about how things are

done and when money is involved, things must be done just as precisely. This

'0past week I did not receive anything through Express Nail with the number

B67240745 and I have not received the remainder of the loan back that I had re-

called, which is something over $1 00.00. These are matters that must be taken

,care of at your earliest possible opportunity.

"- Thank you.

SSincerely,

Harv~l, N. D.
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. ~Of Orthopoedlc Swgery :.

ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC i

H5 N Gr..nwly P.O. Bor= 873 
1P6144.0t" :

Arknsa City. Kansas 670KS 
(36)44 !2

.June 11, 1984 
i?

Paul Creenberg" 
i

c/o E.I.l.. "

3740 U. Irvine Park Road
Chicago, IL 60618.

Dear Paul :-"

I am really surprised I haven't heard from you. 1 thought that I would at

least receive a note or get a phone call last week. I'm sure you are busy and

have other things that you are needing to take care of, but 
I can tell you right j

1-.. nov that the receipt of" that $1275.00 which is the remainder of the $5000.00

that I had loaned with the 15-day recall is most important to me right now. I

N. am recalling that amount of money. I.'-still have not received any registered

.letter containing papers nor I have retceived any special report 'or video tape. '

As I mentioned previously, the other thing that I have not received was a post-

-- dated check for the other $1000.00 loan that I gave for three weeks. It is dif- i

ficult for me to understand after our long association on the 
telephone, but one

CN thing has got to be straight when people are doing business. 
Both parties havwe

x to be satisfied with the record keeping .and agreements .mus't be kept. You have i

- ne week from the date of this letter to take care of these matters. After that ::

. I turn '..over -tO the' law.-.•." 
i!

'- Sincerely,

James E. Marvel, H. D.

JEN/mdb



- I-.---.-
4ES E. MARVEL, M

ORTHOI'AEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC :

254 N Otooway P.O. BCK 873 
Phon 1

Arisanss Ctvy. Kansas 67005 
(1)4102

June 21, 1984

Mr. Robert Stephan ..

Attorney General of Kansas

Kansas Judicial Center

301 West 10th
Topeka, Kansas 66612 :

Dear Mr. Stephan:

I have, for several years, been a supporter of a conservative group 
that pub-

CO lishes the Executive Intelligence Review. This is a group who is basically

headed by Lyndon LaRouche. This year, of course, Mr. LaRouche is a conservative

' Democrat candidate for the Presidency and I have been approached on several oc-

casions to make loans to the organization. This is not something that I have i

done in the past, but in trying to. keep this organization going during the cam-

_paign, I have agreed to loan them some money. However, a controversy has arisen

and I am going to enclose a letter to Hr. Paul Greenberg of their 
Chicago office

CJdetailing the problems that have occurred within the past three months. 1 loan- "

ed the organization $5,000 and have recovered $3,325 by cancelling 
a check. The

remainder was to be returned to me within 15 days of a recall which I made sev- :

, eral weeks ago. This has not been done. I had also loaned the organization

another $1,000 that was suppose to be for three weeks. I've never received any

- papers on thes loans, .which was also to be forthcoming by Express Mail and

there have been other things that have been promised to me bpt have 
not been de-

Clivered. Basically, however, I feel that I have been defrauded of $2,275. In

that this is a national organization and they affect other people 
in this state,

LI thought your office might be interested. I'm not sure as to what recourse I

,- have at this point and would appreciate any advice from you. Thank you.

Sincerely,

James E. Marvel, M.D.

JEM/mdb

Enclosure: June 11th letter/Paul Creenberg



REEPP# WE~E. MARVEL, M.D.

~fTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINICPo

~o..a,., * ~ ~ 1(316) 441-0272

Mr. Edvard Spannaus

Trea surer. •

The Laflouche Campaign
P. 0. Box 2150 GPO

New York, New York 10116

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

A controversy has arisen between myself and your organization and I am en-

c-losing a copy of my June 11th letter to Paul Greenberg. I am preparing to turn

this over to the Attorney General of the 
State of Kansas. I do not want to have

.to do this, but although Mr. Greenberg called me the other day when I was out,

he has not called back and I have tried to reach him and have had no luck at 
his

' house and the phone lines at their Chicago office are "temporarily disconnect-

ed". I'd appreciate any help that you can give me 
in this itatter. But as you

-can see, it involves a large amount of money.

C'4
Thank you.

Sincerely,

-James E. Marvel, Mi.D.

UYEM/mdb

Enclosure: June 11th letter/Paul Greenberg



~4SE. MARVEL, M.D#- ..

Of Orthepaedlc Swage¥ y

ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC
2 45,9N GN, enway P.O. Boe873 Ph..,.

Atkaess City. Kansas 67006 (316) 44102

July 2, 1984

Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, Northwest .
Washinlgton, D.C. 20463

Dear Sirs :

I have sent to Mr. Edward Spannaus, Treasurer of the LaRouche Campaign a reg-

istered letter explaining a problem that has arisen between myself and Mr.

LaRouche' s campaign coumfittee. Basically, although I have supported this group

Sin the past, I have been asked to make loans this year to the LaRouche Campaign

through Campaigner Publications. I have already donated my limit to Mr.

SLaRouche' s campaign as far as a private citizen can donate and have outstanding

loans to them of $1150.00 made on March 14, 1984, which was to be repaid by June

NJ 12, 1984, and has not and $1275.00 which was made in April of this year with a
-- 15-day recall. That recall has been utade both by phone and in writing. I also

had loaned another $900.00 during the month of May. This was for three weeks

C 4 and this money has not been returned to me. In essence, these become illegal :.

caupaign contributions. I am not interested in causing anyone problems. I am
Sjust interested in receiving my money back. The amount of money comes to

$3325.00. I would appreciate your help in this matter. Thank you.

- Sincerely, .

James E. Marvel, M.D.

JEN/mdb



!~ ~ES E MARVELM.D L ...
Diplme .f rIte American Loud

ORTHOPAEDIC & SPORTS MEDICINE CLINIC )

2!,4 N. Grtr.sway P 0,, H AS3 
(Pb q~ll:

August 13, 1984 i

Mr. Lyndon -. Lajouche, Jr.
P. 0. Box 2150, G.P.O. 

:

New York, Now York 10116

Dear Mr. LaRouche:

As one of your faithful supporters over the past few years, I am at this

point wondering whether there is any difference betveen people like Henry Kis-

singer, whom you attack frequently (and probably should be attached frequently), 
:

-- and a basically independent candidate such as yourself, who travels across the

country, buys national television time and basically tours the world on funds

-"either donated or loaned by people like myself. The reason I say this is that I :

basically have been defrauded out of several thousand dollars by your personnel. !

9 I've talked with Mr. Paul Greenberg and I've written Mr. Edward Spannous to no

__ avail. Promises have been made regarding the loans to you and these promises:i

have not been kept. If you are the moral, upstanding citizen that you represent

C'N to us through your publications, then you will do something about -this contro- i

versy that has arisen. If you do not, then I do not see much-difference between "~I

Sa person such as Henry Kissinger, who basically also makes all sorts of promises 
!

, to people which are reported to be hollow promises. I would like to hear from

you regarding this matter. The Federal Election Comaission has already heard

x from me and has assigned an attorney to look into the problem. I cannot under-

stand the silence of the people around you regarding repayment of my money. r

.r Sincerely,

James E. :!rv_- . M.D.

JEM,'rndb



JAMES MARVEL
RFD. 2
ARKANSAS CI TY

iLaRouche CampaignCO0. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

KS 67005

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 03/14/84
the above individual loaned $400.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

©J The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
JAMES MARVEL only, in the amount of $400.00.

c which it shall repay to JAMES MARVEL by
. 06/12/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

JAMES MARVEL shall not be assigned.
-_ transferred, or discounted.

Lr) Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

~The LaRouche Campaign



'N

e LaRouche Campaign0.Box 2150, G.P.O
eYork, N.Y. 10116

NORMA 3 - MARVEL
R.R. 2, BOX L-7
ARKANSAS CITY KS 67005

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 03/14/84
the above individual loaned $750.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

.N 9  The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
NORMA J. MARVEL only, in the amount of $750.00,
which it shall repay to NORMA J. MARVEL by
06/12/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

SNORMA J. MARVEL shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
t Treasurer
_ The LaRouche Campaign

i! it
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

i 4',Ii P3:Z..9
November 19, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel i

BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Couns9

SUBJECT: Proposed Letters
NORE: MUR 1797

' On October 25 and 26, 1984, the Commission received
letters from The LaRouche Campaign and from the pree~kdent

N of Campaigner Publications, Inc., disputing the Comission ' s

__ findings in MUR 1979 of reason to believe that both of these
respondents have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. (See Attachments

C4 1 and 2). Each letter argues that Dr. Marvel's letter did not
constitute a proper complaint, and that, even if it did, the

~respondents were not properly notified.

Attached are letters vhich this Office proposes to send
- to the respondents clarifying the basis upon which the Coummission

made its reason to believe findings. These letters emphasize
Cthat Dr. Marvel's letter has been treated not as a complaint

but as the basis for an internally generated matter. This
I!) Office recommends that the Commission approve the sending of
,. . these letters.

Attachments

1. Letter from Odin Anderson
2. Letter from Linda deHoyos
3. Letters to respondents (2)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

MUR 1797

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emimons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 26,

1984, the Commission approved by a vote of 6-0 the sending

of the letters attached to the General Counsel's Memorandum

to the Commission dated November 19, 1984.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date
CJMarjorie W. Ezmaons

Secretary of the Commission

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

11-19-84, 3:2911-20-84, 11:00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONi
WASHINCTON. D C 2O43

November 27, 1984

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire

Anderson and Associates
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Re: MUR 1797

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This Office is in receipt of your letter dated October 25, i
cO 1984, and addressed to Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman of the

Commission. In this letter you addressed the Commission's
=' finding of reason to believe in HUE 1797 that the LaRouche i
. Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

__ It is apparently your position that either the letter
received by the Commission from Dr. James E. Marvel constituted

c an improper complaint or, if the complaint is deemed proper, that
the Commision failed to notify your client within the five-day

~period statutorily mandated for notification to respondents of
the receipt of complaints.

~The letter received from Dr. Marvel has been considered by
the Comsission to be the basis for an internally generated

C matter. 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (2) provides that 'on the basis of
information ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its

-o supervisory responsibilities', the Commission may determine that i'
~it has reason to believe that violations of the Federal Electioni

Campaign Act have occurred. Dr. Marvel's letter was not
submitted in the form of a complaint, but rather was a request
for assistance regarding debts assertedly owed him by the
LaRouche Campaign. Dr. Marvel did not allege a violation of
2 U.S.C. 5 441b by your client; however, in the process of
discussing his loan situation he cited Campaigner Publications,
Inc., as having been involved in his contributions. The
Commission made its findings based upon information in the letter
and examination of its internal records, and has furnished your
client with the General Counsel's Legal and Factual Analysis
pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.8(b), thereby complying with the
notification requirements of the Act and the regulations.



Odin P. Anderson, EsquirePage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-.
4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene'al Counsel1/

BY: enneth A. Gr " '

Associate Ge feral Counsel

C'4.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463 i

November 27, 1984 i

Li nda delioyos
President
Campaigner Publications, Inc.
304 West 59th Street
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1797

Dear Ms. deHoyos:

Q This Office is in receipt of your letter dated October 24,
1984, and addressed to Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman of the

S Commission. In this letter you address the Commission's finding
of reason to believe in MUR 1797 that Campaign Publications,
Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

It is apparently your position that either the letter
CJ received by the Commission from Dr. James E. Marvel constituted i

an improper complaint or, if the complaint is deemed proper, that
'0the Commission failed to notify your client vithin the five-day

period statutorily mandated for notification to respondents of
the receipt of complaints.

The letter received from Dr. Marvel has been considered by
C the Commission to be the basis for an internally generated

matter. 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (2) provides that "on the basis of
I) information ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its

S supervisory responsibilities," the Commission may determine that
it has reason to believe that violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act have occurred. Dr. Marvel's letter was not
submitted in the form of a complaint, but rather was a request
for assistance regarding debts assertedly owed him by the
LaRouche Campaign. Dr. Marvel did not allege a violation of
2 U.S.C. S 441b by your client; however, in the process of
discussing his loan situation he cited Campaigner Publications as
having been involved in the solicitation of his own
contributions. The Commission made its findings based upon the
information in the letter, and has furnished you with the General
Counsel's Legal and Factual Analysis pursuant to 11 C.F.R. •
S 111.8(6), thereby complying with the notification requirements
of the Act and the regulations.



- ~ .~

Charles N. Steele

BY. Is
al Counsel

CN

NN

Zdnda defloyas
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,



ORHPEIC&SOT MDC 9 CII 666 #'G 007
2545 N.GrAMnwS E.O.MARVEL, M.D. D"(1)44-1

, I? mwftkAmw :d j

December 11, 1984

Leanne Elliott
Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street Northwest

Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mrs. Elliott:

I'm enclosing copies of two communications I've had from the LaRouche Cam-
paign. The one postmarked the 3rd of December is a promissory note that is

- totally in error. I did not loan the LaRouche Campaign $500.00 on the 1st of
'' October 1984. I stand behind my previous phone conversation. By the way, I did

receive a phone call from one of the workers in the Chicago office for LaRouche
and he tried to get me to attend a rally in Washington, D.C. I told him point

<- blank about why I was not supporting them anymore and that I felt that failure
of Greenberg, Spannous and LaRouche to answer any of my coumnications proved to

- me, at least, that there was a conspiracy to defraud well-meaning individuals
such as myself. Although I think Mr. Greenberg was present, he did not talk to

C< me on the phone nor did the caller offer to find him and put him on the phone
when I voiced my complaints and my disappointment that Mr. Greenberg had betrayed
me after such a long association on the telephone.

Let me know if I can be of any further help.

Sincerely,

Jame E.Marvel , MD.

K /mdb

Enclosures: Copies of communications/LaRouche Campaign



PROM!SSORY NOTE

I1tUtd...:_ Independent Democrats for Le.Roucho
P.O. . ox 859
Radio CiLty $Sttion

;4aw York NY 10101

CThe Committee)

st£d_3. JAMES MARVEL
RT. 2
ARKANSAS CITY KS 67005

(The Lender)

The Commit~tee ac~no ledies receipt of a lo, n of $500.00 from

the Lender on 10/01/84.

The Committee a:knoj,1ed~es its indebtedness to the Lender only,

in v, e amount of $500.00, ,which it shall repay to the Lender by

r- 11/01/84.

*'- "This obligation of the Committee to the Lender shall not be

assi;ned, tr~nsferred, or discounted.

NC Serald Rose

Tree.surer
.: Independent De. ocrats for LaRouche



INDEPENDE
DEMOCRATS

Lallouche

O Debra Hananla-Freepnan, ChairmanGerald Rose, Treasurer

P.O. Box 859. Radio City Station, New York, N Y 10101 (212) 247-8820

Nov. 6, 1984

Dear Supporter:

On several successive days the National Broadcasting Com-
pany's Boston affiliate, WBZ-TV, broadcast false information
concerning the finances of my presidential campaign, and, on
these broadcasts, bragged that it, with aid of this false infor-
mation, had prompted governmental agencies to open an in-
vestigation of my campaign's finances. The investigation which
WBZ-TV claimed to have prompted by aid of the false infor-
mation it broadcast became the pretext for unleashing massive,

"' Watergate-style dirty tricks" against the campaign during the
. period immediately following those WBZ-TV broadcasts.

Approximately the end of September and the beginning of
, October 3984, letters to me from supporters who had contrib-

uted loans to the campaign led to my discovery of a targetting
of both contributors and the campaign's finances by some out-
side organization or organizations. On receipt of the first such

CNq letter from a lender, I consulted with the campaign's treasurer,
and we jointly requested a comprehensive investigation.
... Fortunately, at the beginning of the campaign, the campaign

, organization had retained the services of a data-processing firm
... to provide a "fail-safe" automatic auditing of every sum con-
,.-tributed or loaned to my campaign-organization, The LaRouche

Campaign; this same program was adopted and employed by
my second campaign organization, Independent Democrats for
LaRouche. Every contribution or loan received for deposit to

'.-' the national campaigns is completely audited during a pro-
r cessing-cycle of approximately two weeks from the time the

deposit occurs. In the instance of loans to the campaign, evewy
deposit automatically generates a confirmation mailed to the
lender. There is a semi-automatic data-processing monitoring
of credit-card "charge-backs'" to the campaign's accounts, which
acts as a method of quality control over fund-raising activities
by local volunteers in each and every locality in the nation.
Special teams of volunteers associated with the national cam-
paign staff's finance department act upon every complaint
reported.

Mr. Spannaus and ! requested a comprehensive audit of all
records and related information of both campaign organiza-
tions, with special attention to the category' of loans to either
campaign.

While this audit was in progress, we received information
from confidential sources to the effect that entities known to
be my political adversaries were attempting a "sting" operation

against the campaign's finances. We also received letters from
contributors stating that they had come under pressure by third
parties; telephone communications with these contributors tend-
ed to confirm the information received from confidential sowaxa.
It was therefore requested that the audit focus its attention on
any evidence which might lead to discovery of an attemted
"sting" operation.

Later, on Wednesday, October 31, 1984, in consultation
with counsel, I placed authority for investigation of WBZ-TV's
allegations against the Boston, Massachusetts local volunteers
fund-raising to Mr. Mel Klenetsky. I further requested that Mr.
Klenetsky act upon my delegated authority to place the Mas-
sachusetts fund-raising activities in temporary receivership for
the period of the investigation of WBZ-TV's charges.

As of October 31, 1984, prompted by new information
received from confidential sources, I requested that the cam-
paign organization multiply its audit and investigations to scant
most energetically to discover each and every instance in which
any of the symptoms of a "sting" operation might be noted.

! have requested the following report of the results of that
audit to be circulated as efficiently as is physically possible,
to all contributors and lenders to both campaigns, with priority
of delivery to persons whose loans have been either recently
repaid or are awaiting repayment during the period ahead.

We are determined to track down this dirty political op-
eration against my campaign and its friends, and I request your
assistance to aid me and my associates in uncovering and neu-
tralizing the perpetrators. If you have any information which
might flt into the pattern described to you here, please write
to:

Audit Section
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859, Radio City Station,
New York, New York 10101

or tO:
Audit Section
The LaRouche Campaign
P0. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York. New York 10116
Or contact our local or national offices by telephone.
If any person has approached you either to deliver defamatory

allegations concerning our campaigns' finances, or to attempt



to theae you to mak~e stments you lnot make wthoutben ujce to such theats please inform us.
We need information leading toward detection of agencies

esosbefor instaces in -which chr~e% for my campaigns
have been made to an account, but in which no transfer to my
capagn' aiccount has occurre. If you have information
which might lead us to discover additional such cases, please
help by infonting us of die person we might contbct in aid of
our dfouts to track down the perpetraor.

Fotunately, our campaign finances as a whole are very, very
clea. Except fr our scramble to repay loans as rapidly as
possible, as a whle, we are pleased with the result. We are
displeaed that about one percent of the total number of con-
tributos and lenders apea to have suffered political harass-
mint thrugh our adversarie' access to Federal Election Com-
mission information, and that false statements have apparendly

been extorted from as1 of g od-ate contributons and
lenders. On these css I am much more aigry tban If the
sante actions had been dose against me directly; the most
painful and frustratng thn is to know that some third party
caused insjuy to any person who had placed faith in me to the
extent of lending assistance to my campaign.

To the limit of my powers. ! shall not tolerate any among
you being abused. Help me to do just that, by supplying my
campaign's Audit Section with any information you might pos-
sess which could assist us in tracking down the perpetrators.

Very truly yours,

Lyndon H LaRouc
I:,.
he. Jr.

Daltinmore (303) 728-23 000 Bloomfield NJ (203) 429-0227 S Bostem (637) 287-0052 S Chticno (332) 463-5910
Dalbu-Ft. Worth (817) 863-6463 0 Detroit (333) 544-9055 0 Erie (834) 459-9169 • Housios (713) 988-5843

Los Angeles (233) 665-6924 0 New York (232) 304-2694 0 Oxford, OH (533) 523-4950

Philadelphia (215) 557-3904 * Pittsburg (432) 678-20 San Francisco (415) 661-0209

Seattle (2"06) 322-0006 • Washington, D.C. (202) 955-5930

Authorized and paid for by Independent Democrats for LatRouche. Geraid Rose. treasurer.

wj ................... - -



________________ Dea Hanana.Freman, caraINDEPENDEJ W er-,

DEMOCRATS

La Ro uche P.Bx89 ai iySain e ok .. 111(1)2782

Summary of Investigation in Progress:
NBC-Linked "Scam" Against the LaRouche Campaigns

By Mel Klenetsky

1. Fund Raising By The Campaigns to Date
According to current records, The LaRouche Campaign re-

ceived a combined total of $4,401,590 in contributions and

loans, plus $494.,146 in Federal Matching Funds. Independent

Democrats for LaRouche has received, similarly, $2,547,500.
")Independent Democrats for LaRouche has not applied for Fed-

eral Matching Funds.
" The total number of deposits to the national campaign ac-

counts, for both The LaRouche Campaign and Independent

-Democrats for LaRouche, is 17,500, entered and processed to

date. Of this total, there have been approximately 650 instances

of communication to the campaign concerning campaign fi-

(" nances by contributors and lenders: 3% of the total population
of deposits. These communications have been principally in-

":quiries from lenders. Of this approximately 650 communica-
tions, 1 16, or 18%, might be classed as actual or potential

:'- complaints. Of this total, 22. or 3%, are indicated as complaints
filed with the Federal Election Commission.

Of the 22 complaints filed with the FEC. 17 have been

Srejected by the FEC as improperly filed. Of the remaining 5

cases, the following is known. Two of the cases involved
'r' lenders who had been fully repaid; in one of these two cases,

the lenders had received both full repayment and had also taken

r-a charge-back, so that they owed the campaign $2.000! In the

remaining three cases, audit shows that the allegations made

are without basis in fact.
Audit of the five cases of complaint claimed by WBZ-TV

shows that in at least two of the cases, the transactions in

question were loans which had long since been repaid at the

time of the broadcast.
On the basis of information received from confidential

sources, the New York campaign office has been alerted to

search for instances outside the population of persons who have

contributed or made loans to the campaigns. So t ar, the New

York office's investigation of two complaints shows that the

funds allegedly taken by the campaign w,,ere never recei, ed by

the campaign. We have no way of knowing how man ' instances

might exist in which some third party may have used the well-

known name of the LaRouche Campaign for fraudulently se-

curing funds from a victim, except as the victims report the

matter directly to us for investigation. We ask for leads whichmight aid us in discovering additional cases of this or related

kinds.

2. Problems Faced In Auditing
If a third party wished to run a "sting" operation against either

the campaign, or contributors, or beth, the most likely method

tor" attempting this would be through credit-card charge-backs.

The potential threat to all political campaigns in this area was

noted by the Federal Election Commission (FEC), which de-

fined its procedures and rules for accounting of contributions

and loans on the basis of the fact that there is no simple pro-

cedure available to any political campaign to distinguish be-

tween proper and improper charge-backs by contributors.
We recognized this problem at the beginning of the 1984

presidential campaign. The New York office prescribed that

the accounting methods adopted must not only satisfy all FEC

requirements in this area, but must also provide the best possible

methods and procedures for detecting certain kinds of irregu-

larities in credit-card charges and charge-backs. Since we were

forewarned that certain agencies which are our political ad-

versaries would almost certainly attempt to run a "sting" op-

eration against us, we gave special attention to those kinds of

irregularities in credit-card transactions which might include
fraud by persons attempting to injure the campaign and its

contributors.
The greatest problem is that it is impossible to show by

accounting-records whether or not a charge-back is legitimate.

in nearly all instances, we have no option but to act as if a

charge-back were fully legitimate, even when we have knowl-

edge that it is not.
The explosion of "'plastic money" has produced changes in

behavior among a large portion of the population as a whole.

It has become increasingly the practice of credit-card users to

use a charge-back as a way of nullifying a payment which they

had previously authorized. In an investigation my associates

conducted prior to the 1984 campaign. it was reported to us

by relevant authorities that in the case of telephone solicitation,

charge-back averages reaching to 10%. of total sales are com-

monplace. In all cases, it was reported to us by these sources,

an 8% rate of charge-back on sales is nothing out of the ordinary.



Credit -card usage has created the~ing moral paradox

for those who purcbase or contribute by credit cards via tele-
phone solicitation. If, after making such a purchase or contri-

btimon, the credit-card user changes his or her mind within the
following days, the user has two ways of securing return of
his payment. One is by applyiing for a refund from the recipient.
The person's second option is to report that the transfer of funds
was not authorized. if the credit-card user says honestly, "I've
changed my mind," the charge-back could not be made; if the

user says, instead, "I did not authorize that," the charge-back
vs placed. If the user does not tell this "little white lie," the
user must write a letter stating, for example, that he believes
he was "over-sold" on the proposition, and therefore bought
without having a fair chance to make a proper buying decision.
Or, he might report that he had overlooked some hardship he
incurred by ..-aking that purchase. In such cases, he would
have his money returned by the campaign, but it could take

anywhere from two to eight weeks because of the delay caused
by the mails and the campaign's own accounting and auditing
procedures involved. If the credit-card user wishes to have the

refund processed immediately, he has no means available but

to tell the "little white lie.'"
Under ordinary circumstances, we would not worry about

such charge-backs as long as the charge-backs were at a level
'-,,, of percentile below what we had been informed is the prevailing

averages for comparable methods of sales. However, since we
S had been forewarned to expect attempted "sting" operations,

we were forced to consider every charge-back made on the
" : basis of allegation of "'unauthorized charges" as potentially a

symptom of an attempted "sting.'"
S There were three areas we identified as areas to be watched

(N as most probable avenues used by our political adversaries for
an attempted "sting" operation:

,,. Persons who made contributions or loans for the purpose
of qualifying themselves to allege fraudulent solicitation.

:: 2. Efforts by political adversaries to plant a "mole" among
our volunteers who might perpetrate fraudulent acts for the

"" purpose of attempting to entrap the campaign.
3. Use of lists of contributions and contributors by political

adversaries as a target-.ist of potential victims of extortion, to
.. extort false statements against the campaign from such victims

of extortion.
,-, Dunng the month of October, our campaign offices received

ketters and telephone communications from contributors and
lenders which showed a pattern of attempted extortion against

at least some lenders and contributors. In several cases, not
only did the person make a complaint stating that this was

instigated by information received from unnamed parties, but

in telephone communication with some such letter-writers, they
stated that they would not reveal the source. Since the alle-

gations made were not only false, but had similarities of Ian-

guage which could not be a coincidence, It was clear that
ressures tantamount to extortion were being applied to some

contributors and lenders by our po~litical adversaries.
We had indications of prohlemns of the first category, which

cases are currently under investigation.
Since Mr. Spannaus and Mr. LaRouche first requested the

present audit and insestigation, about a month age.- we have

been auditing all information in the effort to detect patterns of

behavior which mi d to discovery of efforts by a "sting"
operation to plant a 5lle" among volunteers in some pan of

the national campaign.
The kind of "sting" we have detected to be in operation

against the campaign and some of its contributors appears to
have begun during middle to late September 1984. We supply

the following background information to supporters of the cam-
paign, in the hope that any who possess relevant information
might better recognize the kinds of facts for which our audits
and investigations are searching now.

The area to which we are giving greatest attention is credit-
card transfers, for the reasons we have identified above. Among

credit-card transfers as a whole, the area of greatest interest to
us is loans. The design of our accounting and procedures en-
sures that the national campaign offices will detect discrep-
ancies bearing upon funds deposited and most charge-backs
within approximately two weeks from the date of receipt. As

long as lenders discovering any discrepancies respond to the

confirming information mailed to them as a result of these
accounting procedures. the auditing is almost fool-proof.
Therefore, a political adversary attempting to run a "sting"
operation against the campaign and its contributors has a very
limited range of opportunities to do so.

The chief vulnerability to a "sting" operation lies in the
area of loans made by credit-card transfers. This would require
that the political adversary running the "sting" have access to

both a contributor's credit-card number and name, and also an

authorization number issued by the official agency supplying
such authorization numbers.

Because of the methods and procedures of campaign ac-
counting, our investigation has concentrated on the two-week
interval between receipt of (chiefly) a loan authorization and

the normal completion of initial auditing procedures. Our" in-
vestigation concentrates on persons and agencies which might

have access to the name, credit-card number, and autoizto

number of an account-item at the beginning of any such two-

week interval, especially the first week of that interval.
The authorization numbers for cases applicable to credit-

card transfers of The LaRouche Camiaign and Independent

Democrats for LaRouche are under the control of one company,
the National Data Corporation, a firm which also happens to

contract with the Federal Election Commission. This compa-
ny's records is the one location in which all of the information

needed to run a "sting" against the campaign and contributors
is centrally located.

Starting on September 10, 1984, National Data Corporation
also entered into a contractual relationship with the FEC. under
which that company had full access to the FEC's data base of

receipts and expenditures reports filed by all political cam-
paigns. Through National Data Corp.. the FEC's computer
records on each political campaign were made available to local

election officials and others throughout the nation. This one
company therefore not only had access to all FEC records
concerning this and other political campaigns, but it also had

full. instantaneous access to credit card transactions being con-
ducted by the LaRouche campaigns!

Our best information is that the "sting" operation being run
against the campaign and its contributors went into operation
during or shortly after the interval of September 10-15. Our



fir'! indications that a "sting" opera igh be in place came
at the end of Septembe'r and beginning of October. In late
September. according to information transmitted to us by an
Ohio contributor, a Boston bank had committed certain ireg-
ularities in processing his credit-card transfer to us. His report
contained information pointing to complicity of official gov-
ernment agencies in setting up a sting operation. We first ob-
tained definite proof that such an operation was being run
against the campaign by outside agencies as a result of the
audit Mr. LaRouche and Mr. Spannaus requested, that, in at
least two instances, someone was taking substantial sums of
money from individual credit-card accounts in the name of the
campaign, but no corresponding transfer had occurred to the
campaign's accounts.

We have received information alleging the identities of the
authors of the "sting" operation. and that information has been
substantially corroborated by the actions of WBZ-TV in Bos-
ton. However, beyond reporting the fact that this corroborated
information involves known political adversaries in official
agencies, it were better not to report more definite information
at this point in our investigation of possible fraud against the
campaign.

3. Campaign Expenditures
' Except for about $300,000 of campaign funds diverted from

our campaign by banks in collusion with the FBI3 this past
"" week, the net contributions and loans of approximately

$6,452,877 received by both campaigns have been spent chiefly
as follows:

Percentile Amount

I. CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING
C'4 National Television Broadcasts

TIV Production Costs
' Local Television Broadcasts

Radio Advcrtising
• ° Newspaper Advertising
__Printed Materials

Books & Pamphlets
¢Other

Other Advertising

$2,806.896
426,737
749,304
623,994

37,549

127,248
357'479
1 28,243

2. TRAVEL & L ITY 4" 257,364
EXPENSES

3. ADMINISTRATIVE 8 561,680
EXPENSES

4. LEGAL EXPENSES 6 359,809
These are preliminary totals, but they show accurately the

character of the campaign as a whole. The policy practiced by
the campaign throughout was to concentrate on bringing to as
many voters as possible a thoughtful and factual presentation
of the real issues facing the United States today. The I5 half-
hour TV network broadcasts are the best example of this char-
acter of the campaign as a whole. No modern political campaign
has come close to ours in efforts to inform the voters on those
major issues not reported to them by the popular news media.
Unfortunately, we were forced to spend much more than we
wished on security and legal expenses. Mr. LaRouche continues
to be under a high level of assassination-threat, and we were
denied Secret Service cooperation; every legal roadblock im-
aginable was thrown in our way, including some of the most
massive electoral fraud in modern history.

It is the general view around Washington, D.C., that our
campaigns' broadcasts have changed significantly the way in
which many citizens, including high levels of government and
the diplomatic community, think about the world. We have
succeeded in changing things for the better. Whether we have
succeeded in doing enough remains to be seen. Since Mr.
LaRouche entered the campaign with nothing but the twenty
dollars he. has been carrying in his wallet for several years,
nothing we accomplished would have been possible without
the contributions and loans which made it possible for our
campaigns' teams to conduct the kind of campaign which could
not be stoppedl, right up to the evening of the general election.

Many gave what they could ill-afford, and did so chiefly
for motives of a citizen's true patriotism. Some have suffered
abuse by our political adversaries inside and outside govern-
ment, because of their support for the campaign. These co-
tributors have acted as patriots without arms, in a war to attempt
to protect and strengthen our constitutional republic. On these
accounts, they deserve the honor and pride of having been true
patriots, and will be remembered so.

Baltimore (301) 72$-230) • Bloomlield NJ (201) 429-0227 • Boston 1617) 287-00520• Chicago 13121 463-5910
Dallas-Ft. Worth (817) 861-6461 0 Detroit (3131 544-9055 0 Erie ($14) 459-91690• Houston 1713) 988-5841

Los Angeles (213) 665-69240• New York 1212) .3J4-2t,'94 0 Oxford, OH 1513) 523-4950
Philadelphia 1215) 557-1914 * Pittsburgh 14121 678-26000 San Francisco 14151 661-0209

Settle 1216) 322-0006J6 W ashington. D.C. 1202) 955-5930

Authonzed and paid for b . Independent Democrats for LaRouche. Gerald Rose. treasurer



F:EDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION. DC. 2O463

Dec.rbe 27, 1984 '4 "~tq-~7 7

OtsMorrow, Esquire ;

P.O. Box 1146
Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

RE : MUR 1797

Dear Mr. Morrow: 2 •

Enclosed is an affidavit prepared as a result of the u

telephone interview held with Dr. James E. Marvel by Thomas
C Whitehead and Anne Weissenborn of this office. We ask

that you have Dr. Marvel review the contents of this affidavit,

" make any changes necessary, and return it signed to this

- office as soon as possible.

-- If either Dr. Marvel or you has any questions, please do

not hesitate to contact Anne Weissenborn at (202) 523-4000
Cq or by means of the Commission's toll-free number (800)

424-9530.•

~Thank you for your assistance.

+<"+ Sincere ly,

C Charles N. Stee le/
Gene r[L- ounsel

BY:. neth. Gross
Associate Gen 'al Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1797

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, )
as treasurer )
Dr. James E. Marvel )

AFFIDAVIT OF DR. JAMJES E. MARVEL

1. I am an orthopedic surgeon practicing and residing in
Arkansas City, Kansas.

2. My residential address is R.R. 2, Box L-7, Arkansas City,
Kansas 67005. My residential telephone number is (316) 441-0248.

3. My business address is 2545 N. Greenway, Arkansas City,
Kansas. My business telephone number is (316) 441-0222.

4. I am married to Norma J. Marvel whose residential address is
c R.R. 2, Box L-7, Arkansas City, Kansas 67005.

II 5. My first contact with a person connected with Lyndon
LaRouche was at the Los Angeles airport in February 1981, where I

- was approached by a young lady who wanted to talk about nuclear
energy. In answer to my questions she made some interesting

C points about toxic waste disposal, gave me some literature, and
took my name and address.

S 6. Shortly after that meeting I received a telephone call from
Ron Friedman in Chicago. This was the first of monthly calls

" : during which I was asked to contribute funds to organizations
connected with Lyndon LaRouche and to purchase a subscription to

S the Executive Intellegence Review.

7. After the first few months Paul Greenberg took over the
S telephone contacts on behalf of LaRouche. He was also calling

from Chicago, and the calls continued on a monthly basis for a
couple of years.

8. My conversations with Paul Greenberg consisted of his
filling me in on their view of the world situation, plus his
asking for contributions or subscriptions to magazines or
payments for special reports.

9. Mr. Greenberg was always very specific as to which credit
card I should use and when I should use a credit card and not a
check. They always needed the money right away to meet
deadlines.
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10. In late winter or spring of 1984, Paul Greenberg's requests
changed to one for loans which were to go to the LaRouche
Campaign.

11. The LaRouche Campaign did not send papers saying I had made
the loans by return mail as I had been promised.

12. Our first contribution to the LaRouche Campaign was $250
which was made by a check signed by my wife on January 10, 1984.
(See Attachment 1).

13. A second set of payments totaling $600 were made on February
21, 1984, by means of two credit card charges, one for $300
charged to my personal Visa account and one of $300 charged to
the Master Charge account used by my office. (See Attachment 2
and 3).

14. Paul Greenberg was the solicitor for the La Rouche Campaign
who requested the contributions cited at Stipulation $13.

-- 15. Two additional payments totaling $1150 were made to the La
~Rouche Campaign on March 14, 1984, by credit card. One for $450
.... was charged to my Visa account, and one for $700 was charged to
! , my office Master Charge account. (See Attachments 4 and 5).

These payments were intended to be loans which were to be repaid
-- in three weeks. >C - C ,'C_ ) ci /-5- \ ,'

16. Paul Greenberg was the solicitor for the La Rouche Campaign
who requested the loans cited at Stipulation #15.

17. I received the attached unsigned acknowledgement with regard
to the loans cited at Stipulation $15. (Attachment 6 and 7)

18. On April 6, 1984, I received another call on behalf of the
S La Rouche Campaign. This was the weekend before the Pennsylvania
S primary. I was told that polls showed that La Rouche had 15-20%,

the vote in that state, and that the campaign needed more money
to do well there. I agreed to make a loan of $5000 with a
fifteen day recall.

19. Paul Greenberg was the solicitor of the loan discussed in
Stipulation $17.

20. I was told that the loan of $5000 cited in Stipulation $17
should be made through Campaigner Publications.

21. The $5000 loan was made in two parts, by a check for $3325
and by five credit card charges totaling $1275. These credit
card charges included $500 and $75 on my office Master Charge
account, $100 and $100 on my personal Visa account, and $00on
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Norma Marvel's Master Charge account. All appeared on the credit
card statements as payments to Campaigner Publications. (See
Attachments 8 and 9). When I learned that La Rouche had received
only 1-2% of the vote in the Pennsylvania primary I called my
bank and cancelled the check for $3325. I did not cancel the

credit card charges.

22. I was never informed by Mr. Greenberg that loans are
considered to be contributions for purposes of the limitations on
contributions to political committees.

23. On April 13, 1984, I wrote to Mr. Greenberg, telling him I
had stopped payment on the check and asking that the $1275 loan
made through credit cards be returned. (See Attachment 10)

24. In May, 1984, I was called again concerning loans to the La
Rouche Campaign to be used for a national television broadcast.

C! 25. In response to the telephone solicitation cited in
Stipulation 24 I authorized credit card account charges totaling

C$900, including $100 charged to Norma Marvel's Master Card
account on May 2, 1984, $100 charged to Norma Marvel's Master

' D Car_d account on May 12, 1984, $500 charged to my Visa account on
_ May 12, 1984, and $100 and $100 charged to my office Master Card

account on May 12, 1984.

26. All of the charges listed in Stipultion #25 appeared on our
'C credit card account statements as payments to Campaigner

Publications. (See Attachments 11, 12 and 13).

27. Paul Greenberg was the solicitor of the loans cited in
Stipulation #25.

28. Mr. Greenberg informed me that the loans cited in
1!) Stipulation #25 had to go through Campaigner Publications.

S 29. Between May 25, 1984, and August 13, 1984, I sent the
letters to Paul Greenberg, Edward Spannaus and Lyndon LaRouche
concerning repayment of the loans made to the LaRouche Campaign.
(Attachments 14, 15, 16 and 17).

30. In December, 1984, I received an unsigned promissory note
from the treasurer of Independent Democrats fOr LaRouche stating
that the committee is indebted to me for a loan of $500 received
on October 1, 1984. (Attachment 18).

31. I did not loan Independent Democrats for LaRouche $500 O,
October 1, 1984.
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Further affiaent sayeth not.

Svpin to and subscribed before me

/'965~~

this

Notary Public

My Commission expires ........ x/_ "e '

/C .- d ay o f

$6; ~L~&~e
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BEFORE]

In the Matter of )" - •I)
The LaRouche Campaign ) MUR 1797
Edward Spananaus, as treasurer )
Dr. James E. Marvel )

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

On October 2, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that the LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.C. $44la(f) by accepting excessive contributions

from Dr. James E. Marvel, 2 U.S.C. 5434(b) by failing to report

loans of $1275 and $900 received from Dr. Marvel, and 2 U.S.C.

$44lb by accepting contributions from Campaigner Publications,

Inc. in the form of solicitation costs. The Commission also

found reason to believe that Dr. Marvel had violated 2 U.S.C.

S441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive contributions to the LaRouche

Campaign and approved a subpoena for an oral deposition and

documents to be served upon him.

Letters of notification and the subpoena were mailed on

October 9, 1984. Responses received from the committee and from

Campaigner Publications questioned the Commissions s procedure in

this matter, the premise being that Dr. Marvel's initial letter

to the Commission constituted an improper complaint. On November

26, 1984, the Commission approved letters to be sent to these

respondents explaining that the issues involved in MUR 1797 were

being addressed as part of an internally generated matter.

On October 23, 1984, Dr. Marvel's attorney telephoned this

office to discuss his client's involvement in this matter and to

request a postponent of his oral deposition. As a result of

['HE FEDERAL EL]

..........................................................

~CTION COM~4~SSION
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subsequent discussions it was agreed that this Office would pose

questions to Dr. Marvel by telephone on November 2, 1984, and

then prepare an affidavit for his signature. The telephone

interview took place as scheduled and this Office received on

January 14, 1985, Dr. Marvel's signed affidavit which spells out

in detail the history of his contacts with representatives of

Lyndon LaRouche as well as the solicitation and making of the

loans to the LaRouche Campaign at issue. Dr. Marvel has

reiterated his prior statement that the last two loans were made

, through Campaigner Publications. Dr. Marvel has also supplied

copies of credit card statements and of letters which he has sent

to the LaRouche Campaign and representatives thereof regarding

C his loans. The credit card statements show the payments to

'C Campaigner Publications which Dr. Marvel has cited as being

"; intended for the committee.

Further investigation of this matter, in particular the

involvement of Campaigner Publications, Inc., is in abeyance
tfD

pending resolution of the issue regarding possible referral of

LaRouche-related matters to the Department of Justice.

Charles N. Steele
Genera el/

Date By Ke neth A. - Gross / -
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.( " 2046

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLs N. sTEELE
GENERL COUNSE.L
MARJORIE. W. EMMONS/JODY C. RANSOM !9'/K-

FEBRUARY 5, 1985

MUR 1797 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #1 signed February 1, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 4, 1985.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.

I



~In the atter of)

Bdvk4 pannau, as treasurer ) .
SDr. Thues Marvel ) ,

) On October 2, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.C. $U 441a(f), 434(b) and 441b as regards

• contributions/loans received from Dr. James Marvel, and that :/

Dr. Marvel had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making.i

excessive contr ibutions to the Commi ttee. Because RNR 1797

) involves the same respondents and raises issues related to those

C
L: involved in NUN 1852, this Office recommends that the Coiwission ~

: -- mrge the former matter into the latter and notify the respondknts ":

!ii/i 4 to this effect.

-. :i .-- • 1 . Merge NUN 1797 into NUN 1852

. 2. Approve the attached letter.

; ., Charles N. Steele
i~i General Counsel

Associate General Counsel

~Attachment
. Letter to respondent
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer
Dr. James Marvel

MUR 1797

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmrons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 14,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1797:

1. Merge MUR 1797 into MUR 1852.

2. Approve the letters attached to
the General Counsel's Report
signed May 8, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest :

Date Se Marjorie W. Emmons
eIcretary of the Commission

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

5-9-85, 8:255-9-85, 4:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
i~5I~I V \'-SH\CTO\. I)C 204b.3

9 May 16, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Re: MUR 1797
The LaRouche Campaign

~Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer

!f Dear Ms. Roach:

-- This is to inform you that the Coiuuission has merged IbUR
1797 with MUR 1852. Therefore, any correspondence regarding the

c former matter will henceforth bear the latter designation.

Sincerely,



~~~~~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION +" ..
WASHINGTON, DC 20463 - i

Juno 4, 1993- ' ' w*;"!

Arkanslas City, Kansas 67005 .

Re : RUR 1797

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant tc 29 C.F.R. S 265.6(d:(l). we request that you :
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for , .
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual, .
is different than the one shown. ii,'

Dr. & Mrs. James I. Marvel +
3.3. 2:>,
Box L-7/i ,

L , -,..., Arkansas City, Kansas 6"7005 .i

Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of !,:
¢N fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal lectiOn ,..

Commission, an agency of the United States Government, reguires.+ - < .
~~this information in the performance of its official duties,, and.,"ii

that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted. ++
' A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience. .+

~~Should you have any question or require further information, :!
r+ please contact me at (202) 219-3400. !

tO ~Sincerely/

Ala. Smith-Simpson"".
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address. //.,- +'.

[I NO such address. ' "
[ ] Other (Please Specify)./, .

,,-: -- c ,, i

)+'" . '. +,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNGNTON. D.C. 20)43

June 4, 1993

POSTMASTER
Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

Re: MUR 1797

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant Io 39 C.I.R. S 265.6(dj(l), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individuaal,
is different than the one shown.

Dr. James 3. Marvel
-- Orthopedic and Sports Medicine Clinic

2545 N. Greenway
LD P.O. 3ox 673
_- Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal I1ltoln

'0Commission, an ageocy of the United States Government, requires.J I

this information in the performuance of its official duties, e:4
that all other kntovn sources for obtaining it have been ezhtJd

~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

C" Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Ava 3. Smith-SimpsonI-
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

/// Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: /
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding ades..!
[ ] NO such address. i
[ ] Other (Please Specify). \.



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

June 4, 1993

POSTMASTER

Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

Re: RUm 1797

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(dJ(1}, we request that you
verify vhether the address given below is one at which ail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Otis Morrow, 3sq.
-- P.O. Rox 1146

Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

.- ~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of ..
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal 3leotimn

, :- Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requi~res
,-this information in the performance of its official duties, ak

! Othat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exMu e.
A teturn envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Stpcerely, , .

Alva 3. Smith-Simpson
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

ilideieetoteaoeades
[IForwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: ' "  /

* I No such address. ..
[ ] Other (Please Specify).
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T: eira .ctioa o iioft

rrom: ^An1 ,iiaa i oicari (complanant)
153 £-ine La±e drive
Joveatry, JT )o23i
(203) 742-7013 home
(2)3) 4do-25l4 word

nespoaexat: ikhe drohacfe afli~i
z .u. Jox 2150 G.±.v.

i'acts of complint: In eariy J~±me £ w , contacted cy a representative of
the rouche oampai~n. A male voicv £elw:Jmoned me, identified nimself
as a representative of the L~roa~he campaig, and reqaested a donation.
he also req.ae~ed that I maKe a ioan to tne aroache campaign, as he
claimed the campaiaa haa an immediate, . r~ent deed for money for a
television advertising campaign. he requesteQ tnat i give him my VISA
naimoer 50 nat the tunney transfer coald be imnmediate. I agreed to a

L donation of .25.J) and a loan of @I00°00. Upon furtrker discussion I
- agreed to extena trne loan to @20J.)J. The representative clearly stated

that the loan wosld be repaid within two mOrnths. Tne only oost to me
:would be the interest for th, two mnonth period. I gave him my iS^ii
_numoer. 3ibseqaently, two charges appeared on my V1iS accoant, one for

.100 ana one for *125. r otn ckiges appeared on the same day.
C I received a subseqient phone call from a man wno oe rly stated that

ne was the same man. the requested a further donation and loan. I refused,
-and specifically demanded written accoanting of the previous loan and
Sdonation (no acknowledgement had arrived). no agreed to mail it out the

next day. ilo stach accoanting arrived. I mailed a letter to VISii
. questionia ~ tno cnarges. They asked me to write directly to tn lharoache
Scaimpai~n reqaestiag retarn of the money. I obtained the phone number of

the campaijn from ttie ir foriation operator, called, and was iven their
*, address by a female voice. (Ua aust 22 1 maiL.a a 1etter totne

Laro~cne campaign, retarn receipt requestea, asiing for retarn of my
Sloan. To tnis da~e, I nave received no reply. I am forced to coaclude

that the transaction and promises were fraudilent. I wish to obtain
retarn of my money and to prevent si~iiar occurreacessfroa nappening
to otnirs.

So~rce of x: form~r~o: : person, l novled,e
3apportine aocLamoLitation: copy of letter t ±roacne dampaigA

copy of ret~irn receipt for aove letter
copy of 1.Lo^ oill listing disputed charges

Subcribed and sworn to before me this 27th day of September, 1984.

Notary "PUb i'c

., '
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION :

V%'ASt,.CGTO'N D C 20463

October 10, 1984

Ann Linda Polcari
153 Pine Lake Drive
Coventry, Connecticut 06238

Dear Ms. Polcari:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on October 4, 1984, against Edward Spannaus and
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc., which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned
to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be notified 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
t office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same

-_ manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

>S incer ely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%ASHINCTOS D C 20463

October 10, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1798

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on October 4, 1984 the
-- Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that the committee and you, as treasurer may have violated
.r certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
--- amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have

numbered this matter MUR 1798. Please refer to this number in
; all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against 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

C further action based on the available information.

" : Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
~believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing-such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact .... _ AnneWeissenborn, the attorney, assigned to this matter at (202) 523-
4000. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGenrDal Counsel

Associate 1 Counsel

Enclosures-- 1. Complaint
2. Procedures

C 3. Designation of Counsel Statement

• • • •



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

S ~~~1JGrOC 2463November 30, 1984

Edward Spannlaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1798

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

-- On October 10, 1984, you were sent by certified mail

notification of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal

, Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. It appears that you
have not received this notification. Therefore you will find

S enclosed a copy of the October 10 letter and of the complaint.

~Any response which you may wish to make in this matter must

C be submitted within 15 days of your receipt of this second

letter.
Sincerely,

. -.. Char es N. Steele

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate Gem~ra1 Counsel

Enclosures
Letter of October 10, 1984
Comp la i nt
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



Kenneth A. .. G .o.s O~ 19, 19,, A
~~Ass ocimte General Counsel i
: ~Federal SeeElectionN Commission +

Washington, DC 20463 i!
Re : MUR 1798 r 'F

Mr. Sross: -

This is in reply to your letter of November 30, 1984 +::
concerning MUR 1798, opened in response to the complaint filed
with your office by Ann Linda Polcari. !

have had my staff research the alleged transaction....
end have determined, in the first place, that The LaRouche z++
Campaign has no record of having received the $100.00
transaction shown on what appears to be Ms. Polcari's VISA
statement, but only tne 5125.00 item. Of this, $25.00 was a
contribution and $100.00 was a loan. It is my belief at this
time that the additional money which appears to have been
charged to Ms. Polcari's account was a fictitious charge of
some kind--"bank error" to put the matter most succinctly and
charitably. We have, in our files, documented cases of other

4 contributors whose accounts have been charged with such
C fictitious charges attributed to The LaRouche Campaign and

later admitted by the relevant banks to have been "errors."

Secondly, the entire $225.00 was "charged back" by debit
-- memo from TLC's account on October 23, 1984. Aside from the

fact this would appear to make the whole matter moot, this
C raises the question as to how a non-existent transaction could
O be reversed. The documentation which accompanied the debit ::

memo from our bank included merely two microfilm photocpes Of: r
~the same $125.00 charge, which corroborates my conclusiOn tht

+ the $100.00 item waes fictitious. If that be the case, either
T Ms. Polcari's bank or TLC's bank is presently holding $100.00

incorrectly debited from our account.

LO If the Commission decides to continue looking into this
matter, despite its apparent mootness and its grounding in

~apparent bank "error," I would suggest that the first step
would be to request from Ms. Polcari's bank (as shown on the
apparent VISA statement) photocopies of 9 credit card slips
corresponding to the transactions shown on the statement.

Additionally, it is my understanding that these
allegations of the co~iplainant do not even fall under the
jurisdiction of the Commission. According to 11 C.F.R. Sec.
111.4, a formal complaint sucn as has resulted in this MUR

should contai a clear and concise recitation of the
facts describing tne violation of staute or law over
uhich the Commission, has , urisdjction.



**~eks- Putf15rty oer the t1in :of payient 'on ! speig:n debts.

If. there is any other statute or regulation whose
$#sbl# *violation is sp cifically suggeted by the

• @oplafaft. would appreciate your so informing eel otherwise
I mUSt assume that this letter cons titutes sufficient response
to MUR 1798 to permit your closing it with no further action.

Edward Spannu 3

Treasurer

Ln)



1325 K STREET, N.W. C''".. ...."'
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

FRxST GENRA COUNSEL'S RE.R7P 10 Pt? : 3 8
DATE AND TIME OF MURS # 1798, 1827, 1833, 1856. 1864
TRASMITTAL BY OGC TO DATES COMPLAINS RECEIVED BY
COMMISSION COMMISSION

I~lOg " jz. o10/4/84, 10/22/84, 10/23/84,
11/13/84, 12/10/84
DATES OF NOTIFICATIONS TO RESPONDENTS
10/10/84 ,10/25/84,*10/25/85, 11127/84,
12/27/84
STAFF MEMBER Anne Weissenborn

COMPLAINANTS' NAMES: Ann Linda Polcari
G.M. Elgal
William R. Flora
William E. Hicks on behalf of
E.R. Sessoms

. Francis J. Warin

(N; RESPONDENTS ' NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) and (8)
-- 2 U.S.C. $ 9042(c)

(N
INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

SINQIARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Each of the complaints in the MURs listed above involves the

¢ assertion that repayment of a loan, or loans, to the LaRouche

' Campaign has not been received.

~FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complainants in the MURs here at issue state that loans

were made to the LaRouche Campaign in return for promises that

repayment would be made within a specified time. As of the dates

of the complaints, such repayments had not been received.

An examination of reports filed by the LaRouche Campaign

indicates that monies received from Ann Linda Polcari, E.R.

Sessoms, William Flora and Francis J. Warmn have been reported as

loans by the committee; the loans assertedly made by G.M. Elgal



I0

have been reported by the committee as contributions. There also

appears to be a discrepancy between 14s. Polcari's complaint and the

committee's reports as to whether all of the amounts received from

her were to be treated as loans.

Because the basic issue involved in all of these matters is

that of non-repayment of loans, this Office proposes to address

them as a group, taking into account any other problems unique to a

particular situation. We~are in the process of analyzing the non-

repayment issue and will prepare reports for each MUR accordingly

: in the near future.

Charles N. Steele

,ateGeneal Counrs

Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.DC. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELEGENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. RANSOM . 4

JANUARY 14, 1985

MURS 1798, 1827, 1833, 1856, 1864 -

First General Counsel' s Report
signed January 10, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

January 10, 1985.

There were no objections to the First General Counsel's

Report at the time of the deadline.

If.

",c0



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION (R3OIISSION ...

In the Matter of )...' ;,"
) MUR 1798

The LaRouche Campaign )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I.* BACKGROUND

On October 4, 1984, the Commission received a complaint from

Ann Linda Polcari alleging fraud on the part of The LaRouche

Campaign because it assertedly had failed to repay loans totaling

$200 which she had made by credit card on June 6, 1984.

r-. Ms. Polcari stated that the loans were to have been for two

months. Two charges appeared on her credit card account, one for

$125 and one for $100; the first apparently also including a $25

donation which she acknowledges having made on the same date as

O the loans.

As of the date of the complaint, the committee's reports

~showed an aggregated total of $135.00 in contributions and loans

C received from Ms. Polcari (apparently including a $10

contribution not cited in the complaint which was made in

January, 1984). In his response to notification of the complaint

(See Attachment 1), the committee's treasurer stated that their

records showed only the $125 item cited on Ms. Polcari's credit

card account statement; he attributed to "bank error" the

additional $100 charge. He also stated that "the entire $225.00

was 'charged back' by debit memo from TLC's account on

mmml
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October 23, 1984." No information has been received from the

complainant confirming this statement.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

Whether or not Ms. Polcari has been made whole, it appears

that there has been no violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act as regards the committee's failure to repay the loans within

the time frame understood by the lender. The loans at issue were

made by an individual, not by a bank or corporation, and

constituted contributions at the times they were made. Ms.

cO Polcari's loans, therefore, did not come within the coverage of

C 11 C.F.R. S 114.10 which applies a "commercially reasonable"

standard to the making and collection of loans obtained by

political committees from corporations or banks. Neither the

o Federal Election Campaign Act nor the Coiuuission's regulations

. addresses the issue of the late repayment of loans received from

- individuals. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

C Commission find no reason to believe that the Committee violated

the Act as regards non-repayment of loans.

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (E) requires that a committee report the

identification of all persons who have made loans to the

committee, plus the date and the amount of the loan. 2 U.S.C.

5 434(b) (2) (A) requires the reporting of the total amount of

contributions received from persons other than political

committees, while 2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (3) (A) mandates the reporting
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of the identification of each person who makes contributions

aggregating in excess of $200, plus the date and amount of any

such contribution. In the present instance, the committee did

not report the receipt of Ms. Polcari's $25 contribution on

June 6, 1984, as an itemized contribution; it did, however,

include this amount as part of the aggregated year-to-date amount

included in its reporting of a $100 loan from her on the same

date. The committee argues that it never received the second

$100 charged to Ms. Polcari' s account on June 6. If this amount

was in fact never received, the committee would not have been

required to itemize her $25 contribution because her aggregate

total for the year would have been only $135.

The remaining issue is therefore the committee's failure to

report the second $100 loan. The committee treasurer supports

" his argument that this second loan was never received by stating

" that "(t)he documentation which accompanied the debit memo from

Cour bank [regarding $225J included merely two microfilm

photocopies of the same $125 charge. .... . This documentation

was not attached to the treasurer's response. He suggests that

the Commission request "photocopies of both credit card slips

corresponding to the transactions shown on the [complainant's

credit card] statement." An investigation into whether the

committee did receive the second $100 loan and therefore failed

to report it as required would involve requests for the documents
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cited above from the committee and from Ms. Polcari. Therefore,

this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that the Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) (A),

434(b) (3) (A) and 434(b) (3) (E) by failing to report a loan of $100

from Ms. Polcari assertedly made on June 6, 1984.

I II. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find no reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign Inc.,
and Edward Spannaus as treasurer, have violated the Act in
this matter as regards the non-repayment of loans.

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b) (2) (A), 434(b) (3) (A) and 434(b) (3) (E).

3. Approve the attached letter.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

Charles N. Steele

" | Associate General Counsel

Attachme nts

1. Response from Committee
2. Letter

ci

t v
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARL ES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARoRIE w. EMON/JoDY C. RANoM
APRIL 16, 1985

OBJECTION - MUR 1798 General Counsel' s
Report signed April 10, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Thursday, April 11, 1985 at 4 :00.

t Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Comuss ioner

Commissioner

Conmiss ioner

Commi.ssioner

Commis sione r

Commnissioner

Aikens

Eli iott

Harris

McDonald

McGarry

Reiche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, April 23, 1985.

the Executive Session



( ~ ~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ,'
WASHINCTON, DC 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marjorie W. Emmons
Commission Secretary

FROM: Joan D. Aikens

Vice Chairman U
DATE: April 17, 1985

: oSUBJECT: Withdrawal of Objection

I am hereby withdrawing my objection to I4UR

1798, which was filed with your office on April 15,

C 1985, at 3:33 p.m., and requesting that my affirmative

'C vote be cast in this matter.

- : ......... . . F - , q " ... . .... ... .........
.. ..

... ... , . .. ..
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F EDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONWASHINGTON. D.C. 204(,

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL>f 1).MRoRI W. EMoNs IoDY C. RANoM A
APRIL 18, 1985

WITHDRAWAL OF OBJECTION TO MUR 1798
General Counsel's Report signed
April 10, 1985

You were previously notified of an objection to the

above-captioned report by Commissioner Aikens.

By memorandum dated April 17, 1985, Commissioner Aikens

withdrew her objection and cast an affirmative vote.

A copy of Commissioner Aikens' memorandum and the

certification in this matter are attached.

Attachments



BEOETHE FEDERAL ELECTION COMt ION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1798

The LaRouche Campaign )

CERTIFICATION

_ I, Marjorie W. Emrmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on April 18,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1798:

1. Find no reason to believe that
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
Edward Spannaus as treasurer, have

r violated the Act in this matter as

. regards to the non-repayment of

loans.

2. Find reason to believe that The
-- LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
CW Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (A),
'C 434(b})(3) (A) and 434(b) (3}(E).

' 3. Approve the letter attached to the

~General Counsel' s Report signed
April 10, 1985.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

~Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 4-11-85, 11:39

Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 4-11-85, 4:00



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASt-HNCTON, D.C 20463

April 24, 1985

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUJR 1798

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

On October 10, 1984, the Commission notified The LaRouche
Campaign ("the Committee") and you, as treasurer, of a complaint

' alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that
' time. We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter

which was dated December 19, 1984.

-- Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on April

C 18, 1985, determined that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act has been committed
with regard to the issue of repayment of the complainant's loans.

S The Commission, however, determined that there is reason to believe
that the Committee and you have violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (A),
434 (b) (3) (A), and 434 (b) (3) (E) by failing to report a $100 loan
assertedly made to the Committee by the complainant.

tD You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause; however,
in the absence of any information which demonstrates that no
further action should be taken against the committee and you, as
treasurer, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next
compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed

procedures.



Page 2
Edward Spannaus

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g (a) (4) (B) and 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.
If you have any questions, please contact Anne A. Weissenborn, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000.

This matter has been merged with MUR 852.

Jo n Warren McGarry
Chl irman

Enclosure
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
' ~WASHINGTONOC 20463 !

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
~Coventry, Connecticut 06238

Re: MURt 1798

Dear Sir or Madam:,,r

Pursuant to 39 C.P.R. 5 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify whethoa the addzess given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or 0
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,

~is different than the one shown.

Ann Linda Polcari -A:
'.': 153 Pine Lake Drive ..

Coventry, Connecticut 06238

Under ts39 C.P.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of ~
te. nthsregard, I hereby certify that the Federal 31e~tion i

( Commission, an agency of the United States Government, rqtuiresthis information in the performance of its official duties, ed!~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.::

. Should you have any question or require further informationR,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C
Sincerely

"" Alva 3. Smith-SimpsonI
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ ] Mail is delivered to the above address.
[I] Forwarding Address is: --

Effective date of the change: bde/r -0 "

[J Moved, left no forwarding address. ( t3 S I iff t
[/1] Other ( Please Speci fy). .255 i)4



A 3 S N&ASCAEP.C. 85 AY 3P•
Ar~rORNEYS AT LAW " -
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Rowr L ROW April 30, 1985 s4J 1TE1
A.DAVID DAVIS BOSTON. ACI4CUSI'rTSO2I14

TRACY RtOACH4 (617) 7424200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1798

Dear Mr. Steele:

On December 19, 1984, The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and
its Treasurer Edward Spannaus provided a written response to
the Commission's November 30, 1984 notification that a

-O complaint by Ann Linda Polcari alleged a violation of the•

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). The debt owed Ms. Polcari, which was the basis of

F her complaint, was satisfied on October 23, 1984 when the
amount complained of was "charged back." The Commission was

-- notified of the manner of repayment. It is therefore
apparent that no violation of a law within the jurisdiction

C< of the Commission has occurred.

Since there remains no actionable complaint, and no
F Commission action has yet been taken, Mr. Spannaus and TLC

request that MUR 1798 be dismissed forthwith. A response
- from the Commission is requested ten (10) days from the date

of this letter.
~Very truly yours,

The LaRouche Campaign
t Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
,.-, By Their Attorney,

TRijm



r- - A . • ,,': ' ,: -"

.;,. , . . . . , i N' •

I

I

4

<A"A

~' .5 I

4,

4;.

I

4 4"

V4

I

*434'

C

'S

*

.4
ATM

4

$ 4 4'

Afl

. . i 
,

.41

C)

It,

stotiME ELECTION COMMISSION
~ zM63

• i ..,ii i



-T

John B. 8tibson
P.O. Dox 21
Strawn, Kansas 66414
913-761-2239

October 15, 1984

Office of Gieeal Council
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
ashi ngton, D.C. 20463

Dear Sirs;

i am writing you to lodge an official protet against the

LaRouche Campaign for President. The LaRouche Campaign obtained
my Visa account number, and has since made two charges of $500.00

(for a total of $1000. 00) to my account on 8/4/84 and 9/25/84.
Doth of these charges were totally unauthorized! ! I believe that:

C this conststutes fraud. I have contacted The LaRouche Campaign
requesting refunds to my account both by telephone and by letter.
I was hung-up on when I cal led, and my letters stil g1 o
unansweed. I do not believe that persons of this caliber should

t/ :be allOwed to run for office, much less be elected President.

a- +-f I can be of further help to you in prosecuting LaRouche.

c-i :' pi ls feel free to contact me. I look foreward to your reply to
--, his aetter.

~I hereby swear that the contents of thi s letter are true andl

C Si ncerely,

John B. Gibson

State of Kansas

.,.onty of Coffey

...r4s:.#ubscrbed and sworn to before me, this 15th day of October, 1984.

.<-,,L. ....''' : Notary Pb "0

wi

c~,It .L

Expiration Date: August 18, 1987

e• • •
£CE

I
oerei ,z

v,

!:, , ....

.i
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October 25, 1984

John B. Gibson
P.O. Box 21
Strawn, Kansas 66414

Dear !*r. Gibson:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on October 18, 1984, against Edward Spannaus
and the LaRouche Campaign, Inc., which alleges violations of the
Federai -==--'o C ~ laws. A staff member has hew assicned
to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be notified of

-- this comrplaint within five days.

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

additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
- office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same

manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
C 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.

Sincerely,

Cha:

By7 Kenneth AAssoc iate

Enclosure



.?,. \ fl. FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~October 25, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETUR N RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edard Spannaus
.reasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1825

CM Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on October 18, 1984 the
, Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

the LaRouche Campaign, Inc. and you, as treasurer may have
- violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
04 enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1825. Please refer to
D this number in all future correspondence.

. Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche

S Campaign, Inc. and you, as treasurer in connection with this
S matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of
S receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15

days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
"" S.C. § 437g(a) (4) (3) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commssion in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

z c inten.d to be represented by counsel in this matter
ziease advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
$t2t i-. the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,

r . .... -: " r '  ..... o e . a '
-t£ a-cns and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

ss ... : co c ... -- ... " -=l.(

-I

- Enclosures
1. Complaint

(NJ 2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

ee
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Novemb~er 10, 1984

Kenneth A. GrossAssociate General Counsel
Federal Elect ion Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

-D

a ' - '

o-

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Re: MUR 182 5 e . _
F-;

Mr. Gross :

This is my response to your letter of October 25, 1984
informing me of MUR 1825, opened in response to the complaint
submitted to your office by Mr. John B. Gibson. My office
received your certified letter on October, 30, 1984.

After having reviewed Mr. Gibson's complaint, it appears
to me that there is no issue raised in the complaint that falls
under the jurisdiction of the Commission. According to 11
C.F.R. Sec. 111.4, a formal complaint such as has resulted in
this MUR

should contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts
describing the violation of a statute or law over which
the Commission has jurisdiction.

To the best of my knowledge, no such statute or law is even
hinted at in the complaint (let alone 'clear ... recitation of
facts descr ib ing v iolat ion')}.

It is my understanding that such jurisdiction as the
Commission holds in respect to campaign debt is concerned
solely with the determination of whether a forgiven debt might
constitute an illegal contribution (as in a corporate
settlement for less than an original amount billed).

Although I do not believe that Mr. Gibson's complaint
raises any issue over which the Commission has jurisdiction, I
have nevertheless reviewed the Committee's records regarding
Mr. Gibson's transaction history with The LaRouche Campaign.

Mel Klenetsky
National Campaign Director

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820



The Committee's records demonstrate that Mr. Gibson made a
contribution of $250.00 on or about March 29, 1984 (the
Committee's date of deposit), and a second contribution of
$500, deposited July 25, 1984. He also made a loan of $500
August 15, which was, however, returned unpaid by his bank and
charged to our account October 1. His total contribution at
this point is thus $750, of which he has disputed $500 (one of
the two $500 items referenced in his complaint), but not the
$250.

I regret any apparent difficulty Mr. Gibson may have had
in contacting the campaign; however our records do not agree
with his representations as to his communications with us. In
a letter to us dated October 15, similar in content to his
complaint to your office of the same date, he alleges that he
made two phone calls and sent two prior letters. We have a
record of one such phone call to our national headquarters, and
one in which he spoke to one of our Chicago representatives; we

) have no record of the two alleced prior letters.

We have no record whatsoever that anyone *hung-up on" Mr.
Gibson. I have been informed by our volunteers in Chicago that

~in his call there, Mr. Gibson was quite agitated and unwilling
_ to talk reasonably, but that he was not hung up on.

CW Although we were unable to reach a satisfactory
arrangement with Mr. Gibson in either of these two calls, we

O were ultimately able to resolve matters with him following
receipt of his letter of October 15. On October 30, a TLC
staff volunteer did succeed in contacting Mr. Gibson by phone.

- At this time he informed us that he had already charged back
the disputed item. Although we do not yet have the memo from

r our bank showing that chargeback, we have accepted Mr. Gibson's
word for it. Lie therefore has no further claim for refund or
repayment, as he admitted to us.

Seeing nothing which merits any further action by the
Commission, I trust you will close this MUR without any further
action.

Edward Spa nna~s

Treasurer



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIqSSIOND
1325 K Street, N.W. :EC

Washington, D.C. 20463 :'

FIRST GENERAL COUNSit ' EiOR 80 : 55c

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMI TAL BY MUR NO. I§j
OGC TO THE COMMISSION # : DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED BY

------ ----- OGC October 18, 1984
STAF MF E
Anne A. Weissenborn

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: John B. Gibson

RESPONDENT' S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)
26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

Independent Democrats for LaRouche

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On October 15, 1984, John B. Gibson of Strawn, Kansas,

submitted a complaint stating that The LaRouche Campaign had made

two charges of $500 each to his credit card account on August 4,

1984, and September 25, 1984, without his authorization. An

examination of reports filed by The LaRouche Campaign has

revealed no itemization of these payments under the name of

John B. Gibson, either as outright contributions or as loans.i!

1/ The reports filed by Independent Democrats for LaRouche also
do not contain the two charges on Mr. Gibson's account.
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LEGA AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) requires the reporting of the total

amounts of all loans received, while 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3)

requires the itemization of all individuals who have made loans

to a committee.

The response received from the Committee's treasurer, Edward

Spannaus, states that a Mr. Gibson made a contribution of $250 on

March 29, 1984, and one of $500 which was deposited on July 25,

1984. In addition, the response states that he made a loan of

$500 on August 15, which was not paid by his bank and charged

back to the Committee's account on October 1. An examination of

u the Committee's reports reveals that these amounts and dates

- match those reported for a Mr. Brad Gibson of Topeka, Kansas.

C Given the wide discrepancies as to the dates cited by the

complainant and by the respondent, and the fact that Topeka and

Strawn, Kansas are sixty miles apart, this Office questions

whether the Committee is referring in its reports to the same

~individual as the complainant.

~The treasurer's response also states that it has been

informed by Mr. Gibson that he has already "charged back the

disputed item," that he has no further claim for a refund, and

that on this basis "nothing merits further action by the

Commission."

Whether or not Mr. Gibson has received charge backs for a

loan or loans which he assertedly did not authorize, questions

remain as to whether the Committee in fact reported those loans.

Given the discrepancies described above regarding the dates of
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the charges to Mr. Gibson's account and the differences in the

names and the addresses of the complainant and of the lender

cited by the respondent, this Office recommends that the

Commission determine that there is reason to believe that The

LaRouche Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

failing to report as loans two charges of $500 which were added

to the credit card account of John B. Gibson on August 4, 1984,

and September 25, 1984.

RECOMMENDATIONS

c 1. That the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
.... Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated

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

2. Approve the attached letter.

C Charles N. Steele

SAssociate General C e

Attachment

Letter to Respondent



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMM IION

In the Matter of

The La1~ouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

MUR 1825

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. zmnons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify 
that on December 6,

1984, the Commission decided by a vote 
of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1825:

1. Find reason to believe that
the LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2)

and (3).

2. Approve the letter attached to the

First General Counsel's Report signed

December 3, 1984.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, 
McDonald and

McGarry voted affirmatively in this 
matter; ComImissionler

Reiche did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
e Marjorie W. Emmons

~~eretary of the Commission

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

12-4-84, 8:5512-4-84, 11:00



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TON. DC 20463

December 11, 1984

Edvard Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaPouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

RE: MUR 1825

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on October 25,
CD 1984, of a comlaint alleging violations of certain sections of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the
Act'). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that
time. We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter

tc which vas dated November 10, 1984.

-- Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

C cmplaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
December 6, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe that

~The Lal~ouche Campaign and you, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by failing to report as loans two

r charges of $500 each which were dated August 4, 1984 and
~September 25, 1984 and which were allegedly added to the credit

card account of John B. Gibson. This determination was based in
C part upon the discrepancies in the dates cited by the complainant

and by yourself for the loans at issue and also upon the fact
"f) that the dates contained in your response match those of
r. contributions itemized in the Committee's reports as being from a

Kr. Brad Gibson of Topeka, Kansas.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Office of General Counsel must proceed to
the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the
enclosed procedures.



Idward Spannaus, TreasurerPage 2

This matter viii remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.c. SS 437g(a) (4) (3) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
-4000.

Sincerely,

eAn Elliott
Chairman

Enclosure
Procedures

C



ANDERSON & ASSOIATES, P.C.

001wP ANDERSO N ON L.ONGFELLOW PL,.ACm

A V DAVIS Janua ry 7, lv 85 SDON. MASSACNUSETYrSO2I1 4 ;

TRACY 1oA)4 (617) 742-8200

Lee Ann Elliot, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W. "

Washington, MA~ 20463 "

Re: MUR 1825-Response to a Reason :

to Beleive Finding

Dear Chairman Elliot:

! This is a response to the Commission's "reason to

believe" finding in MUR 1825.

Your letter of' December 11, 1984 notifying The LaRouche ;:

Campaign (TLC) of the Commission's "reason to believe" find- :

__ ing on December 6, 1984 in MUR 1825, was received at The !

LaRouche Campaign's headquarters late on December 14, 1984.

CNJ According to your letter, TLC had ten days in which to sub-

mit any further legal materials. The response due date was

~~therefore Monday, December 24, Christmas Eve day. Ouring :

that week TLC was, as you know, in the process of filing

" responses to two other MURs and also to the Audit Division's

~interim audit report. While the Committee has been diligent

and prompt in every instance to date in responding to PlURs

: and other Commission-originated communications, it was unable

to prepare and submit a response to the MUR 1825 "reason to

'- believe" finding during the holdiay season. The Committee

does not have huge resources of volunteers in the aftermath

of the election campaign, nor a battery of attorneys at its

disposal. I hope that no prejudice shall be suffered as a

result and ask that this response be taken into consideration

in further Commission deliberations.

It would appear from your letter of December II that the

Commission premises its finding of "reason to believe" against

TLC and its Treasurer on two alleged $500 items dated August 4

and September 25 "not reported" by TLC. The Committee reiter-

ates that the amounts contributed and/or loaned by Mr. Gibson

are those reported by TLC in its reports. TLC disputes the



"A

accuracy of the dates cited by Mr. Gibson as the dates of

his contributions and/or loans in his complaint. In this

regard, the Committee points out that the Commission's

"reason to believe" finding provides no additional documen-

tation to even suggest that the dates of contribution or i

loan are other than what TLC reported. Inasmuch as Mr.

Gibson still has not provided documents to verify his

assertions of what the dates of the alleged transaction

were, such as photocopies of his credit card statements

or cancelled checks, TLC must still insist that there has

been no "failure to report" violation.

As to the identity of Mr. Gibson, in TLC's November 10th

response to the opening of MUR 1825, the Committee noted that

a campaign volunteer contacted Mr. Gibson on October 30th.

At that time the volunteer verified that Mr. Brad Gibson is

the same person as Mr. John 6. Gibson. TLC does not consider

the Commission's "reason to believe" finding as providing any

PO evidence to the contrary. Yet, the Commission' s letter

strongly implies there are two persons in question. TLC can-

- not help but wonder if the Commission's staff made any attempt

at all to determine whether John B. Gibson is the same as Brad

Gibson.

Insofar as the Committee has not been provided with any,
~additional documentation substantiating Mr. Gibson's allega-

tions or the Commission's "reason to believe" finding, par- i

"C ticularly regarding the suggestion that two persons rather

than one are involved, TLC's position is that it has not

violated 2 U.S.C. Section 434(b)(2) and (3). TLC also wishes

. to point out that the audit staff was provided with a complete

computer tape of all contributions end loans received by the

{ Committee, which has been in the possession of the Audit

Division for over four months. Since the totals on that tape

tied out to both the Committee's Reports of Receipts and

Expenditures and to the Committee's bank records, it is

difficult to imagine how additional contributions could have

been received than those either reported, or (if under $200

aggregate) otherwise knowable to the Commission.

Finally, Mr. Gibson's actual complaint has long been

satisfied in that he has been repaid all monies allegedly

due to him. Thus, nothing remains of the complaint to

conciliate except innuendo in the "reason to believe" letter

concerning the complainant's identity which could have been,



but apparently were not, verified by the Commission's !

own direct communication.

Respectfully, I therefore request that MUR 1825 be

dismissed and no further investigation or action be taken.

Very truly yours,

Attorne~r The LaRouche Campaign

Ni

TR/jm



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~~UIIWASHINGTON, D.C. 20)463

February 4, 1985

John B. Gibson
P.O. Box 21
Strawn, Kansas 66414

Re: MUR 1825

Dear Mr. Gibson:

We are writing to clarify certain information concerning the

charges to your credit card account cited in the complaint
, , against the LaRouche Campaign which you filed on October 15,

1984.

J The reports filed by The LaRouche Campaign contain no
" ' reference to contributions or loans received from someone of your

name, but do cite two contributions of $250 and $500 dated March

--- 29, 1984 and July 25, 1984, and a loan of $500 dated August 15,
C 1984, from a Brad Gibson of 2620 S.E. Pennsylvania Avenue,

Topeka, Kansas. Are you the same individual?

) If you are Brad Gibson, please state whether you believe
that the $500 contribution and the $500 loan reported by the

* committee are the same two $500 transactions cited in your
complaint. In that complaint you gave August 4, 1984, and

" September 25, 1984, as the dates of the charges which you state
were unauthorized. Any information you can provide to explain

' the discrepancy would be appreciated. We would also like to
.-, receive from you copies of the credit card statements containing

these two $500 charges.

According to the committee's reports, the $500 contribution

charged to your account on July 25, 1984, was refunded on October
1, 1984, and the $500 treated as a loan by the committee was

repaid on November 20, 1984. Please inform us as to whether you
have received these payments.

Finally, we would be interested in any details you can
provide concerning your contacts with specific representatives of

The LaRouche Campaign or with representatives of other



May 3, 1985 :'

In the Matter of )
)

The Laltouche Campaign ) NUOR 1825
Edvard Spannaus, as treasurer )

)

GIEA OURELs'S

On December 6, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The Laftouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.c. s 434(b) (2) and (3) by failing to report tvo

charges of $500 each added to the credit card account of John B.

Gibson without his authorization.

' . The issue in this matter is the same as the principal issue

being addressed in NOR 1852, namely violations of the Act

resulting frm the unauthorized use of credit cards. Therefore,

it is the recommendation of this Office that this matter be mrged....

into MUR 1852 and the respondent so informed.

C I. Merge this matter into NOR 1852.

t 2. Approve the attached letter.

Attachment
Letter to respondent

Charles N. SteeleGener al'Cou~al

Associate General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouiche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

MUR 1825

CE RT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 14,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1825:

1. Merge this matter into MUR 1852.

2. Approve the letter attached to the

General Counsel's Report signed

May 8, 1985.

Comimissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McGarry and

Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

McDonald did not cast a vote.

Atte st :

S Marjorie W. Emumons

Secretary of the CommissionDate

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

5-9-85, 8:255-9-85, 4:00



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
\ 'ASHI\TO .D.C. 20463

May 16, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Re : MUR 1825
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

This is to inform you that the Commission has merged MUR
1825 with MUR 1852. Therefore, any correspondence regarding the
former matter will henceforth bear the latter designation.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Ge.%Cone

BY:
As soc iate1Cone Ii Counsel
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0 * 6017 W, Esplanade. *~
tetairie, Louisiana 70003 -

17 October 1984 840C

Federal Election CoMiqission
1325 K St. N..
Washington D.C. 20463

Dear Sir :

Although I have nade contributions and continue to do it to

the La Rouche CaMpaign, on two occasions, 5 Months ago their

representative asked e to Make two $100 loans with the

understanding that they would be returned in 60 days.

I have written three letters to their N.Y. office with the

last letter return verification of receipt, Made two phone

calls, and requested on the phone on two occasions to

tirs Susan Director ( who was the one who persuaded Me for the

Gloans froM Houston ) and I have had no action.

:Consequently I called your public records office and they were

n~ot able to find My na~Me on the loan list. I also talked with
your inforMation office who advised Me about regulation

--11 CFR 104.11 and how to record My coMplaint. Attached are
copies of the cancelled checks verifying the two loans.

i12, A.IO.t

19lil:.l

,.4 ,

i ....- f

-"; .n-

4 would appreciate your recording of My complaint and your assistance.hank you,

'" Sincerely,

G, M, Elgal

Sworn to and subscribed before me, Raymond C Von Bodungen,
Nota/ y Public, in and for the Parish of Orleans, City of New Orleans,
StVof Louisiana, on this 17th day of October, 1984.

i
I
)
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/2 | |' \ FEDERAL ELECTION COMI., SSION'

~October 25, i98i4

".M. Elgal
6017 ;West Esplanade Avenue
Metair1e, Louisiana 70003

Mer... Elgal:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on October 22, 1984, against Edward Spannaus
and the LaRouche Campaign, Inc., which alleges violations of the

-Ie:-io Camnil n 2.aws. A staff - -ie. hs signe

zanalyze your allegations. The respondent wiil oe notified of
this comiplaint 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 same

-- manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
C attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for

handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

,"% Sincerely,

CharO. SteeleGene ounse.-

iate Counsel

Enclosure



J FEDERAL ELECTION COMIMISSION

October 25, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETUR~N RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spanniaus
I r e a ure r
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1827

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

~This letter is to notify you that on October 22, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

J the LaRouche Campaign, Inc. and you, as treasurer may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is

03 enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1827. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
r' writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche
S Campaign, Inc. 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

t received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
iease a~vise the Commission by completing the enclosed form

. ... .. -. .... . . . -*2C CC 2 *.

mz. a statem;ent authorizing such counsel to receive any

::-ca::ons and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene.Lal Counsel

/l

Enclosures
-- 1. Complaint

04 2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

Oi iO OQ



Mel Klenetsky
National Campaign Diredor
Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

November 10, 1984 ,L

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel --

Federal Election Commission -
1325 K Street NW -u

Washington, DC 20463 .

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS ir --

Re: HUE 1827

Mr. Gross :

, - This is my reply to your letter of October 25, 1984
informing me of HUE 1827, opened in response to the complaint

,.&' submitted to your office by Mr. G. M. Elgal. My offices
received your certified letter on October 30, 1984.

After having reviewed Mr. Elgal's complaint, it appears to
C me that there is no issue raised in the complaint that falls

~Cunder the jurisdiction of the Commission. According to 11

C.F.R. Sec. 111.4, a formal complaint

should contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts

- describing the violation of a statute or law over which
the Commission has jurisdiction.

tr To the best of my knowledge, no such statute or law is even
hinted at in the complaint (let alone 'clear ... recitation of

" facts describing violation').

It is my understanding that such jurisdiction as the
Commission holds in respect to campaign debt is concerned
solely with the determination of whether a forgiven debt might
constitute an illegal contribution (as in a corporate
settlement for less than an original amount billed).

Despite the fact~ that I doubt whether the Commission has

any jurisdiction over this matter, I have nonethieless reviewed
the Committee's records and I have also spoken with our
fundraiser Mrs. Director to review her notes and recollection
of discussions with Mr. E1gal.

Our records reflect that Mr. Elgal made two $100

contributions, not loans on April 9, 1984 and June 1, 1984.



(see attached copy of xerox of check prior to deposit) In
discussions with Mrs. Director I determined that a different

fundraiser had solicited Mr. Elgal for the $100 contribution onI
April 9, 1984. Both this contribution and the one Mrs.
Director obtained on June 1 were entered as 'contributions' on !

the TLC's FEC report because our back-up sheets for data entry
indicated that each was such. As you will note, neither check

when they arrived at TLC headquarters for deposit hacd 'loan' !

written in the memo sect ion of the check.

Subsequent to receipt of your letter the Committee's debt
committee has attempted to contact Mr. Elgal to reconcile our
records with his. Mr. Elga! now has a disconnected phone
number and therefore we are now continuing to make efforts to
reach him through his place of employment. The Committee will
attempt to determine if there was a misunderstanding between
TLC fundraisers and Mr. Elgal as to his contr ibut ions being 1

loans.

I trust you will close this MUR without any further action.

-- Edward spannaus"
Treasurer 21
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FEDERA 1 'ION COM MISSIOIN FEC
1325 K STREET, N.W. CC-' "  ° r. ,

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

FRxST EERLCOUNsEL, s RR 0 ' QF: 3 8
DATE AND TIME OF MURS # 1798. 1827. 1833. 1856. 1,864
TRANSMITTAL BY OGC TO DATES COMPLAINTS RECEIVED BY
COMMISSION COMMISSION

//224-(0: 10/4/84, 10/22/84, 10/23/84,
11/13/84. 12/10/84
DATES OF NOTIFICATIONS TO RESPONDENTS
10/10/8 4,*10/2 5/84,*10/25/85,11/27/84,
12/27/84
STAFF MEMBER Anne Weissenborn

COMPLAINANTS ' NAMES: Ann Linda Polcar i
G.M. Elgal
William R. Flora
William E. Hicks on behalf of
E.R. Sessoms

Francis J. Warmn

. RESPONDENTS ' NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C S 434(b)}(3) and (8)
-- 2 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

SIMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Each of the complaints in the MURs listed above involves the

,c assertion that repayment of a loan, or loans, to the LaRouche

'- Campaign has not been received.

r. FACTUAL & LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complainants in the MURs here at issue state that loans

were made to the LaRouche Campaign in return for promises that

repayment would be made within a specified time. As of the dates

of the complaints, such repayments had not been received.

An examination of reports filed by the LaRouche Campaign

indicates that monies received from Ann Linda Polcari, E.R.

Sessoms, William Flora and Francis J. Warmn have been reported as

loans by the committee; the loans assertedly made by G.M. Elgal



0
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have been reported by the committee as contributions. There also
appears to be a discrepancy between Ms. Polcari's complaint and the

committee's reports as to whether all of the amounts received from

her were to be treated as loans.

Because the basic issue involved in all of these matters is

that of non-repayment of loans, this Office proposes to address

them as a group, taking into account any other problems unique to a

particular situation. We'are in-the process of analyzing the non-

repayment issue and will prepare reports for each MUR accordingly

in the near future.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kehneth A rs
Associate General Counsel

C~J

C j
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W/VSHIN(CTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

GENERAL. COUNSEL

MARoRiE w. EMoNS/oDY C. RANoM$1C

JANUARY 14, 1985

MURS 1798, 1827, 1833, 1856, 1864 -

_First General Counsel's Report
signed January 10, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

January 10, 1985.

There were no objections to the First General Counsel's

Report at the time of the deadline.

0

-4
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION :..

In the Matter of )

The LaRouche Campaign ) -Mu I1827

Edward Spannaus, as Treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGWUNmD

On October 22, 1984, the Commission received a complaint

from Galoust M. Elgal, now of Sunnyvale, California, stating that

two alleged loans of $100 each which he made to The LaRouche

Campaign ("the Committee') in April and May, 1984, had never been

repaid despite his understanding that the money 'would be

~returned in 60 days." Attached to the complaint were copies of

two checks dated April 1, 1984 and May 24, 1984, each in the

amount of $100 and each bearing the designation 'loan.' (See

Attachment 1). The complaint also indicated that the Committee
C 4
~had not reported these loans.

S II. LEGA ANLYSIS

: In his response to notification of the complaint, the

C Committee's treasurer questioned the sufficiency of the complaint

pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 114.4 and stated that the Committee's

records "reflect that Mr. Elgal made two $100 contributions , not

loans on April 9, 1984 and June 1, 1984." Attached to the

response are copies of these checks, and the treasurer states,

"As you will note, neither check when they arrived at TLC

headquarters for deposit had 'loan' written in the memo section

of the check." (See Attachment 2).
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The LaRouche Campaign submitted both of the checks at issue

to the Commission for purposes of receiving public funds pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 9034. In neither case did the copy of the check

submitted contain the designation "loan." (See Attachment 3).

In addition the committee submitted for matching a third check

from Mr. Elgal in the amount of $20.00 which was dated

February 6, 1984. Therefore, his aggregated contributions

totaled $220.

a. Sufficiency of the Complaint

~As regards the sufficiency of the complaint, the Committee's

treasurer appears to argue that it is necessary for a complaint

-- to cite a particular statutory or regulatory provision which has

C allegedly been violated. However, the facts cited in such a

complaint need only "describe a violation of a statute or a

regulation ... " (11 C.F.R. $ 114.4(d)(3)). It is the

Commission's role to determine whether facts alleged provide such

t, a description.

~In his complaint Mr. Elgal stated that when he called the

Commission he was told that his name was not "on the loan list."

Therefore, the complaint raised the issue of whether the

Committee had not reported Mr. Elgal's payment in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 434(b).



b. Non-Repayment of Loans

Given the discrepancies regarding notations on the copies of

the checks submitted by the complainant and by the Commaittee, it

is difficult to ascertain whether Mar. Elgal was due repayments.

Certainly the Committee has treated the checks as contributions,

not loans. However, even if they were loans, the failure of the

Comittee to make repayment at the time assertedly understood by

Mr. Elgal would not in itself constitute a violation of the

Federal Election Campaign Act. Mr. Elgal rmade his payments as

'0 an individual, not as a bank or a corporation. Therefore, the

payments, whether outright contributions or loans, constituted i

contributions pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A), and their

C repayment is not subject to the analysis of "commercial ii

'0 reasonableness" used to determine whether a corporation or bank :

: loan has become a contribution. At no time did Mr. Elgal's ii

payments put him over his contribution limitation of $1,000 per i

election pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (i)(A). Therefore, this

Office recommends that the Commission determine that there is no

reason to believe that the Committee violated the Act as regards

the non-repayment of any loans received from Mr. Elgal.
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c. Matchability of Contributions

Whether Mr. Elgal's payments vere in fact loans is

significant as to the issue of their matchability. 26 U.s.C.

$ 9034 defines matchable "contributions" as meaning "a gift of

money made by a written instrument which identifies the person

making the contribution ... , but does not include a subscription,

loan, advance, a deposit of money, or anything of value .... " If

it were to be determined that the Committee had submitted loans

for matching purposes, it would be subject to a repayment

determination pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9038(b)(l). Resolution of

this issue will depend upon that of the reporting issue discussed

below.

Should it be determined that the Committee knew that Mr.

Elgal's payments were loans, the fact that they were submitted

for matching would result in an apparent violation of 26 U.S.C.

S 9042(c). This provision makes it "unlawful for any person

knowingly and willfully to furnish any false, fictitious, or

fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the Commission

under this chapter, or to include in any evidence, books, or

information so furnished any misrepresentation of material fact,

or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or information

relevant to a certification by the Commission or an examination

or audit by the Commission under this chapter .... " This Office
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recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Committee has violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

d. Repot i ng

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (A) and (E) require committees to

itemize all persons who make contributions aggregating in excess

of $200 and all persons who make loans to a reporting committee.

2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) (A) and (H) require committees to report the

total amounts of all contributions from persons other than

political committees and the total amounts of all loans received

other than those made or guaranteed by a candidate to his or her

authorized committee. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (8) requires committees

to report the amount and nature of all outstanding debts and

obligations owed by each committee.

A search of reports submitted by The LaRouche Campaign has

:,- . not revealed any reporting of Mr. Elgal's payments, either as

- contributions or as loans received and debts owed, even though as

of its report for May, 1984, his contributions and/or loans

apparently aggregated in excess of $200. Therefore, it appears

that the committee has violated either 2 U.s.c. s 434(b) (3) (A) by

failing to report Mr. Elgal as a contributor or 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) (3) (E) by failing to report him as a person who has

provided a loan, and that the committee has also violated either

2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (2) (A) by reporting inaccurately the total
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of contributions received from persons during the reporting

periods involved, or 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (H) by misreporting the

total of all loans received other than those made or guaranteed

by the candidate. In addition, the committee may have violated

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (8) by failing to report the amount and nature

of all outstanding debts and obligations owed by the committee.

III. _____________S

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b) (3) (A) or (E), 434(b) (2) (A) or (H), and 434(6) (8),
and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)..

2. Find no reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated the Act in this
matter as regards the non-repayment of loans.

3. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

4. Approve the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

/ k~n-Lti/2 i'() BY.

At tachme nt s
1. Copies of checks attached to complaint (2)
2. Response from committee
3. Copies of checks submitted for matching (3)
4. Letter to respondent.

[]
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fFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CALSSEL, GN ALCOUNSEL
MARORIE W. EM NS/JODY C. RASOM( / X

APRIL 16, 1985

OBJECTION - MUR 1827 General Counsel's
Report signed April 10, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

CD Commission on Thursday, April 11, 1985 at 4:00.

t. " Objections have been received from the Commissioners

-- as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commis sioner

Cosunissijoner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commis sioner

Commissioner

Aikens
Elliott

Harris

McDonald

McGarry

Reiche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, April 23, 1985.

the Executive Session

'0

1-

tr)

x
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
0WASHINGTON, D C 20463 'I.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marjorie W. Emnmons
Commission Secretary

FROM: Joan D. Aikens

Vice Chairman .

DATE: April 17, 1985

SUBJECT: Withdrawal of Objection

tr I am hereby withdrawing my objection to MUR

-- 1827, which was filed with your office on April 15,

C 1985, at 3:56 p.m., and requesting that my affirmative

~~vote be cast in this matter.:i

L. 6< '- 01 '
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON. I)C. 20"46

MEMORANDUM TO :

F ROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

wA~*1ROI W.EMN/OYC. ASM@
APRIL 18, 1985

WITHDRAWAL OF OBJECTION TO MUR 1827
General Counsel's Report signed
April 10, 1985

You were previously notified of an objection to the

above-captioned matter by Commissioner Aikens.

By memorandum dated April 17, 1985, Commnissioner Aikens

withdrew her objection and cast an affirmative vote.

A copy of Commissioner Aikens' memorandum is attached.

Attachment



0 -~BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMI:SION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1827

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on April 22,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1827:

9 1. Find reason to believe that The
La~ouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (3) (A)

:-'" or (E), 434 (b) (2) (A) or (H), and
__ 434 (b) (8), and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

C 2. Find no reason to believe that The
LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer, have violated the Act
in this matter as regards the non-
repayment of loans.

3. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.
C

4. Approve the letter attached to the
t General Counsel's Report signed
~April 10, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Atte st :

Date Mroi .Emn
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 4-11-85, 11:39

Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 4-11-85, 4:00



ANDE[RSON ASOCIA i~.C. 85 Nt 32

ATTORNEYS AT LAW .,

OaN P. ANDERSON Ow~NGFELLOW PLACE
Rouwrm L Rocs' Surrc 216
A. DAVID DAVI SOSroN. MASSACHUSET'S02 11!4
TRACY ROACH (617) 742-4200

May 1, 1985

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1827

Dear Mr. Steele:

On November 10, 1984, The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and
- its Treasurer Edward Spannaus provided a written response to

the Conunission's October 25, 1984 notification that a
complaint by G.M. Elgal alleged a violation of the Federal

. , Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
debt allegedly owed Mr. Elgal, which was the basis of his

-- complaint, was a contribution not a loan, as evidence
submitted by TLC indicates. It is therefore apparent that

C no violation of a law within the jurisdiction of the
Commission has occurred.

.,...Since there remains no actionable complaint, and no
.° Commission action has yet been taken, Mr. Spannaus and TLC
- - request that MUR 1827 be dismissed forthwith. A response

from the Conumission is requested ten (10) days from the date
.'- of this letter.

L" Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign

. Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney,

TR/jm



FEDERAL ELECTION COMvMISSION ..

WASHINGTON. DrC 2043

June 10, 1993

POSTMATER

Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Re : MUR 1827 ,"

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that you
verty whether the aodress given below is one at which mail tor
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current Railing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown."

Galoust N. ElgalY%'. .<
-'-:- ~499 N. Fairbanks Avenue, Apt. *3 "r

Sunnyvale, CA 94086 .

__ Under 39 C.P.a. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal KI cti~p ,..
Commission, an agency of the United States Government, reqig~es~rii
this information in the performance of .its official dutie~ig nd

! O that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exbt.. :

return envelope is enclosed for your convenience. ,<

~Should you have any question or require further informtion,.
please contact Re at (202) 219-3400.

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
t ~~Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).
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** Ordel E. Bradley :i
2621 Prescott #262 ,
Modesto, CA 95350.,
November 28, 1984

Federal Elections Commission

132 KStee N.. 'er3
Washington, D.C. 20463

GentlIemen:

I hereby make formal complaint against the Linden LaRouche Campaign and a
corporation, which I understand he controls, the Publications t General Manage-
ment, Inc. The basis for my complaint stems from the fact that during May and
June of 1984, I was harassed by individuals who represented them to be Mr. Laqouche's
campaign organization until such time as I finally agreed to make loans to him.
The harassment took the form of numerous phone calls normally two or three a day
over approximately a one month period.

Initially, I was talked into charging a $950 amount to my Mlaster Charge account,
the proceeds of which were lent directly to Mr. LaRouche's campaign and is eviden-
ced by the letter acknowledgment enclosed. Though the acknowledgment does not

contain the signature of Mr. Spannaus, the campaign treasurer, the evidence is
unmistakable in view of the fact of the similarity of the dollar amount on the

- same day that the charge is made on my Master Charge account. I am enclosing
also a copy of that charge as it appeared on my Master Charge.

After the initial $950 was loaned, I continued to get phone calls at various
-- times during the day and evening from a Mrs. Louise Ghandi and others from the

west coast until I once again was talked into making loans of monies which re-
presented my life's savings and which were on deposit in financial institutions
in California. I explained to their representatives that the money was tied up
certificates of deposit and I would be subject to penalties if I were to withdraw

r them at the present time, to which they agreed that they would compensate me for
the penalties which would be incurred as evidenced on the bottom of the note forms !

" from Publications g General Management, Inc. I did not at any time have the under-
standing that I was making the loan to anyone other than Mr. LaRouche based on some

S interest that I had expressed in some of his views which were communicated as a part
t of his political campaign. A young man from his organization came to my home at

11:30 p.m. on the night of June 16th to procure the $20,000 check. He instructed
" me on how to make the check out and at that time, though I did not understand, it

caused me to show the Publications General Management, Inc. as the payee on the
check. This young man's name was Dave Kilber and he indicated that he worked out
of the San Francisco office. Similarly, he returned on June 23rd and extracted
another $10,000 which left me virtually with no money left in the bank, my life
savings having been lent to Mr. LaRouche and his organization.

I am enclosing copies of cancelled checks and the notes which I received by
return mail at a subsequent date.

At present, the status of the three notes finds them all delinquent either as
to principal payment, interest payment, or both. The $950 loan was to have been
repaid by August 29, 1984 together with interest. I have received nothing to date.
The $20,000 note had a quarterly interest only payment due on September 16, 1984
and the $10,000 note had a quarterly interest payment due on September 23, 1984.



I have had contact with the Corporate office in New York, both directly and i
through my representative, Meredith C. Hamilton, a Certified Public Accountant,

who assists me in the preparation of my income tax returns. Initially an individual
by the name of Mtr. Hench indicated that they would work with me and pay all amounts
which ware due at that time and in addition return at least $10,000 of my funds so
that I might once again have an emergency fund to draw on in the event of any serious
incident at my advanced age. The time for an indication of the intent of the in-

dividuals or whoever controls those decisions came and went and repeated efforts by
Mr. Hamilton met with complete frustration and failure in re-establishing a communi-

cation line. A number of phone calls were placed during which there was always an
indication that Mr. Hench was in the office and requests for return calls utilizing
our operator number were always made. The day would end without the return call
having taken place with an indication that Mr. Hench had finally left the office

for the day. There were as part of the requests for the return calls an indication
of the importance of him establishing a communication line and to this day, he has
made no attempt to do so.

On October 10, 1984, I requested that all monies due me be returned per the

attached demand letter and once again have had no response whatsoever from the
individuals who are a part of Mr. LaRouche's campaign or other organization.

Needless to say, I am extremely disappointed in the response and tactics which

cO I have had a chance to analyze in view of the later actions of Mr. LaRouche. I

would hope that you will be able to assist me in bringing to bear whatever pressures
and legal sanctions which might be possible to force Mr. LaRouche to honor the ob-

: l igations and hopefully prevent him or anyone from his organization from sutmitting

another individual such as myself to the pressures and coercion which were a part
-- of my experience with them.

C Thank you so very much for your assistance. I will look forward to hearing

from you with an indication of what actions night be undertaken and any additional
'0information which you might require. I am enclosing copies of all correspondence

S and copies of notes, cancelled checks, etc. applicable to the transactions which
I have described above. Thank you again for your help.

Sincerely yours,

. Ordel E. Bradley

STATE OF CALIFORNIA s.S.

COUNTY OF STAN I SLAUIS

On November 28, 1984 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and
for said State, personally appeared Ordel E. Bradley , personally known to
me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose

name is subscribed to be within instrument and acknowledged that she executed the

same.
Subscribed and sworn to, before me, with my hand and official seal. // y/

SALY A SALo 
1 . SHETO



Ordel E. Bradley2621 Prescott *262
Mtodesto, CA 95350
October 10, 1984

The LaRouche Campaign
Publication General Management, Inc.
304 West 58th Street - 5th Floor
New York, New York 1001 9

GentlIemen:

Pursuant to numerous conversations which I have had with your office and in
conjunction with the efforts of my representative, Meredith C. Hamilton, I hereby
make formal demand for all of the monies advanced by me, together with accrued in-
terest as agreed as follows:

ACCRUED
INTEREST

DOLLAR DATE oF AS oF
INSTRINET AMOUNT INSTh. ENT OCTOBER 15, 1984

, LaRouche Campaign Loan $ 950.00 5-29-84 $ 54.26

- Loan to LaRouch Campaign
(Evidenced by Unsecured Promissory Note

C from Publication & General .Mgt. Inc.) 20,000.00 6-16-84 994.52

SLoan to LaRouch Campaign
: (Evidenced by Unsecured Promissory

from Publication & General Hgt. Inc. 10,000.00 6-23-84 468.49

Early Withdrawal Penalties ______860.73

, $ 30,950.0 $ 2,378.00

- You are in default on the terms of each of the above instruments and I am,
therefore, demanding payment in full of $33,238.00. I will expect the said amount
to be wired to my bank account W orld Savings & Loan Association,
2509 ltcHenry Avenue, Mo~desto, California, 95350 by October 16, 1984. Your failure
to comply with this demand will result in an initiation of actions both politically
and legally to the greatest extent available to me. I have been advised by com-
petent legal counsel that the circumstances surrounding your procurement of these
funds from me present a substantial case, one which would leave little question as
to the outcome.

Encd: PGM Note dated June 16, 1984
PGM Note dated JUne 23, 1984
The LaRouche Campaign Acknowledgment

Letter dated 5-29-84

cc: Meredith C. Hamilton, C.P.A.
Barker, Clark, Waggoner, F, Newmnan,
A Professional Corporation

,i



MEREDITH C. HAMILTON .,
CERNTIIID IPUEILS AOUNTAWT

3300 TULLY ROD, SBUITIE * AUUEIA .553 rn
MODErSITO. "DALSTORNIA BC53O TrELEPHONE S7,3U0I~I

August 1, 1984 .

Publication & General Management, Inc.
304 West 58th Street - Sth Floor
New YOrk, New York 10019

Gentle men:

At the request of Louise Ghandhi, 1 am corresponding in behalf of my client,
Ordel E. Bradley, whose acxnowledgement and approval appears below. In a phone
conversation with 14s. Ghandhi, I indicated that the monies that my client had
lent to the politiqal capaign of Mr. Lyndon LaRouche in May and June of this

Q- year had created some disruption of the monthly cash flow which had been care-
fully planned out to supplement her social security benefits. Mrs. Bradley re-

C lies on the monthly availability of earnings from the amounts which she had lent
the organization in order to meet current living expenses. The further problem

'" which she faces is that she has expended all of her liquid assets in granting
-_ the loans and has nothing left to satisfy any emrgencies which might arise.

C lI conicated to Ms. Ghandhi the desire which had been expressed to me by
Mrs. Bradley that the entire transaction be reversed because of the foregoing
reasons, with the monies being returned to her. Ms. Ghandhi replied that she
didn't know if that would be possible.

-: - A communication was suggested by her which would set forth Mrs. Bradley's
concerns, together with a suggestion as to how her needs could be fulfilled.

• The foremost desire of Mrs. Bradley still remains that the funds be returned
to her. In the absence of that action being available to her, the following in-
formation and/or action is requested:

I) Current copies of audited financial statements of Publication & General
Management, Inc. with an explanation as to how the corporation is involved
in Mr. LaRouche's affairs.

2) Notes which are negotiated in an acceptable form with the normal protection
afforded a note holder. A review of the note forms which were provided my
client do not contain any indication of the acceleration of a note balance
in the event that the terms are not complied with and other basic consi-
derations normally given to the note holder under the instant circumstances.
In addition, the individual who has signed a note is not identified in any
way as far as their relationship to the corporation. Apparently two notes
have been negotiated for the same dollar amounts. The initial note being
signed by Susan Kilber and the second note being signed by a Dorothy, whose
surname is unidentifiable.



Cot'd. 'i

3) Monthly interest payments are essential for Mrs. Bradley for the reasonsi
explained above. New notes which would be drafted in form acceptable to
her would have to require monthly payments of interest.

In the event that it is not possible to refund the monies loaned by my ciieiA,
we would ask that the clarification and information requested be provided iinie-
diately.

Sincerely yours,

/}eedith C. Hamilton

Acknowledged and Agreed:

C'4

14NOI:wrf

-C

MCRi I4 C. HAMILTON, CC:RT5USC D PUSILRC ACC[OUNTANT - MOSrESTO. CALSrDIENIA



The LaRouche Campaign

Mew York, N .Y. 10116

ORDE E.* BRADLEY
2621 PRESCOTT ROAD
SP. 262
I4ODESO CA 95350

The Laflouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/29/84the above individual loaned $950.00 to The LaRouche Campaign.
located at 30 4 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, 3ev York.

The LaRouche" Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
ORDEL E. BRADLEY only, in the amount of $950.00.
which it shall repay to ORI)EL K. BRADLE

S 08/29/84. This obligation of the Lalo~uche Campaign to
_- ORDEL B. BRADEY shll not be assigned.

transferred, or discounted.
C J

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



PGM.
P ,b~ati £ Geneuat Uea~meU.bnc.

es

m~e J .... 1: June 1 6.• 19984

U~RW P~ ?o.

!vxa u rec.iwmd, the %rdersigred ires to pay to ORDEL E.* BRADLEY

of2621 Prescott Rd. Sp.*262 :4Odesto" CA. 95350 te

--c-pel s n of $ 20,000.00 ( Twenty thousand a -o_/'00 Donlate)
Three Tears fran tha date of this r~oe.

I:n udit.Lm, the z~erslgned agrees to pay t noteholder interest at ui

8~2lrat cf 15 Z ( Fiftebn jer~t) pay.b2 during t32 tern

o~this not a fofor: quarterly payments of $750.00 (Seven hundred
--fifty and no/l00 dollars). -...

~Cp lit4~k & ~rs Yn-ji- ., Inc. is incpz "e In t3e state of
?ev Yc* with the pcl.€ pal plceo b sr s at.304 lest 58th Street, 5th Floor,
1 Ycs, 1r 10019. Dc*th pazt~es shall be i~bJec% to laws of the state €f Newv Yoa

NTE M Y NCY BE ASSIG , ASFPR OR DL5E~3NT).

Zn addition, the undersigned agrees to pay to th~e noteholder, the

sum of 573.82 representing the amount of lost income for early with-

drawal.

304 West 58i'- Stree. S:h Fboor New York. New Yo04 "0019 (212) 2.7-8.7S

Three 

Years

i 

i 

iiii



PGM
.... . l.... ...... .at d J n 23, 1984

Fo' valie zec~iw, the imrsgzed az~s to pay to ORDEL E. BRADlLEY

of 2621 ,,Prescott Rd. Sp.f 262 ,Modesto - CA. 95350 , the
prJnla r~ o $ 10, 000.00 ( Ten thousand ed ___1O0 lers)

0ne Year " frR tbe date of this n't.

" :In Sticxn, t~a masge arms to pay tI~he t7&rolzlests a. In

a m r t ... l5 g ( Fiftienl ""r m) pe b during t1e tern

of thi-s not as fo 1: quarterly payments 'of $375.00 (Three hundred
sevety fitve and no/l0 dollars)'.... ..

pi1IA & Geral 1' agrent, Inc. :in --- ted : n of cTc Y with the pc:dpel paac i:fbm1T2_. at: 304 s 58th Struet.; 5t Flcri , W 10019. Both +art5 s.hafl be iubJe±t to law o €tiw state odf Im, Yc!..

t Signed fcr Publicu ~a I a ,~t Inc.

flU k M1 Y N IE~ ASSIQ . ARF OR DI k1.

Zn addition, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder, the
sum of *286.il reprsenting the amount of lost income for early

wi thdrawal.

304 We,,5st Sh Stree,. 5th Foor New .' 0k. New Yoqk 10019 ('12") 247-8176
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463
January 4, 1985

Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley
2621 Prescott *262
Modesto, California 95350

Dear Mrs. Bradley:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of the complaint of
your client, Americans for Democratic Action, which we received
on December 7, 1984, against Edward Spannaus, The LaRouche
Campaign, Inc. and Publication and General Management, Inc.,
which alleges violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws.

N. Due to administrative inadvertence, we have been unable to
process your complaint until now. A staff member has been

c, assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be
notified 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

S add~itional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the sme

- manner as your original cmplaint. For your information, we .have
S attached a brief description of the Comnission's procedure for

handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
, Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

C Sincerely,

By
Assoc :ral Counsel

Enc los u re
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

January 4, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
REURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
304 West 58th Street
Fifth Floor
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1862

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on December 7, 1984 the
'- Federal Election comision received a comlaint which alleges

- that the LaRouche Campaign and you, as treasurer may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

; 1971, as amended ('the Act'). Due to adbminstrative inadvertence,
we were unable to process this complaint until now. A cow7 of

~the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter R 1862.
* Please refer to this numbr in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
wr iting, that no action should be taken against the Laflouche

r Campaign 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 comission
~may take further action based on the available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,the attorney assigned to this mtter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, ye have attached a brief description of the
Cotmuission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate

Enclosures1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 204*3

Jaruwxy 4, 1985

CE']RTLIFIED MAIL

President
Publicationl and General Management, Inc.
304 West 58th Street
Fifth Floor
New York, New York 10019

Re: MUR 1862

~Dear Sir/Madam:

" This letter is to notify you that on December 7, 1984 the

, Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

... that Publication and General Management, Inc. may have violated
-- certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ('the Act). Due to administrative inadvertence, we were

C unable to process this complaint until now. A copy of the

complaint is enclosed. We have niumbered this matter MUR 1862.

Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opprtunity to deonstrate, in

"-= writing, that no action should be taken against Publication and

General Management, Inc. 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 Coinission

may take further action based on the available information.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the

Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form

stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,

and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, ye have attached a brief description of the
coemission 's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Char.les N. SteeleGene r6 ou nse 1

By:
rAssociate

IYCoq~laint
c 2. Procedures
.A 3. Designation of Counsel Statement

OO



~Y O

Wasingtonr D,.C. 20463

DATB OF MOTIFICA XZQ8
TO IBBPONDWN?8

STAFF MiDIBER

COII~AIIAM'S MNE:~ Ordell B. Bradley

ERBPOII MANES: The Laltuche Campaign
Ndward Spannaus as treasurer
Publication arnd General

M4anagement, Inc.

w S?& JFS: 2 V.S.C. S 434(b) (3) and (8)
2 U.S.C. 5 9042 (c)
2 U.S.C. S 441b
2 U.S.C. S 441a

CSTh e La ahe Campaign

The ooinpinawit, Mtr s. Odell Bradley, asserts that she malde

three loans to The Larouche Campaign totaling $30,950 whitch have

not been repaid. Two of these loans totaling $30,000 were

allegedly made by means of payments to Publication and General

Management, Inc.

FACTUAL AND LUGAL ANALYSIS

Mrs. Bradley has stated that on May 24, 1984, she made a

loan of $950 to The Laflouche Campaign by means of a charge to her

credit card account. Repayment of this loan, assertedly with

interest, was due on August 29, 1984. According to Mrs. Bradley,

she had received no repayment as of her complaint dated

'0

r

tr:~
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Nover 28, li941 hovevere the coittee has reported a $500

repamnt dated October 26, 1984. The committee's reports shtOW

an interest rate for this loan of 0.00%.

Nrs. Bradley has further asserted that she wrote two chec~ks

to Publication and General Management, Inc., which she understood

constituted loans to Mr. Laftouche's cmpaign. The first check,

dated June 16, 1984, was for $20,000, and the second, dated

June 23, 1984, was in the amount of $10,000. Neither of the

latter two loans has been reported by the committee, nor had any

.) payments of principal, interest or late withdrawal penalties been

r_. received as of the date of the complaint.

Because one of the basic issues in this matter involves the

non-repayment of loans, this mautter viii be add~ressed as part of

the group of similar matters designated MORa 1798, 38.27,-.1433,
'0

9, 1.56, and 1864. Both the repayment issue and the apparent

violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441a and 2 U.S.C. S 441b viii be

C examined in the memorandum concerning all matters related to the

t authorized committees of Lyndon Laltouche being prepared by this

Off ice.

Charles N. Steele

.Date -= BY : Kenneth A . Gross- - /



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON [).C. 2{)4b3

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES N. STEELEGENERA COUNSEL
MaJoRIE W. EMONS/JODY C. RANSOM 9JXh

FEBRUARY 5, 1985

MUR 1862 - First General Counsel's
Report signed February 1, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 4, 1985.

There were no objections to the First General Counsel's

Report at the time of the deadline.
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MERKOITH C. HAMILTON

oECNlrTIlIO PUELICl ACCOUNTANT

530l0 VULLY ROAD. EUlTI[ *

MOOIITO, OALIr7ONNIA 9535II0

0
J5 FE8I8 P1I: 50

AREA DODE ma.
T[LErPHONE S7Tb?*1 33O

"P,,+,

°~f

Pederal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Steve Mims

.3

'I' 4~

C-

Dear Mr. Mires:

In accordance with our telephone conversation this morning, I am enclosing

a copy of check as promised.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

4hC. Hamilton

P4C H:wf
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Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1862

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission that a complaint by Ordel E. Bradley, dated
November 28, 1984, alleges that the LaRouche Campaign
("TLC") and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended
("the Act"). Ms. Bradley loaned $950.00 to TLC, a debt
which has yet to be satisfied. TLC acknowledges that
monies are due the complainant. The outstanding amount
is $500.00; a payment of $450.00 has already been tendered.
TLC has scheduled payment of the remainder and regrets any
inconvenience caused by the late payment.

The complaint further alleges that TLC in some way
is responsible for interest and payments due on two loans
to a corporation called Publication and General Management,
Inc. ("PGM"). TLC has no financial relationship with PGM
in any way whatsoever. Review of TLC filings with the
Commission should corroborate this fact. A check of TLC
records also confirms this; PGM provided no funds or
vendor services to TLC whatsoever nor was it otherwise in-
valved in any activities of the campaign. There is no basis
therefore For any allegations of TLC responsibility for PGM
debts.

Once again, TLC and Treasurer Spannaus object to the

Commission's exercise of jurisdiction over debtor/creditor

disputes. It is requested that MUR 1862 be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney,

TRACY R ACH '-

TR/jm

ANDERSON &k ASSOCIATS P.C. A .
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 85A : '

March 21, 1985 1kra~~s Ol4
(6%17)7"42-6200 ,
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March 29, 1985

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

Re: Matter Under Review No. 1862

,. Dear Mr. Steele:

,. I am the president of Publication and General Management
('GM=). It has come to my attention that the Federal Election

-- Commission believes PGM has in some vay violated provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended. Since
PM provides financial management services and thus does not
engage in any campaign or election activities, it is not

" understood why such allegations have arisen.

It is true that PGM is indebted to Ordell Bradley for the
- amounts stated in her correspondence to you. These loans were

in no way obtained for the purpose of assisting Lyndon H.
Laouche, Jr. in his bid for the Presidency of the United
States, nor were any such representations made to Mrs.
Bradley. In fact, PGM conducted no business with Mr.

~Laouche's campaign committee. Violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act by PGM simply could not have occurred.

If the Commission can provide further detail as to these
allegations and the reason for concern with PGM, please do so
as soon as possible. Otherwise, I believe further action by
the Commission is not only unnecessary, but highly
inappropriate.

Very Truly Yours,

Antony Papert /
President /-

P.O. Box 836 Lees AI-Virqinia 22075



BEFO~RE TUE FIEERA ELECTION CO:IIISSION

In the Matter of ))
The LaRouche Campaign ) MUR 1862
Publication and General )
Management, Inc. )in NV

cmamaCOUNiSELs S REORTIl ll,

On January 4, 1985, letters were sent by this Office to The

LaRouche Campaign ("the Committee" or "TIC") and to Publications

and General Management, Inc., ("PGM") informing these entities of

a complaint filed by Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley concerning loans which

she had made with the asserted intention of supporting the

campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche. Having received no response from

either organization and no return receipt showing delivery of

certified mail, this Office re-sent the notification letters on

March 11, 1985. Responses have now been received from both the

Committee and PGM.

LEGAL ANALSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 per election the

amount which a person may contribute to a candidate for federal

office. 2 U.S.C. s 441a(f) prohibits political committees from

accepting contributions in excess of the limitations established

by 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a). 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i) defines

"contribution" as including a loan received "for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office." 2 U.S.C. S 441b

prohibits the making of contributions by corporations to federal

candidates and the acceptance of such contributions. 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) requires the itemization by a political committee of all
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contributions which aggregate in excess of $200 and the reporting

of the totals of all contributions and loans received for a

reporting period and the calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 432(h)

requires that all receipts received by a political committee be

deposited into an account maintained by the committee at a

designated campaign depository and that all disbursements be made

from such an account.

In the present matter the complainant has asserted that she

made a $950 loan to the Committee on May 29, 1984, and that

C:) later, on June 16 and June 23, 1984, she made additional loans of

- $10,000 and $20,000 with the intention of supporting

Mr. Larouche's campaign. The latter two loans were made by means

-- of checks payable to PGM, this procedure having been assertedly

requested by a representative of Mr. LaRouche's organization.

In return for the loans to PGM, Mrs. Bradley received

unsecured promissory notes for each loan signed by Dorothy

~Andromeda which contained agreements concerning quarterly

L payments, a 15% interest rate, and the payment of specified sums

representing lost income for Mrs. Bradley's early withdrawal of

the certificates of deposit used as the sources of her loan

monies. Neither of these two loans has been reported by the

Committee, nor had any payments of principal, interest or late

withdrawal penalties been received as of the date of the

complaint. In October, 1984, Mrs. Bradley received a $450 check

from the Committee, apparently in partial repayment of her $950

loan.
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a) Corporate ontributions

As noted above, Mrs. Bradley has stated in her complaint

that she understood that her $30,000 in loans to PGM were to be

used for Mr. LaRouche's political campaign.

It appears from the copies of the checks furnished by the

complainant that they were deposited into PGM's account. If it

were to be determined that monies from that account were in fact

used for purposes of influenceing Mr. LaRouche's election,

violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441b would have occurred in the form of

- the co-mingling of political contributions in a corporate account

- as well as in the form of apparent involvement of the corporation

in the solicitation of campaign funds.

-- In their responses to notification of the complaint, both

C PGH and the Committee deny that the latter entity was involved in

Mr. LaRouche's campaign. (See Attachments 1 & 2). PGM

~acknowledges its indebtedness to Mrs. Bradley, but argues that

c "(t)hese loans were in no way obtained for the purpose of

, assisting Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., in his bid for the Presidency

~of the United States, nor were any such representations made to

Mrs. Bradley. In fact, PGM conducted no business with

Mr. LaRouche'S campaign committee." (Attachment 1).

According to the PGM response, "PGM provides financial

management services and thus does not engage in any campaign or

election activities ... " (Attachment 2). However, it should be

noted that reports filed with the Commission by The Democratic

Policy Committee in 1984 itemized debts owed Publication and
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General Management, with "computer services" and "mailing labels

-sbsciptn [sic] lists" cited as the purpose of these debts. Such

reporting by another political committee raises questions about

the accuracy of the PGM response in the present matter.

The response from counsel for the Committee acknowledges a

remaining debt of $500 owed Mrs. Bradley, but also states that

the Committee *has no financial relationship with PGM in any way

whatsoever." Counsel states furthter, "A check of TLC records

also confirms this; PGM provided no funds or vendor services to

, TLC whatsoever nor was it otherwise involved in any activities of

- the campaign. There is no basis therefore for any allegations of

" TLC responsibility for PGM debts." (Attachment 2).

-- Given the opposing statements of the complainant and the

respondents in this matter, additional information is needed to
NC

determine whether PGM was actually involved in the campaign of

S Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., in 1984. On the basis of the

r information supplied by the complainant, this Office recommends

, that the Commission find reason to believe that PGM and the

Committee have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making and accepting

corporate contributions in the form of solicitation costs and/or

the co-mingling of corporate and campaign monies.

b. Excessive Contributions

If Mrs. Bradley's loans to PGM were actually loans to the

Committee, she exceeded her contribution limitation by $29,950,

thus placing her and the Committee in violation of 2 U.S.C.
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S 441a(a) (1) (A) and 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f) respectively. Given the

complainant's stated understanding to this effect, this Office

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that that

the Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. s 441a(f). This Office also

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Mrs.

Bradley has violated U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) but take no further

action at this time given her apparent victimization in this

matter.

Reportinq and Depository Violations

- If Mrs. Bradley's two loans to PGM constituted loans to the

Committee, the latter has apparently violated 2 U.S.C. s 434(b)

"' by failing to report these loans. In addition, the deposit of

-- these loan monies into the PGM account would place the Committee

Cx!
'(\ in violation of 2 U.S.C. 6 432(h) for failing to deposit

-. contributions into a designated campaign account. This Office

. recommends findings of reason to believe to these effects.

R mI DTIONS

' -' 1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, S 441a(f), $ 434(b) and S 432(h).

2. Find reason to believe that Publication and General

Management, Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b.

3. Find reason to believe that Ms. Ordel E. Bradley has

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) but take no further action

this time.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.
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5. Send the attached letters.

Date Associate General Counsel

Attachments:
1. Response from PGM
2. Response from Committee
3. Letters to Respondents (3)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 204b3

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. RAN SO! /i.IQ

MAY 7, 1985

OBJECTION - MUR 1862 General Counsel's
Report signed May 1, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

'/ Commission on Thursday, May 2, 1985 at 4:00.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

- as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Conuniss ioner

Commis s ioner

Conui ss ione r

Commissioner

Commis sione r

Commissioner

Aikens

Eliliott

Harris

McDonald

McGarrv

Re iche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, May 14, 1985.

the Executive Session

'C'

x

I



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign )
Publication and General )
Management, Inc. )

MUJR 1862

CERTIFICATION

I, Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

Commission executive session of May 14, 1985, do hereby certify that

the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 1862:

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, § 441a(f), § 434(b) and
§ 432(h).

2. Find reason to believe that Publication and General
Management, Inc., has violated 2 U.S.C § 441b.

3. Find reason to believe that Ms. Ordel E. Bradley has
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) but take no further
action this time.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

5. Send the letters attached to the General Counsel's
Report of May 1, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and

Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Mary W9Dove.. .Recording Secretary

. .. .. .. • - • • : v i . ... - .. . . - ! -7 . . .. •



" FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 20463

May 22, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.A.
One Longfellow Place, Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1862
The LaRouche Campaign

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client on
January 4 and March 11, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the
Act'). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to your client at
those times. We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this
matter which was dated March 21, 1985.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint and information supplied on behalf of your client, the

Commission, on May 14, 1985, determined that there is reason to
c believe that The LaRouche Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C.

55 S 441b, 441a(f), 434(b) and 432(h), provisions of the Act.
Specifically, it appears that loans intended by the lender to be
used for the cmpaign of Lyndon H. La~ouche in 1984 were
solicited on behalf of Publication and General Management, Inc.,

" ("PGI") and deposited into a PGM account in violation of 2 U.S.C.
5 441b. In addition, these loans exceeded the lender's
contribution limitation, thereby apparently placing The LaRouche

. Campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). The LaRouche
Campaign apparently failed to report the loans made via PGM in
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b), and failed to place all
contributions received into a designated depository in violation
of 2 U.S.C. S 432(h). This matter has been merged with MUR 1852.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Tracy Roach
Page 2

This matter viii remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.s.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that your client wishes the matter to be
made public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

S

JhnWre car
Cha irman

Enclosures
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, 0.C 20463

May 22, 1985

Antony Papert, President
Publication and General Management, Inc.,
P.O. Box 836
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1862

Dear Mr. Papert:

The Federal Election Commission notified Publication and
General Management, Inc., (PGM"") on January 4, and March 11,
1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of the
complaint vas forwarded to you at those times. We acknowledge

-- receipt of your explanation of this matter which was dated
March 29, 1985.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on May
c< 14, 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that

Publication and General Management, Inc., have violated 2 U.S.C.
'0 S 441b, a provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that

loans intended by the lender to be used for the campaign of
S Lyndon H. Laltouche in 1984 were solicited on behalf of PQI and

:- deposited into a PGM account. This matter has been merged with
MUR 1852 and will henceforth bear that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
- believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Please submit any response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against PGM the Office of
General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance stage as
noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Antony Paper tPage 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.
If you have any questions, please contact Anne A. Weissen in,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 02) 523-4000. f

Q Jc n Warren McGarry

Enclosures
Procedures

- Designation of Counsel Statement



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

May 22, 1985

Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley
d/o Meredith C. Hamilton, C.P.A.
3300 Tully Road, Suite C-6
Modesto, California 95350

RE: MUR 1862

Dear Mrs. Bradley:

On May 14, 1985, the Commission considered the issues raised
_- in your complaint received on December 7, 1984. As part of the

process involved in initiating an investigation into your
' complaint, the Commission found reason to believe that you have

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1)(A) by making excessive
- contributions to The LaRouche Campaign in the form of loans
S totaling $30,950. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i), the term

"contribution" includes loans made for the purpose of influencing
c any election for Federal office. The Commission, however, also

determined that it would take no further action at this time with
S regard to this apparent violation.

' -:If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.

- Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000, or at the Commission's toll free number (800) 424-990.

Chairman
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PdWJune 3, 1985

John Warren McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463 Re: MUR 1862

Dear Chairman McGarry:

Your letter of May 22, 1985 to Publication and General
Management, Inc., (PGM) states that your Commission determined

- that: 'there is reason to believe that (PGM) have (sic)
C,: violated 2 U.S.C. sec. 441b, a provision of the Act.

Specifically, it appears that loans intended by the
lender to be used for the campaign of Lyndon H.
LaRouche in 1984 were solicited on behalf of PGM and

-deposited into a PGM account.'

C How the Commission could have made such a conclusion in
S the face of my response on March 29, 1985 to your letter dated

March 11, 1985, is beyond my comprehension. I explained that
S PGM has a loan agreement with Mrs. Bradley and that 'the loans

were in no way obtained for the purpose of assisting Lyndon H.
= LaRouche, Jr. in his bid for the Presidency of the United

States, nor were any such representations made to MrS.o Bradley.'

,_ Your letter of May 22, 1985 states no new facts to
substantiate your allegations against PGM. I therefore have no

"- basis upon which to make a further response to you.

However, one other item which concerns me is that your
letter of May 22, 1985 also states that 'this matter has been
merged with MUR 1852...' I have no knowledge or facts
pertaining to 'MUR 1852' and thus cannot possibly respond to
this matter. I find such a request on your part to be a
violation of my due process rights.

I expect this reply is sufficient and expect that you will
immediately close this matter out against PGM.

A n ton y P rt, Pr i den t

304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor New York, New York 10019 (212) 247-8176



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHN(,TON DC 2046

June 4, 1993

POSTMASTER
Modesto, CA 95.350

Re: RUE 1862

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify vhether the address give below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Orderl K. Bradley
! 2621 Prescott *262
, Modesto, CA 95350

Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election

" Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires

this information in the performance of its official duties, end
~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.

A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

- Should you have any question or require further informtien,

please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerelc .

lvaE.Smi th-Simpson'r'

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[(4 Mail is delivered to the above address.

S Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J NO such address. c ~



PEDEML ELEC*IQ~
*A$HIWCTO( DC

4'

I A'

-'4

S
' , ~

.&& ~444t~~.' A'
4

'
At S

N

2ff

7

tol

'"A;

p
.45'

444".'
.44544

'AS .,r A

is

i il ' i : jo.

i •



T Swans on
TYPESETITING SERVICE

m~ I8~1
25JAN10 AS: !R

5205 YORK ROAD
3ALT1M0RI~. MD 21212
(301) 4354311

Sworn Affidavit:

l/ve signed belov have personal knowledge and first-hand experience with thenumerous phone calls placed by Rochelle and others from the Lyndon LaRouche
campaign coiitee. These calls were as many as ten or mere a day and took
place from as early as 8:00 a... and as lafte as 9:00 p.m.

Rochelle in particular, would call and ask for Carl Swanson and when told he
wasn't here would demand to know where he was and we were told to tell her
that he was out all day. She would then call back and try to disguise her
voice and ask for Carl Swanson again, sometimes becoming very angered when
she was told that he wasn't available.

The above statement is true andI I/we the undersignedhave first-hand knowledge of sqid facts and do hereby
' affirm them as true.

,JsI•

2~fAW~
C ~)

S

7~~C

Q/

JJ/

v

c dy
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STATMIN or MAGRTSWASON

The only thing I can tell you about is the nuerus phone calls-o-i
day and night 'dinsidoeging" for mNney. .

On two occasions I listened in on my husband' s (Carl Sganson) call
and a yeme as telling him how proud he should be to contribute to
these funds rising things of their-obeing a vetran it was his duty, .
Oct.

Several years ago my husband suffered a stroke and he doesn't
function under pressure as competently as he once did. Many times
if he anavered the phone the calls would last from 45 minures to
several hours. He didn't do much talking, just listening and crying.
He would become very emotional and sometimes I would take the phone
from him and hang up. Other times I would go into another room so
that embarass him be seeing him cry.

I had no idea he was giving consent for money until I heard his
tell her that no more could be drawe on our MasterCard and Visq
because they were to their limit. Needless to say, I almost fainted.

~Carl just became very upset and the more I questioned him, the more
confused he would become.

After mere than forty good years of marriage, 1 wasn't going to
"C cause a blow up over something already done--but the big thing that

made me angry was when I received an acknoledgmnt fro the
-- Laleouche Campaign thanking me for a $500.00 *loan on 7/24/84. I
~vasm't even in ton at that time. I certainly never okayed a lean

from me and the only times K ever talked to them at all as to tell
~them sot to call our hee anymore. ..

Signed before me this third day of January 1985
in testimony whereof, I have hereunto subscribed my name and
affixed my seal.



STATEMNT OF CARL SWANMSON
Sometime during the sumer of 1984, I snea stopped at a traffic itgh* and
accepted som Lalouche literature and donated, I think, 25C.
I'm not ashamed to adnit it, much of the literature struck a responsive
chord vith me so I subscribed to their newspaper, "The New Solidarity."

Shortly thereafter, I received a call from Rochelle Asher, I believe that
was her hame, and during the conversation I happened to mention that I
had been a member of Patton's Third Army.

It vent on from there--I donated aom money, subscribed to their mgazine
and I guess they thought they had a live one on their hands. Someone
named An Warren and aom young fellow als, got in touch with me. The
young man invited me to attend their weekly meetings (which I neverattended) and he even came to the shop a couple of times for long
conversaztos.

Rochelle got frantic during September and October when I decided that
I didn't went to talk to her anymore and it wasn't unusual for the phone
to ring every 5 or 10 minutes for four hours or more. They had also gotten

O/ the office phone and tried to reach me thereooonly not quite so much,
only about every halIf hour . I did.' t want to hear constantly about hew%-"-'disaster was abeuthow disaster ws about to strike any moment unless
they had money for this or that.

~So, from a situation in which I had agreed with many of their stands,
I've gone to a feeling of repugnance uminly because they tried too hard

- 9 and beet a good horse to death.

. They always wanted me to write a check for $25,000.00 because they "knew"
, _ I could. I didn't because I couldn't and also, constant hitting on me

(I suppose it is the same with anyone) for something turns me off.

Signed before me this third day of January' 19815 in
testimony whereof, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed
my seal.

/hn" P. Mitchel]i.. .



Dec ember 20, 198

T; whom it :,ry concern:

This letter is to verify that throughout the summer and fall of 1984

ry wife, Pare, and I visited y father, C arl 3wanson, numerous times

for dinner. One one occasion, we saw that he was nervous and would

not answer the ,Thone when it wzould ring. After considerable prompting~

he exnlaineJ that it was someone fro", the LaPouche campaign dunning

him, for vc:ney arnd he didn't vwan; to) talk to her that night. I

tho....; ;ht it was funny since 3'.. wol c. not answer the ohone at all and

I .one'd th at maybe one call L.,a ":ouche, but surely not all of the;..

Th'e fourth tine the shone rang (not the fourth ring but the fourth

distinct ohone call) I answered it over my Father's objections

since it could have been anyone--even :my y!other from the beach. Darned-

if it wasn' t a woman fron the Loroe c a ag.Sewsnritn

O but I got her off the line for the evening by teiling her he wouldn't

\L be hone until after one a.m. that morning. After hanging up, I

- could see my Father visibly rela::.

B? very time we visited him after that the sane thing would happen. There

was not a single visit that calls from LsRouche failed to come in.

.The situation continued to get so bad that by m.id-August wokld not x

answ~er his horme hone at all. 7iirl~ we worked out a code so that

!;}e wou!bi '-no,,, that w e w'ere calm.-:-,..... a. then. he would_ answer, our calls.,

-ag 4  ,, see":ed t . c' L "" " . ... o -th

"-ro,,:isaor), note business 2ftcr :'ha-<-viiw" thought T-rionn LoPouche

........ .. . .- v 7ze - . . .', ::est :f ...." n,.:ow ieV 'c " 
- <' - -



i el LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

CARIL SWANSON
15 DUBLIN DR.
LUTHERV ILLE MD 21 093

The La~ouche Canpaign acknowledges that on 06/06/84
the above individual loaned $100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,

located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The Lalouche Cammpaign acknowledges its indebtedness to

' CARL SWANSON only, in the amount of $100.00.

which it shall repay to CARL SWNSON by

":: 08/06/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

CARL SWANSON shall not be assigned.

transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

~The Laflcuche Campaign



.e LaRouche CampaignO0. Box 21 50. G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

CARL SWANSON
15 DUBLIN DR.
LUTHERV ILLE MD) 21 093

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/17/84
the above individual loaned t250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

~The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
CARL SWANSON cnly, in the amount of t250.0O,

*" which it shall repay to CARL SW(ANSON by
,- 10/17/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

CARL SWANSON shall not be assigned,
-- transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRcuche Campaign



.0 Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

CARL SWAN SON
15 DUBLIN DR.
LUTHE RV I LLE MD 210S 3

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/20/84
the above individual loaned $350.00 to The LaRcuche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

__ The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
CARL SWANSON only, in the amount of $350.00,

" which it shall repay to CARL SWANSON by
08/20/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

" CARL SWANSON shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
' Trea surer

The LaRouche Campaign



~e LaP~ouch. Campaign
.0. Box 2150, G.P.O
lw York, N.Y. 10116

CARL SWAN~ SON
15 DUBLIN DR.
LUTHERV lILLE MD 21 093

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/20/84
the above individual loaned *250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness tc
C CARL SWA.NSON only, in the amount of *250.00,

which it shall repay to CARL SWANSON by
"" 08/20/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

,- CARL SWANSON shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

:" Edward Spannaus

: Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



iihe LaRouche Camaign.0.co 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

MARGARET SWANSON
15 DUBLIN D1R.
LUTHERVILLE - MD 21093

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/24/84
the above individual loaned $500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

PO The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
MARGARET SWANSON only, in the amount cf $500.00,

:+ which it shall repay to MARGARET SWANSON by
09/24/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign tc
MARGARET SWANSON shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

C-

Edwa rd Spannaus
' F Treasurer

The LaRouche Campaign



*R:MIss~~Ry ~Ti

Jaz~a-ha Independent Osmocrats for LaRoucheP.s. 3ox 359
, Radio City Station

New York NY 10101

(The Comirittes)

15 DU3L'N R.
LUTHE1V:LL MD 21093

Cihe Lender)

T?,e o~mittee acknowledges receipt of a loan of 3150.00 from

the Lender on 09/26/84.

The Comuitte acknoauledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,

in the anount of $15D°03, *shich it shall reoay to the Lander by

This obligation of the Comttee to the Lender shall not be
assigned, transferred, or discounted.

.erald Rose
Treasurer
Lndependent Democrats for LaRouche



PR~I4ISSCVV NCT3

{lUI*tU.D.L Indeoendent :e'uocrats for LaRouche
P .O, 5ox 359

, Radio City Station
... New York NY l0I;i

CThe Committee)

15 =U: 9R.

LUTH V:LL 921093

CTh L..nder)

The Committee acknoaladges receipt of a loan of S100.00 from

the Lendar on O3/Z/3 .

The Committee acknowledges its indebtedness to the Lender anly,

in the amount of S130.00, 2hich it shall repay to the Lender by

11/Z6/3'.

This obligation of the Committee to the Lender shall not be

ass±~nedt ransferred, or discounted.

Gerald Rose
Treasurer
Independent Deocrats for LeRouche



P: CMSS RY NOTE

1aauad_.Xi Independent Oemocrats for LaqoucheP.O, Box 859
Radio City Station

•New York NY 10101

(The Comzlttee)

Z aaMag.--I CARL SWANSON15 DUBLIN OR.
LUTHER VILLS

MD Z1093

(The Lander)

The Committee acknowledges recaipt of a loan of
the Lender on 10/31/84.

540.00 from

The Committee acknowledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,
in the amount of 340.00, which it shall repay to the Lender' by
12/31/84.

This obligation of the Committee to the Lender shall not be

assigned, transferrd, or discounted.

Gerald Rose
Treasurer
Independent Desocrats f or LaRouche



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHN CO\DC. 204b3

January 29, 1985

Margaret Swanson
Carl Swanson
15 Dublin Drive
Lutherville, Maryland 21093

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Swanson:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt Of your complaint
which we received on January 10, 1985, against Edward Spannaus,
The LaRouche Campaign, Gerald Rose and Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, which alleges violations of the Federal Election

N. Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to analyze your
allegations. The respondent will be notified 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
(N office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same

manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
"C attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for

handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By Kenneth A. Gr s - -

Associate G eral Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Jauay28, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

-- Re: HUR 1877

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

- This letter is to notify you that on January 10, 1985 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

" that the LaRouche Campaign and you, as treasurer may have
_ violated certain sections of the Federal Election Camp~aign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
c enclosed. We have numbered this matter HUE 1877. Please refer to

this number in all future correspondence.

, Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
° writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRoucbe
-- Campaign and you, as treasurer in connection with this m atter.

Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
S letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission

may take further action based on the available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGene ral Co un sel1/

"Counsel

Enclosures1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAASHNGTON. D.C. 20463

Jnay28, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gerald Rose
Treasurer
Independent Democrats

for LaRouche
P.O. Box 359
Radio City Station
New York, New York 1O101:

C Re: MUR 1877

- Dear Mr. Rose:

7 This letter is to notify you that on January 10, 1985 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the Independent Democrats for LaRouche and you, as treasurer

C ! may have violated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1877.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondhence.

. Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the Independent I

.... Democrats for LaRouche and you, as treasurer in connection vith
this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of

'- receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
~days, the Commission may take further action based on the

available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,

the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your

information, ye have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Geniral Couns e- . //

Associate Gen al Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint

., 2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



ANDERSON & ASCA E , P.C. ,I tI 1D L . :
ATTORNEYS AT LAW ....

oowd P. AJRON February 18, 19 85 ON LONGELLOWPLc
RowTr L_ ftOes SUIrE 216
A. O VO OAV.S 0STON. MIASSACHUSETrTS02 11!4
TRAC fOACM (617) 74248200

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel o.
Federal Election Commission !1 ..
1324 K Street, N.W._. -'
Washington, D.C. 20463"-D -.

Re: MUR 1%77 •

Dear Mr. Steele: ,r /

This letter is in response to notification from the Coin-
. : mission, received on February 5, 1985 by Edward Spannaus,

Treasurer of The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC"), that a complaint
" by the Carl S. Swanson family alleges that a violation of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended, ("the Act")
\' : has occurred. The affidavits which presumably constitute the

__ "complaint" in this matter do not state facts or circumstances
supportive of such an allegation. In fact, since no injury is

6.; specified, the respondents are unable to determine just what
relief the Swansons expect from the Commission, or anyone else

? for that matter.

*" The affidavits, and their attachments, indicate that Mr.
: Swanson made numerous loans and contributions to TL . Campaign

records confirm this fact and the debt owed Mr. Swanson is
~acknowledged. Mr. Swanson states that this financial support

was given at a time when he felt an affinity for several of the
: campaign's positions and that since then, his enthusiasm has
.. waned. Mr. Spannuas and TLC regret the loss of a valued sup-

porter, yet understand that family pressures and disagreements
over politics often produce such a result. It is not understood
why the Commission has involved itself in what appears to be
merely a family squabble.

If there is a substantive matter for the campaign to address,
please inform us immediately. We note that, unlike other MURs
pending against TLC, there is no debt dispute or other remediable
situation presented. It is therefore requested that MUR 1977
be dismissed and no further action taken.

Respectfully,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney,

. 7 - --

TRACY RO)ACH"

TR/jm



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASHINCTON. C 20463

April 24, 1985

Gerald Rose
Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10101

RE : MUR 1877

Dear Mr. Rose:

On January 28, 1985, a notification was mailed to you
D regarding a complaint filed on January 10, 1985, which alleged

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and you, as treasurer,
- might have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended ("the Act"). It has come to our attention that you
did not receive this notification. Therefore we are sending

-- a copy of the letter and of the complaint to you at this time.

CM If you wish to respond to this complaint, please do so

within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. As noted in
the original letter, if you have any questions, please contact

; Anne Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at

(202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

! Char3.es N. teel!

Associate Gen al Counsel

Enclosures

1. Letter of January 28, 1985
2. Copy of complaint
3. Procedures
4. Designation of Counsel Statement
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION1325 K Street, N.W. ..

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GERRAL CCKJSEL'5S REPORT - -r

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL MUR # 1877
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION _______ DATE coMPLAINT

RECEIVED BY OGC
1/10/85
STAFF MEMBER:
Anne Weissenbor n
DATE OF NOTIFICATION
TO RESPONDENT
1/28/85

COMPLAINANTS' NAMES: Richard C. Swanson
F.L. (?) Swanson
Earle 0. Harrison, Jr.
Mel Griffin

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign
r Edward Spannaus as treasurer
_ Independent Democrats for La~xouche

Gerald Rose as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U .S .C . S 434 (b)
--- 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

04 INTERNAL REPORTS The LaRouche Campaign
, CHECKED: Independent Democrats for LaRouche

" . FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: None

SWAR OF ALLEGATIOES

, On January 10, 1985, the Commission received a complaint

" consisting of (1) a sworn and notarized affidavit signed by

Richard C. Swanson, Mel Griffin, F.L. Swanson and Earle 0.

Harrison, Jr., concerning numerous telephone calls made by

representatives of "the Lyndon LaRouche campaign committee" to

Carl Swanson, (2) signed and notarized statements by Margaret

Swanson and Carl S. Swanson concerning telephone solicitations

received by Mr. Swanson from Rochelle Asher assertedly

representing Mr. LaRouche, and (3) a signed statement from



el 0*
Ronald C. Swanson concerning these telephone calls. Attached to

the complaint were copies of unsigned acknowledgements of the

indebtedness of The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") to Carl Swanson in

amounts totaling $950, an acknowledgement of the same committee's

indebtedness to Margaret Swanson in the amount of $500, and

acknowledgements from Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL")

of indebtedness to Carl Swanson in amounts totaling $290. The

acknowledgements to Mr. Swanson from TLC promised repayment of

loans made in July, 1984, by August or October, 1984, the one to

Mrs. Swanson promised repayment of a July, 1984, loan by

September 24, 1984, and the ones to Mr. Swanson from IDL promised

repayment for loans obtained in September and October, 1984, by

November and December, 1984. Nothing in the complaint indicated

-- that any repayments had been received at the time it was

C submitted.

C)In her statement contained in the complaint, Mrs. Swanson

' ? said, " (T)he big thing that made me angry was when I received an

acknowledgement from the LaRouche Campaign thanking me for a $500

loan on September 24, 1984. I wasn't even in town at that time.

I certainly never okayed a loan from me and the only times I ever

talked to them at all was to tell them not to call our hosue

anymore." It therefore appears that the $500 loan reported by

The LaRouche Campaign as having been received from Margaret

Swanson was not intended to be such by the reported contributor.

The notification of the complaint sent to IDL has been

returned to this Office by the Post Office. The correct address



has been ascertained and the notification has been re-sent.

Therefore, the present report contains recommendations pertaining

only to TLC. Additional recommendations regarding IDL will be

submitted once that committee has had an opportunity to respond.

FACTUAL ANDI LEA ANALYSIS

1. Sufficiency of the complaint

The sworn, signed and notarized affidavit filed by the

complainants in this matter cites personal knowledge and first

hand experience with telephone calls received by Carl Swanson

from representatives of the LaRo)uche campaign. Attached to this

O affidavit are statements from three additional individuals. The

complaint affidavit does not in itself present facts which
'C

describe a violation of a statute or regulation; however, one of

the attached statements does describe such a violation. These

ko documents, taken together, therefore contain the elements

; required for a complaint to be deemed sufficient. See 11 C.F.R.

" 5 111. 4.

S2. Non-repayment of loans

It appears that there has been no violation of the Federal

Election Campaign Act in this matter as regards the failure of

TLC to repay loans within the time frame understood by the

lender. The loans at issue came from individuals, not from a

bank, corporation or other commercial entity, and thus

constituted contributions at the time they were made. Neither

the Act nor the Commission' s regulations addresses the issue of



the late repayment of loans received from individuals.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find no

reason to believe that TLC has violated the Act as regards the

non-repayment of loans.

3. Repo rt ing

2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i) states that a "'contribution'

includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of

money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office .... " 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) (2) requires a committee to report the total amounts of

receipts, including those of contributions and loans, while

" 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) requires the itemization of all

contributions exceeding $200 and of all persons who made loans to

the reporting committee. The absence of intent on the part of

the original source of a receipt to be a contributor or lender

D would render illegal the reporting of such a source as a

contributor or lender pursuant to Section 434(b) (3) and would

also result in the misreporting of the total amounts of loans

¢ pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

In the present matter TLC has reported as loans from

Mr. Swanson receipts of $100, $250, $350 and $250 dated June 6,

July 17, July 20, and July 20, 1984, respectively. This same

committee has also reported as a loan and debt owed $500 obtained

from Mrs. Swanson on July 24, 1984. All of these loans were

apparently made by means of credit cards. Mrs. Swanson has

expressly denied authorizing the $500 loan reported as received



from her. Therefore, it appears that TLC has violated 2 U.s.c.
S 434(b) (3) (E) by reporting as a lender a person who did not

intend to make a loan to that committee, and 2 U.S.c.

5 434(b) (2) (H) by including this alleged non-loan in its total of

all loans received.

3. Furnishing of false information

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c) (2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the Office of President, who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9037,

nshall be eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible ...

11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the

candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a

C statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

'0 statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

: obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated

winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market value of

capital, and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts owed

to the committee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) (2).

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willingly to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to

the Commisison under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information so furnished any misrepresentation of a



material fact, or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or

information relevant to a certification by the Commission or an

examination and audit by the Commission under this

chapter. . ...

The LaRouche Campaign has included in its statements of

outstanding campaign obligations both loans received, which are

included under cash on hand, and loans as debts owed, which are

included under payables. Loans as debts owed constitute the

major portion of payables.

As discussed above, there is evidence that The L~aRouche

Campaign reported as a loan monies obtained from Mrs. Swanson

~which the reported lender did not intend to be a loan. This

Off ice believes that funds used to repay funds obtained without

the consent of the contributor or lender would not constitute a

C qualified campaign expense. Thus, the inclusion of that debt in

\ the Comittee's NOCO statement would inflate the total of net

outstanding campaign obligations, thereby constituting a knowing

and willful misrepresentation of a material fact and the

furnishing of fraudulent evidence pursuant to 26 U.S.C.

S 02()
$904 ()

In addition, the Committee has presented books and records

to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

S 9038(a). To the extent that the Committee has knowingly and

willfully included in those books and records information

concerning a loan which misrepresents the intent of the



individual involved and the amounts and total of monies received,

the Committee would be in violation of 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by

again knowingly and willfully misrepresenting material facts and

furnishing fraudulent evidence.

IEC U~uDATIOUS

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E), and 26 U.S.C. s 9042(c).

2. Find no reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.,
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated
the Act as regards the non-repayment of loans.

3. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

4. Approve the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele

GeneralCone

Attachments
1. Response from The LaRouche Campaign
2. Letter to The LaRouche Campaign



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1877

The LaRouche Campaign)
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

Independent Democrats for LaRouche )
Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

)

CE RT I FICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmnns, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 2,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1877:

- 1. Find reason to believe that the

LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have

violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) (2) (H)

-- and 434(b) (3) (E), and 26 U.S.C.

CN S 9042 (c).

2. Find no reason to believe that the

LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have

; violated the Act as regards the

non-repayment of loans.

3. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

4. Approve the letter attached to the

~First General Counsel's Report

signed April 25, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Atte st :

Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commnission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

May 8, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: ?4UR 1877
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client on
January 28, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act'). A
copy of the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.
We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter which

-- was dated February 18, 1985.

C Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
May 2 , 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that

S The Laflouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. 55 434(b) (2)(H) and 434(b) (3) (E), provisions of the Act,

" and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). These determinations are the result of
S the Committee's treatment of $500 obtained from Margaret Swanson

as a loan and debt owed. This matter is being merged with MUR
, 1852.

~You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, the
Office of Gneral Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Tracy Roach, EsquirePage 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be
made public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

,< EnclosuresProcedures



ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, P.C85 HAY 3 P 3 :25
ATTORNEYS AT LAW " ,

OO p. ANONO May 1, 1985 ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE[

RouewT L Rosin SUITE 21!6
A. DAVO D AVIS BOSrON. MASSACHuugn02 11|4
TNRACY I /C (617) 7424200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1877

Dear Mr. Steele:

On February 18, 1984, The LaRouche Campaign ("TL.C") and
its Treasurer Edward Spannaus provided a written response to
the Commission's January 28, 1984 notification that a
complaint by Carl S. Swanson alleged a violation of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). The debt owed Mr. Swanson, which was the basis of
his complaint, was acknowledged and reported overdue to the
Commission. It is therefore apparent that no violation of a
law within the jurisdiction of the Commission has occurred.

Since there remains no actionable complaint, and no
Commission action has yet been taken, Mr. Spannaus and TLC
request that MUR 1877 be dismissed forthwith. A response
from the Commission is requested ten (10) dlays from the date
of this letter.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney,

T R/ jmI
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The Conameor frad Soction is referor'lng the enclosodmateral to you fOr' yo attention.

He have notfied the coman ant that we were refein
this. to yourz officeo.

1hank you for, your asruistance.

Very truly yours,

CONIBUMhER PRIID/UCONOfIIC CEIhE 8UCTI01
('15) 55-181
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John Converse
Atore atLa 1900 Powell street

Attorne at LawSuite 220 i

Emeryville, CA 94008
(415) 654-3484

" 'r.'rio 5rith
", ist rict Attorney
County of San Francisco
'O "ryant..St.
r an Francisco, CA Ilt3

T'e: Conisu::.er fraud co~':iairnt

') ea r S i r:

-- 2nclosed -lease find a consuver fraud com ;laint filled out

,,' :e agjainst 2IR of Sanz Francisco, related to the Lyndon
tq aeouche 2residentia1 cay.aign.

,As noted on the enclosed form, it appears that :.y p:arents
kO ;il1 not be out of rock:et any, r oney from this e~isocde. [!owever,

r there has heen considerable inconvenience on their y'art caused b

',.hat I view as a .robah le §rand theft and relatedc conspiracy to
S co::::it same s-' . ei':ers/em'p-cyees of the Laflouche car:Faign.

I feel that it is incu:Tbent uron us to [,ursue this natter as

unauthorized use of credit card nuz.hers oht .... n vtle~n

tO solicitors is not an insignificant [roble: today. r"urther, I

vx,::.. it as >i-jhly doutful that ,.:,,. L:arents iare th~e only ones in

this ?rositionl.
?lease contact ne at your earliest convenience.

~---.~.. "ery truly yours,

' . ' - " I- --

John~ Converse
2.ttcrnev &t la',a

r 2~c Ic .3 '' rec
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Credit Card Last/Stole 9742
P. 0. Box 63116
5an Pranci.-co, CA 94163

DATE .L S/. fL!I' pr743 P 1 7 1

Re: Mastr r Account *

Visa kxxt

(new)(old) *

Dear Car ider: . .... ..... ___

Ouzr records indicate that your Wells Fargo credit card was reported lost or

*stolen, we have closed this accxxit and a new one has been established for yo.

, sloed is a cop of a current statetuit for your old aowout. All
""transcos, includin paymwmts, frwiu this billing hav hmn transferre to yozr

'e3 nsi amcout. Please carefully review each of these iteM. If any of thesecare
e .r rode by yo or by a pes autfrized by yoz, ociuplete and lis th

-- fra~let trnacin on the Declaration of F~~gery or Unathrized Use on the bc
of this letter. U x, reep of the signed Declaration, all alicable edj'ust~wms

04to y w aomtt will he wede. If all iteuw s~m are valid, ycou need not return
~othis form. A pre-paid ewelopa is erlose for y~ir xorwedee.

*Plme e that this statetwit is being used for refewc pipoe only. ALL

payieit uhki be reuitted against the balance ousw n on y r rw ao .

We have taken the necessary security iieaures to restrict the use of ycour old
cr(s). If any charges o~ur on your old acxcount in the future, will cxotinue

,f-) to request your assistance in the investigation of these item.

Credit Card Lost/Stoleu Deabwt

Eric.

BT/l (06/82)



*DECLARATION OF FRRYOR UNAUTHORIZED USE WELLS FARGO

Re: Mste r Actzut I
Visa Acoximt

I, R.G.e Coves cand le C.onvr: ,say,

my above nixitered card(s) has/have:

-.been lost
been stolen

never been received by tie -
x nay have been used by an wiauthorise person.

I last used said cardls) on A,,f. 1 , 19 jj , in the city of oL, OuluI

H~aai
September 12

,andI any dulicate of such card has been ,itlated as of
19 84

Itieh transaction (s) lite below were not maeby ure or by a pereon ac ~ with
'wauu izat~iinami did wt burefit in any iw~ or tm frtau rn~d o

serylees of said triatc.

ure trnatim reer to heei are dincikrd as follins:

frnatinDsciptio
mnd. Democrats ror La Rouch

Tran. Date
8/1.7/84

I declar'e ,.dxer puial~ty of p:erjury that the foeon is tr-ue 31d ocrect, ard"
I will testify, elare, depse, or certify to the truth hereof before any et
tribwial, officer or' peso in any case zow or" heefe pulling in oonnecticn with
the matters contained within this declaration. ,.

Exctdat San Mateo, California

day of ,19 .

, this A~v7'Y

ignature a

$1,000

III
I

i II II II - III II I I I llli Iiii lilli i i m l III I " ]' '"I ' I 'Ii' I 'II' I' I I 'I . . . . ....

llil

i i ii i i I

, say,



Richard G. Converse

Business Con~jl ting P. 0.Sow 261Surtngem,. CA 94010
21 Srioffwt Ave.
Si Maio, CA 94401
(415) 3444751

October 8, 1984

Wells Fargo
Box 53000
San Francisco, CA 94153 Account

Enclosed is our check in the amount of One Thousand-.
Three hundred fifty dollars and forty-eight cents
($1,350.48) for our lawfully incurred debts. In
dispute are the two $1,000 debits made to the order
of the Independent Democrats for La~ouch which were

fraudulantly made. Please credit our account
accordingly.

Sincerely,

iHelene Converse

Wells Fargo
cc: Dorothy Try

P0 Box 63116
San Francisco, CA 94163

III I II I I I I I |

.... - .... ...... I
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~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wASHIGCTO%, D c 204b3

November 5,21. 984

Laurie Pallock
Consumer Fraud/Economic

Crime Sect ion
Office of the District Attorney
880 Bryant Street
San Francisco, California 94103

Re : Pre-MUR 135

Dear Ms. Pallock:

\? This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of October 24,
1984, advising us of the possibility of a violation of the

' Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by the
Executive Intelligence Report and Independent Democrats for

-- LaRouche. We are currently reviewing the matter and will advise
C you of the Commission's determination.

O If you have any questions or additional information, please
call Anne Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at

• "'; (202) 523-4143.

" Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)4(B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A}), the
.- Commission's review of this matter shall remain confidential.

Sincerely,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION: i
1325 K Street, N.W. r r ...

Washington, D.C. 20463

o., ,,, t 3: OOFIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL, Pre-MUR #135
BY OGC TO THlE COMMISSION JI/853 -3.00 STAFF MEMBERS

Anne Weissenborn

SOURCE OF PRE-MUR: Referral from San Francisco
District Attorney's Office

RESPONDENT' S NAME: Independent Democrats
for LaRouche

Gerald Ross, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 434 (b)

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: Independent Democrats

for LaRouche
FEDERAL AGENC IES
CHEKED: None

GENERATION OF MATTER

On October 29, 1984, this Office received a letter from the

Consumer Fraud/Economic Crime Section of the San Francisco

District Attorney's Office enclosing a complaint filed with that

unit by John Converse of Emeryville, California.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The complaint forwarded by the District Attorney's Office

alleges that two unauthorized charges have appeared on the Visa

statements of the complainant's parents, Richard G. Converse and

Helene C. Converse, involving payments to Independent Democrats

for LaRouche. The two charges are for $1,000 each and are dated

August 17, 1984, and September 13, 1984.

Reports submitted by Independent Democrats for LaRouche show

receipt of a $1,000 loan on August 20, 1984, from a Rit Converse,

C4
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P.O. Box 281, Burlingame, California; this address is the same as

that which appears on the business letterhead of the

complainant' s father. The Committee's reports also show receipt

of a $1,000 loan from Mrs. Rit Converse of the same address on

September 13, 1984.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) requires that political

comittees report the totals of all loans received and that they

itemize all persons from whom they receive loans. The reporting

, of the receipt of funds from an individual who did not intend to

'- make a political contribution constitutes a violation of 2 U.S.C.

q 5 434(b) (2) and (3) in that funds so received would not be in

fact a contribution pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i). The

latter provision states that a contribution includes =any gift,

subscription, loan ....'= made by any person for the purpose of

:- influencing any election for Federal office.... The absence of

S intent on the part of the original source to be a contributor or

S a lender would render illegal the reporting of such a source as a

contributor or lender pursuant to Section 434(b) (3), and would

also result in the misreporting of the total amounts of

contributions or loans received pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

In the present matter the complainant has stated that his

parents did not authorize the two $1000 charges which appeared on

their credit card statement as payments to Independent Democrats

for LaRouche and which the Committee has apparently reported as

loans. Therefore, this Office recommends that a MUR be opened
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and that the Commission find reason to believe that Independent

Democrats for LaRouche has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (3) by

reporting as lenders individuals who did not intend to make loans

to the Committee.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the Commission open a MUR.

2. That the Commission find reason to believe that Independent
Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Ross, as treasurer, have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3),

' ... 3. That the attached letter be approved.

.,.--,,Associate Genera Counsel

C Attachment
Letter to Respondent with General Counsel's Legal and Factual

' Analys is



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE t ? S /ODY C. RANSOM /

JANUARY 15, 1985

OBJECTION - Pre-MUR 135 First General
Counsel's Report signed January 11, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

O Commnission on Monday, January 14, 1985 at 11:00.

,, ?,Objections have been received from the Commissioners

-- as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Coiuuiss ioner

Comuissiloner

Commis sioner

Commissioner

Commi s sione r

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Harris

McDonald

McGarry

Reiche

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Wednesday, January 23, 1985.

'0
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

Independent Democrats ) Pre-MUR 135
for LaRouche

Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of

January 23, 1985, do hereby certify that the Commnission

decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

with respect to Pre-MUR 135:

1. Open a Matter Under Review (MUR).

2. Find reason to believe that Independent
Demnocrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,
as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.c.
S 434(b) (2) and (3).

3. Approve the letter attached to the
FEC General Counsel's report dated
January 11, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry, and Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Independent Democrats ) Pre-MUR 135

for LaRouche)
Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Comm.ission executive session of

~January 23, 1985, do hereby certify that the CouuiSsioni

"" decided by a vote of 6-0 to ask the General Counsel to

submit a report recommending whether the Commission

should handle the above-captioned matter, and others

like it, or whether certain of them should be referred

o to the Department of Justice for prosecution on

whatever criminal violations might be involved.

• Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry, and Reiche voted affirmatively for the 
decision.

Attest:

Datei W nnn
Date Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.DC, 20463

January 29, 1985

Mr. Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats

for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
New York , New York 10101

Re: I4UR 1882

Dear Mr. Rose:

On January 23, 1985, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that Independent

~Democrats for LaRouche, and you as treasurer, have violated 2
U.S.C. $ 434(b)(2) and (3), provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. The General Counsel's factual
and legal analysis, vhich formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
C no action should be taken against you and the committee. You may

submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
? relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
-; Please submit any such materials, along with your answers to the

enclosed questions, 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

L committee and you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable
S cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement
of this matter through conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 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.
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For your information, we have attached a brief descriptionof the Comzuission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Enclosures -
General Counsel's Factual and Leg<al Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Stateent

C)



ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, P.C. FI o I w
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

OveN P. ANDERIIoN ONE LON4G9'LOWPLC

ROETL Ros i SuITE 216
A. DAVID DAVIS SoSTrON. MASSACNUUE0S2 1 14
TRACY ROACH (617) 742-Rq

February 11, 1985

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS -

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel "
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: I JR 1882

Dear Mr. Steele;

This office represents Independent Democrats for
' LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer, Gerald Rose, who
? have been notified that the Commission has found a ..

reason to believe a violation of the Federal Election

-Campaign Act has occurred in Matter Under Review 1882.
A response to this finding is being prepared but, because

.' of the need to obtain documentation from IDL volunteers in
San Francisco, an additional seven days is necessary to
enable its completion.

I discussed such an extension of time with Ken Gross
- by telephone today. He indicated that it was acceptable

and requested this writing to so confirm. Therefore, a
: response to MUR 1882 will be completed and submitted by

IOL and Mr. Rose by February 18, 1985.
'f

~Thank you for your consideration.

Very Truly Yours,



* • HANDDELgv i~
ANDERSON &a ASSOCIATES, P.C ...

ATTORNIEYS AT LAW

(OWN P. ANDERSON
RogEwr L ROSS.
A. DAVID DAVIS
TRACY ROACH

ONE[ LONGFELLOW PLACE
SurlK 216
BoSTrON, MASSACHUSETTISO2 114
(617) 742-4200

February 18, 1985

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1882

Dear Mr. Steele;
0. -

• This letter is in response to the Commission's January "

23, 1985 finding that there is a reason to believe that
\ Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its

Treasurer, Gerald Rose, have violated 2 U.S.c. 434(b) (2) and
- (3), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

i 1971, as amemded. Notification of this finding was received
on February 1, 1985 and an extension of time to respond

. requested and granted on February 1i, 1985.

>" The facts stated in the Legal and Factual Analysis
attached to the notice of MUR 1882 do not support a finding
of reason to believe that a violation of the federal

S election laws has occurred. As a result, the Commission is
not within the ambit of its statutory authority in making a

, reason to believe finding in this matter. Th~e c. vlusions
drawn from the facts presented are mere conjecture and

... totally without foundation. The respondents acknowledge,
and records in the Commission's possession confirm, that two
loans were made to IDL by Mr. & Mrs. Rit Converse. An
individual who claims to be their son has allegedly judged
those loans unauthorized and the San Francisco District
Attorney has, apparently without any investigation,
forwarded this curious circumstance to the Commission's
attention. The facts stated certainly raise many questions,
but not about the activity of the respondents.

In accepting and reporting loans from Mr. & Mrs.
Converse, IDL believed that they were doing so in good
faith. There was no reason at the time to do otherwise.
Recent contact with the volunteers who solicited the loans

, 1' *t.-
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confirms this fact. If a subsequent change of intention

occurred, such information should have been communicated to

the respondents so the proper adjustments could be made.

The respondents see no evidence to indicate that any such

change has in fact occurred. The Converses themselves have

not communicated with either the respondents or the

Commission.

The Commission is without any reason to believe that

IDLh and Mr. Rose have engaged in any wrongdoing. It is

requested that MUR 1882 be dismissed forthwith and that if

any investigation of these circumstances is to occur, Mr.

John Converse be the subject of that investigation.

Sincerely,
Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
Gerald Rose, Treasurer,

O By Thei r Attorney,

One LongBoston, I

sociates, P.C.ow Place, Suite 216
02114



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION. ci

In the Matter of )
)

Independent Democrats ) MUR 1882 r A {r riz 1:33
for LaRouche)

Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

On January 23, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose,

as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

reporting as lenders individuals who did not intend to make loans

to the Committee. This determination was based upon information

contained in a complaint referred to the Commission by the

r Consumer Fraud/Economic Crime Section of the San Francisco

District Attorney's Office.
'C

In the complaint referred Mr. John Converse had stated that

Cq two $1,000 charge which had appeared on his parents' Visa credit

O card statement had not been authorized. These charges were for

S payments to IDL dated August 17, 1984, and September 13, 1984.

Reports submitted to the Commission by IDL itemized the receipt of

p. loans from a Mr. & Mrs. Rit Converse of the same address as that

of the complainant's father's business.

In her February 18, 1985, response to the Commission's

notification of its reason to believe finding counsel for the

respondents argued that IDL accepted and reported the loans at

issue "in good faith" and that the volunteers involved have

confirmed this. Counsel further stated that no "subsequent

change of intention" has been received. No supporting

documentation was included with this response.
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Comprehensive Investigative Report #l
MUR 1882
Page 2

As the first stage of its investigation, this Office intends

to conduct a telephone interview with the complainant's father,

R.G. Converse, in order to prepare an affidavit for his

signature. We will also pursue two individuals already cited by

the complainant as representatives of the Executive Intelligence

Review in San Francisco to whom Mr. Converse apparently first

gave his credit card number.

Charles N. Steele

GeealCun:.N/

AsoiaeGee
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TONi) (7 20 4b

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE

APRIL 16, 1985

MUR 1882 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #1 signed April ii, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

April 15, 1985.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.

¢.-
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E. WILLIAM GRADT.,d 5FE llt&.: 21i
Bx 83 Pwiursleur Einw
Ne Crtn Concoe 684 New York, Wlondn

February 20, 1985

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

Dear Mr. Gross: .

This letter is essentially the same as my letter of
February 4, 1985 except for some additional information
regarding payment on the notes owed to me and the addition
of a notarized statement as required by you.

During the 1984 Presidential election campaign, I con-
tributed to President Reagan's campaign and loaned money to
the campaign of Lyndon H. Larouche, Jr. for the principal
reason that he was a strong supporter of President Reagan's
objectives of building a strong national defense and provid-
ing for technological and scientific research. As a veteran
of World War II and the Korean War, I feel strongly about our
national security.

At the time I made these loans, I was advised of their
security because the Federal Election Commission supervises
all financial transactions and requires that all funds be ac-
counted for and repaid. The following is a list of the loans
I made to the Larouche organization:

(1) On April 18, 1984, the amount of $1,000 to
be repaid on July 18, 1984 but later extended
to November 30, 1984. The Note is to accrue
interest at an annual rate of 10 percent from
the original date due, July 18, 1984.

(2) On May 1, 1984, two separate amounts, one for
$500 and one for $400 to be repaid on July 1,
1984 but later extended to November 30, 1984.
Both of these notes are to accrue interest at
an annual rate of 10 percent from original
date due, July 1, 1984.



Page 2
Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
February 20, 1985

(3) On October 3, 1984 the amount of $1,000
to be repaid by November 30, 1984. This

note should also accrue interest at an
annual rate of 10 percent from the original
date due, November 30, 1984.

Copies of the above loan agreements were enclosed with

my letter of February 4th. I was advised that the Larouche

organization forwarded copies directly to the FEC at the

time the loan was made as required.

I have been advised by members of the Larouche organi-

zation that they are unable to make repayment because either

the Federal Election Commission or some other Government

~Agency or both have frozen the funds intended for this pur-

pose.

I am a retired person and as such, these funds are

;' very important to me. Please advise me as to the status of

the funds and when favorable action might be taken. Your

-- help will be sincerely appreciated.

r Yours very truly,

E. William Gradt

! C WWG: cs

'(I .. ~

, (VP\!Iy 1 3 VU3L1C,



FEEAL ELECTION COMMISSION• WASHINGTON,. D C 204b3

March 4, 1985

Mr. E. William Gradt
Box 833
New Canaan, Connecticut 06840

Dear Mr. Gradt:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on February 26, 1985, against Edward Spannaus
and the LaRouche Campaign, which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been
assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondents will be

CD notified of this complaint within five days.

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

additional information in this matter, please forward it to
-- this office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in

the same manner as your original complaint. For your information,
C~i we have attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure

for handling complaints. If you have any questions, please
contact Cheryl R. Thomas at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General C usel

Assoiat nerl Cunsel

Enclos ure



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN CTO%. D.C 20463

March 4, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P. O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

Re : MUR 1905

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on February 26, 1985 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the LaRouche Campaign and you, as treasurer, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act

-- of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1905. Please refer

C to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
, writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche

Campaign and you, as treasurer, in connection with this matter.
S Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this

letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenbornthe staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of
the Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

As socit eea one

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures

\ 3. Designation of Counsel Statement

'C



ATTORNEYS AT LAW

OcsN P. AaORSON ONE; LONGFELLOWN PLACE
RosEN!L Rs March 25, 1985 sun 21G
A.DAVID DAVIS SOSTOwN MASSaAC~usCrrs021 IA
TRACY RoACH (617) 7424200

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.WJ.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1905

Dear Mr. Steele:

" This letter is in response to notification from the

~Commission that a complaint by Mr. E. William Gradt, dated
~February 20, 1985, alleges that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC")

and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal
--. Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended ("the Act"). TLC

does not dispute the fact that monies are oued the complain-
ant and his wife Edythe. Efforts are underway to retire
this debt as soon as possible. Any inconvenience to the
parties is regretted. It is apparent from the complaint and

-, the supporting documentation that there exists no more than
a debtor/creditor dispute and that no violation of the Act
has occurred. The Commission is therefore without jurisdic-
tion over this matter and any further action unwarranted.

7 It therefore is requested that MUR 1905 be dismissed immediately.

L Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney

TyAC 0ACN/

TR/jm



Oo .A~~ May 1, 1985 ONE LONGFLLOW LAC. S
LO T L 1 SUITE 2 16•

k DAID DV~lBOSTON MA ISACHuun021 14

TAYROACH (617) 74248200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 1905

Dear Mr. Steele:

On March 25, 1985, The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and
its Treasurer Edward Spannaus provided a written response to
the Commission's March 4, 1985 notification that a complaint
by E. William Gradt alleged a violation of the Federal

r Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
debt owed Mr. Gradt, which was the basis of his complaint,

" " was acknowledged and reported overdue to the Commission. It
is therefore apparent that no violation of a law within the
jurisdiction of the Commission has occurred. !

Since there remains no actionable complaint, and no !
Commission action has yet been taken, Mr. Spannaus and TLC
request that MUR 1905 be dismissed forthwith. A response,;

' C, from the Commission is requested ten (10) days from the date
of this letter.

:' Very truly yours,
~~~The LaRouche Campaign....

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
~ByM. i r Attorney,

T R/ jmT
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Washington, D.C. 20463 ,*

D: ATE AN TIN OF TPWNVB UR 1905
OGCT0 TnE "O mSIO ATE COM ~LAX RUCUIVED

!! ~BY COMMISSION:0, i
February 26, 3M85 .

~TO RESPONDENTS:.
i: ~March 4, 198,5, ,

COHIAAT'S NAME: B. Wl1lam Gradtne Wessnbr

:i. -. .UIOND3NT' NAMES: The Lalouche Campaign "
i":! ..... *'Edward Spannaus as treasurer--:

RELEVANIT .SYAIUN: 2-O.S.C. S 431, et al

-- CECIED The Lalouche Campaign :

~On February 26,. 1985, the Comission received a oa 1i: ,:

i:-. - froml 3. William Gradt of/11ev Canaan, Connecticut, alleging. .be.

C non-repayment of four loans which Mr.. Gradt made to the Ln N.

L' LaRouche campaign on April 4, 1984, May 1, 1984, and October 3, i!i

1984. The first three loans (one on April 18 and two on Mtay 1:) !

in the amounts of $1,000 $500 and $400 respectively, were to have :

been repaid within three months. The date of repayment was,

however, later extended by the Committee to November 30, 1984.

The $1,000 loan made in October was also to be repaid by

November 30. Mr. Gradt asserts that he understood he was also to

receive 10% interest from the original due dates. No repayments

had been received as of the date of the complaint.
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The LaRouche Campaign reported the April 18, 1984, loan of

$1,000 as a loan received from Edythe Gradt of the same address

as the complainant, while the two May 1, 1984, loans were

reported as coming from Mr. Gradt. The complaint does not cite

any involvement by Edythe Gradt in the loans at issue.

Mr. Gradt's $1,000 loan on October 3, 1984, was reported by

Independent Democrats for Laflouche. This same committee also

reported a $750 loan from Edythe Gradt on October 3; the

complaint does not refer to this last loan.

O The response to the complaint submitted by counsel for the

Committee acknowledges the loans received from Mr. Gradt and

assertedly from his wife, and states that "efforts are underway

~to retire this debt as soon as possible. (Attachment 1).

. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

a. Non-Repayment of Loans

Whether or not Mr. and/or Mrs. Gradt have been made whole,

it appears that no violation of a law within the Commission's

jurisdiction has occured as regards the failure of the Committee

to repay their loans within the time frame originally

established. The loans at issue were made by an individual or

individuals, not by a bank or a corporation, and, therefore,

constituted contributions pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) at the

times they were made. Neither the Federal Election Campaign Act

nor the Commission's regulations address the issue of the late
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repayment of loans received by a political committee from an

individual. Therefore, this Office recommends a Commission

determination that there is no reason to believe that the

Committee has violated the Federal Election Campaign Act as

regards the late repayment of these loans.

b. Excessive Contributions

2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) limits to $1000 the amount which an

individual may contribute to a political committee per election.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) prohibits a political committee from accepting

contributions in excess of the statutory limitations. If the

loans made to The Laftouche Campaign in the present matter all

came from Mr. Gradt as he has indicated in his complaint, they

would total $1900, thereby placing the committee in violation of

O 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f); this Office recommends that the Commission

~find reason to believe to this effect. This Office also

r recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Mr.

Gradt has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) but take no further

action at this time in this regard.

c. Reportinq of Loans and Debts Owed

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (E) requires political committees to

report the identification of each "person who makes a loan to the

reporting committee." If, in the present matter, Mr. Gradt was

in fact the maker of the $1000 loan reported by The LaRouche

Campaign as coming from Edythe Gradt, this committee would have
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violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(E) by misreporting the name of the

person who made the loan. This Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that this violation has

occurred.

REOUEDTIOIIS

1. Find no reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign Inc.,
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act as regards the non-repayment
of loans.

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.

c $5 441a(f), and 434(b) (3) (E).

3. Find reason to believe that E. William Gradt has violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) but take no further action at this

--- time.

CM 4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

5. Approve the attached letters.

Charles N. S ele

VAssociate Gener Counsel

Attachments
Response from Committee
Letters to respondents (2)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) :
) MUR 1905 .

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ) i!

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 15,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1905:

1. Find no reason to believe that The
O LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have
violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act as regards the non-repayment of

'C loans.

--- 2. Find reason to believe that The
Cq LaRouche Campaign, Inc., and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have. :
'C' violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f), and

Ii 434 (b) (3) (E).

3. Find reason to believe that E. William
Gradt has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A)

; but take no further action at this time.

' O4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

5. Approve the letters attached to the
First General Counsel's Report signed
May 10, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Atte st :

Date Mroi .Emn
Secretary of the Commission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

May 22, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1905
The LaPouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
c, March 4, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act'). A copy of
S the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time . We
_ acknowledge receipt or your explanation of this matter dated

March 25, 1985.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
S complaint and of information supplied on behalf of your client,

the Coumission, on May 15, 1985, determined that there is reason
S tO believe that your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by
+ accepting excessive contributions from E. William Gradt, and 2

U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (E) by reporting Edythe Gradt rather than E.
... William Gradt as the contributor of a $1000 loan received on

April 18, 1984. The Commission also found no reason to believe
'" that your clients violated the Act with regard to the non-
++ repayment of loans. This matter has been merged with MUR 1852.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle tt'is
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
step as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Tracy Roach, Esquire
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 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.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000, or at the Commission's toll free humber (800) 424-9530. _

Chairman

EnclosuresExplanation of Procedures



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. C, 20463

May 22, 1985

E. William Gradt
Box 833
New Canaan, Connecticut 06840

MUR 1905

Dear Mr. Gradt:

On May 15 , 1985, the Commission considered the issues
raised in your complaint received on February 26, 1985. As part
of the process involved in initiating an investigation into your

. complaint, the Commission found reason to believe that you have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive

S contributions to The LaRouche Campaign in the form of loans
totaling $1900. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i), the term
U contribution" includes loans made for the purpose of influencing

__ any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1I) (A) limits
to $1000 per election the amount which an individual may

C contribute to a candidate or political committee. The
Commission, however, also determined that it would take no

c further action at this time with regard to this apparent
violation.

- If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000, or at the Commission's toll free nuzgber (800) 42j,'530.

Chairman
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John W.McGarry, Chairman,
Federal Election Commission = -,
1324 K Street, N.W. .
Washington, D.C. 20463 : -

Re: MUR % t -

Dear Chairman McGarry; ..

This letter is in response to notification from

the Commission, dated May 22, 1985, that there is

r)reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC")
and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated the

' . Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), in the above captioned matter. The reason to

~believe finding was made by the Commission on May 15,
1985 and is allegedly based upon a complaint filed by

--- E. William Gradt and TLC's response to that complaint.

The complaint concerned overdue loans to the
campaign from E. William Gradt and Edythe Gradt. The
Commission has found that there is no violation of the

*" Act with regard to the repayment of these loans. It
. should be noted however that these debts were duly

reported to the Commission when received and their
- status reported in TLC's March 25, 1985 response to

notification of the complaint. Since that time, the
debt has been partially discharged and further
repayment will be made as soon as funds are available.

The remaining issue is the Commission's belief
that the amount loaned by the Gradts was loaned by Mr.
Gradt alone. No facts are provided in support of this
allegation nor have the respondents been able to
independently discover any evidence to contradict their
belief that two individuals made loans to the campaign.
Without such information, the reason to believe finding
is without merit and no further action should be taken.

Though the respondents agree with the Commission's
suggestion that conciliation is a rpit maso
resolving this conflict, the alternative is precluded
by the merger of this and assorted other matters with



{m

MUR 1852. There is no similarity in the factual
posture of these matters, no identity of alleged
statutory violations, and no other legal or rational
basis for the action. The Commission has failed to
provide such an explanation despite repeated requests
to do so. Furthermore, there is no apparent authority
for the merger in the regulatory scheme. The
respondents are therefore denied a statutorily mandated
means for resolving this matter and denied their
fundamental right to due process.

It is requested that the Commission provide a
response to these concerns immediately so that IkUR 1862
can be closed and all other matters before the
Commission suitably resolved.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer

-- hei Attorne

TR/jm
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General CounselFederal Election Commission
1325 K Street,* N.W•
Washington, D.C. 20463

ATTN: Kenneth A. Gross

~; ~>
~.' C

~
cO* ~-..:

*6

-a-,
Dear Sir:

Enclosed are three copies of my original letter of
March 15, properly executed by a Notary Public.

-4

The Los Angeles Labor Comitlatee no longer operatesC under that name. I believe they have changed to Caucus
Distributors, Inc., 3200 Los Felice, Los Angeles, CA 90039.

,.: I might add that I m a widow and the money I loaned
was the savings of 37 years. I would certainly appreciate

-- any help you can render in this matter.

~Yours truly,

(Mrs.) LucillePipe
"='::Phone: (619) 222-2736

,. Enic.

san Digo, CA 2107 /c) 7(
" =pri1 4, 1985



1684 Ebers Street
San Diego, CA 92107
March 15, 1985

General Counsel
Federal Election Coitnission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Sirs :

During the latter part of 1983 and in 1984 I made
substantial loans to the LaRouche Campaign/Organization9
subsequently amounting to $33,800. I was sent two
promissory notes from Los Angeles Labor Connittee (LALC)
whose fund raiser, Louise Gandi, contacted me specifically .......
for the purpose of supporting LaRouche with contributionl ...
and loans. To date not a cent of repayment has been received.
I called the Los Angeles Office of LALC a number of times

" and was told that EIR (Executive Intelligence Review) was
S responsible for repayment.

After many attempts to contact someone at EIR in New
York who could give me information, in October of 1984 I

-- was told they would start sending payments "very soon"
(N So far I haven't received a cent of interest or repayment

on these loans. On January 18, 1985 1 wrote EIR New York
'C Office, 304 W. 58th St., 5th Floor. The letter was never

acknowledged. I would like to know if these loans were
" supposed to have been reported to FEC, and if there is any-
S thing more I can do to get repayment.

~Enclosed are copies of the promissory notes, checks,
and Visa statement, whiich total $34,300. Five hundred

' dollars of this was taken out for EIR publications.

Very truly yours,.

(Mrs.) Lucille Pieper

Enc. (10)

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME ON THIS
4TH DAY OF APRI.L, 1985, iN AND FOR THE COUNTY

-"- ..... OF SAN/ZIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

W ": " , . DEG C J,.' '[
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PROMISSORY NOTE

Date: _June 4,1984 '

FOR V;AYIUE RECEIVED, the undersigned ,grees to pay to______

LUCiLLE PIEPER

the principal sum of $ 5,000.00__

of SY Z DIZGO, CALIFORNIA

Five thousand and no/100 do~la s

6 ( Six ) months from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteho2.der

O interest at an annual rate of 12 ( ,elve percent ),

C for a total interest payment of $ 300.00( Three hundred dollars ).

Th T~ ,-ri~e ~cr ~tte s iti-=  = t -" with
its headquarters located at 711 S. Verront Ave., suite 207, Los
Angeles, CA 90005.

Signed for the LALC,

Dorothy iJ: Z,-.~.i -s



'~tiq~'.~

*
PROMISSORY NOTE

Date: March 1, 1984

FOR VAL'JUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

LUCILLE LIEPER O SANl DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

the principal su of $_23,800.00 ( Twenty eight tho~sand eight hundre dollars)

24 (°~enty four ) months from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION, the unde::igned agrees to pay the noteholder interest

at an anrnual rate of 10 Z ( Ten percent , in quarterly

c2 ay. :ents of $_720.00 (Seven hundred twenty dollars )

....NOT -U RCEDES .A-LL PREVIOUS NOTES.

C\I

Ohe Los Angeles Labor Cor.nittee is a political association with its

head'qua.ters- located at 711 South Vermont Avenue, Suite .. 207,

rLcs Anceles, California 90005

Signed for the LALC,

Dorot].y Anomidcas
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASHIINGTON.D.C 20463

April 11, 1985

Mrs. Lucille Pieper
1684 Ebers Street
San Diego, CA 92107

Dear Mrs. Pieper:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on April 10, 1985, against Edward Spannaus, the
LaRouche Campaign and Caucus Distributors, which alleges

~violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member
C has been assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondent

will be notified 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
C office. We suggrst that this information be sworn to in the same

O manner 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
__ Cheryl Thomas at (202) 523-4143.

C Sincerely,

tr> Charles N. Steele
Gener a1C nl / ~*

By:

Enclosure



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASHINGIO* .D.C. 204163

April 11, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
P. 0. Box 2150 GPO
New York, New York 10016

Re: MUR 1976

C Dear Mr. Spannaus:

~This letter is to notify you that on April 10, 1985 the

__ Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that The LaRouche Campaign and you may have violated certain

C sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We
~have numbered this matter MUR 1976. Please refer to this number

in all future correspondence.

" " Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche

C Campaign and you in connection with this matter. Your response

must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If
'/ no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take

- further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission' s analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the

Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by 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.



If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenbornthe staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaint.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel9

By GKeth . rns

Associate Ge ral Counsel

Enclosures

1. . Complaint
2. Procedures

-- 3. Designation of Counsel Statement

C'4

'0

1!)



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASHNGTOND.C 20463

April 11, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Caucus Distributors, Inc.
3200 Los Felice
Los Angeles, CA 90039

Re: MUR 1976

'0 Dear Sir or Madame:

C This letter is to notify you that on April 10, 1985 the

Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
" that The LaRouche Campaign and you may have violated certain

-_ sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We

CN have numbered th~a matter MUR 1976. Please refer to this number

in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in

writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche

~Campaign and you in connection with this matter. Your response
must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If

C no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take

further action based on the available information.

^ Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by 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.



0

If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenbornthe staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaint.

Sincerely,

Charles N.
Gentural C4

By:
Associate Counsel

Enclosures

1. . Complaint2. Procedures
-- 3. Designation of Counsel Statement

~-fl



'[ h F [i iRAL ELECTION COMMISSION

May 15, 1985

Caucus Pist .ri4butor s;, Inc./Los Angeles Labor Commnittee
3200 Los Felice
Los Angeles, California 90039

Re NUR 1976

De J Sir or l- _a ....:

On April 11, 1935, this Office sent to you by certified
rai! a notification of a complaint alleging violations of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. It
appears that you have not received this notification.

~Therefore, you will find enclosed cozies cf the April 11

letter and of the complaint.

,.. /Any response which you may wish to make in this matter
must be submitted within 15 days of your receipt of this

--- second letter.

04S ince re ly,

" D Charles N. Steele

. . Gengr~alCoun .eliA"

.ssoci.ate General Counsel

E nc ure s //

Letter of Amri! 11, 1985
Compl aint
Pro.cedQures5
es1{,=:-nation of, :.., :! StatCen



CAUUS DISTRIBUTORS, INC. BSRATO A !I ..

P.o. BOX 20550 t f Y)
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10023 { J U

Miay 7, .. ...

Charles K. Stee~e
Gernera i C',urse i
Ced~erali -ect !,_-r Cc riirissic r 0
1325 K f': e NW f o -

W h~r tC,:r D.2. 20463 .

Dear M " S ss:

~ave received youtr letter - 'il 11 I3 sygsii

that Ca'ucus Distributors, Irc. "may have violated certain
sect2ior :f , the Federal Electicr, Carnpai~rn Act of i971. You
state further that Caucus Distr ibutors, Inc. has "the
o~portur, ity to dem~onst rat e, ir, w,'i :ng, that ri_-o act iorn should

Cr be taber against the LaRcouche Carvnpaigr, and £CDi] in connection
with ,7 - ria~ter. " unfortun~ately, c ar, not ceriiorstrate why
dc acior, scoild not be taken,, since I cannot figure out, based on

he mater:al provided, why you would corternpate any SUCh

~actior ir the first place.

A!though i am not an, expert in, electior, law, it appears to
(N~me that the "complaint" dcoes not reference such law in any way,

but at vost simply concerns a commercial matter between the
'Xcompiairing individual and the companies she cites. ! am

, therefore puzzled as to what relevance this affair has either :

to your business or to ours. If you would provide me with

yfu~'ther e>xplanatior, -- that is, what specific statute "may have
been, violated 1 arnd how Caucus DistriOutors, inc. might be party

C toi suiCh viclatiorn -- I will of coursge e glad to respond in

r~ore detail..

Sirncerel y your's,



FEDERAL ELECTION Cu.OI4MISS.... L( Tk-t:TC
1325 K Street, N.W. C, i'Wl. ,kC . TA :IiY

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAs/ j MUR #1976

BY OGC TO THE COMMISSIONL2LL±Lt& DATE COMPLAINT
- ! "/RECEIVED By OGC

April 10, 1985
DATE OF NOTIFICATION
TO RESPONDENT
April 11, 1985
STAFF MEMBER
Anne Weissenbor n

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Mrs. Lucille Pieper
RESPONDENTS ' NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign

Los Angeles Labor Committee
RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434, 441a

CD INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

~SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

-- On April 10, 1985, the Commission received a complaint from

C Mrs. Lucille Pieper of San Diego, California, concerning $33,800

which she lent to 'the LaRouche Campaign/Organization' in 1983

:- and 1984, and for which she has never received repayment.

-- According to the documentation submitted by Mrs. Pieper with

!!7, her complaint, the Los Angeles Labor Committee ('LALC"), a self-

- designated 'political association', issued two promissory notes

to her on March 1, 1984, and June 4, 1984, in the amounts of

$28,000 and $5,000 respectively for a total of $33,800.

(Attachment 1). The cancelled checks and credit card account

statements provided by Mrs. Pieper show a $5000 payment to the

Executive Intelligence Review ("EIR'), payments of $15,000, $500,
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$3000, $2000, $1000, and $5000 to LAW for a total of $26,500,

and two credit card charges for payments to Campaigner

Publications of $2500 and $300 for a total of $2800. (Attachment

2). The check in the amount of $15,000 was dated January 5, 1984.

None of these documents shows The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC') as

the payee. Mrs. Pieper's aggregated payments totaled $34,300,

$500 of which she states was for a subscription to EIR. The

subtraction of this $500 leaves a total of $33,800, the amount

involved in LALC's promissory notes.

TLC reported receiving $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper on

Janauary 12, 1984. None of the checks or the credit card

statement provided by Mrs. Pieper shows TLC as the payee.

In addition, information in the possession of the Commission

C indicates the involvement of LALC representatives in the

', solicitation of contributions for other political committees in

' 1984, namely Independent Democrats for LaPouche and the National

Democratic Policy Committee.

C.

LEGAL AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

There is no way to determine from the information in hand

whether the payments made to EIR and Campaigner Publications

found their way into an LALC account or whether LALC has simply

assumed the debts involved. Mrs. Pieper has stated that she was

told later, during a telephone conversation, that EIR was

responsible for repayment. She has also stated that LALW is now

operating, she believes, as Caucus Distributors, Inc.
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The response received from counsel for TLC on May 6, 1985,

acknowledges receipt of a $1000 contribution, not a loan, from

Mrs. Pieper. (Attachment 3). As noted above, this contribution

was reported as received on January 12, 1984.

The president of Caucus Distributors, Inc., in his May 7,

1985, response to notification of the complaint, does not deny a

connection with LALC, but simply questions whether the complaint

cites a violation of a statute. (Attachment 4).

Apparent violations

a. Failure of LALC to Register and Report as a Political

Committee

According to the complaint, Mrs. Pieper intended that monies

~lent to the LaRouche Campaign/Organization = were to be used for

-- the campaign, a fact apparently verified at least in part by

C TLC's reported receipt of $1000 from her. Since none of Mrs.

Pieper's checks and credit card charges name TLC as the payee, it l

seems that the $1000 eventually reported by TLC as coming from

Mrs. Pieper came through one of the other organizations cited

S above.

TLC has reported receiving $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper on

January 12, 1984. Her $5,000 check to EIR was dated December 22,

1983, and her $15,000 check to LALC was dated January 5, 1984.

Thus, both of these payments pre-dated TLC's receipt and each

could have been the source of the $1,000 payment reported by the

latter committee.
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Mrs. Pieper asserts that she was told that EIR was

responsible for repaying her loans; however, it was LALC which

issued the promissory notes which apparently cover all sums

contributed by Mrs. Pieper, including the $1,000 reported by TLC.

Thus, there exists documentary evidence that it was LALC which

acted as the intermediary for Mrs. Pieper's contributions/loans.

2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.8(a) (1) (iv) (A)

define "expenditure" as "any purchase, subscription, loan,

advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made . . . for

the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office." 11

C.F.R. S 100.8(a)(iv)(A) states that "the term 'anything of

value' includes all in-kind contributions." 2 U.S.C.

$ 431(4) (A) defines "political committee" as including "any

C committee, club, association, or other group of persons which

NO receives contributions in excess of $1,000 during a calendar

'? year, or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000

during a calendar year." 2 U.S.C. S 433 requires all political

C
committees to file a statement of organization with the

Commission, while 2 U.S.C. S 434 requires all political

committees to file periodic reports.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(a) provide

that all contributions made by a person to a candidate, including

those earmarked or directed to a candidate in any way through an

intermediary or conduit, are contributions from the person to the

candidate. 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(b) defines "earmarking" as any

.. . ... ..... ....... .... ............... . .. .. .. .... . . -- , . ............ . . ........ ... 
. . . . . . .
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designation or instruction, whether "direct or indirect, express

or implied, oral or written," which results in a contribution

being made to a candidate. 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) (2) states that

(i)f a conduit exercises any direction or control over the

choice of the recipient candidate, the contribution shall be

considered a contribution by both the original contributor and

the conduit."

Mrs. Pieper apparently intended most, if not all, of her

$33,800 in loans to EIR, LALC and Campaigner Publications to be

contributions to the LaRouche campaign. It also appears that

monies intended to be contributions to the LaRouche campaign

entered an LALC account, thereby giving that organization

direction and control over the choice of the ultimate recipient.

( LALC was apparently involved in the forwarding of funds totaling

'C at least $1000 to TLC, and thus would be considered to have made

' " a contribution of that amount to that committee.

As stated above, LALC was apparently also involved in the

solicitation of contributions to Independent Democrats for

LaRouche and the National Democratic Policy Committee in 1984.

Any expenses involved in such solicitations would constitute

expenditures on behalf of these other political committees and

thus contributions-in-kind.

In summary, it appears that LALC was involved in the

forwarding of at least $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper to TLC. In

addition, it appears that LALC was involved in solicitation

activities for other political committees. There is, therefore,
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reason to believe that LALC expended more than $1000 during a

calendar year for purposes of influencing federal elections, thus

bringing it within the statutory definition of =political

committee." LALC has never registered and reported with the

Commission.

This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that LALC has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 433 and 434 by failing

to register and report with the Commission as a political

committee.

b. Failure of LAL to Repo)rt as Conduit

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) (2) require a

conduit of a contribution to report to the Commission and to the

intended recipient the original source and the intended recipient

C of that contribution. In the present instance LALC has not

filed such a report. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

: Commission find reason to believe that LALC has violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (8).

C. Making and Receipt of Excessive Contributions

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 the amount which

any person may contribute to a candidate per election. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) prohibits a candidate and his or her authorized

committee from accepting contributions in excess of the statutory

limitations.

On the basis of Mrs. Pieper's apparent intent to make loans

and thus contributions to TLC in excess of $1,000, this Office
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recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that TLC

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

This Office also recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Mrs. Pieper has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A)

but take no further action at this time in this regard.

d. Failure of TLC to Report Contribution from Conduit

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (B) requires that political committees

report the identification of each political committee which makes

a contribution to the reporting committee, together with the date

and amount of the contribution. 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) (2) requires

\3 that if a conduit exercises direction or control over a

contribution, the recipient comittee must report such

contribution as a contribution received from the original

~contributor and from the conduit. In the present instance TLC

~has not reported as a contribution or contributions from LAWA any

of the loans/contributions apparently made by Mrs. Pieper to TLC

: through LALCI. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that TLC has violated 2 U.S.C.

4, $ 434(b) (3) (B) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) (2).

e. Mis-reporting by TLC of Loan as Contribution

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) require that political

committees report the totals of all loans received and that they

itemize all persons from whom they receive loans. The failure to

report as such receipt intendied to be a loan would place a

committee in violation fo these provisions.

..... .. v , , , , . Fi . .......... .... .
. ... . . ..
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According to Mrs. Pieper, all of her payments were intended

to be loans. TLC has reported $1,000 received from her as an

outright contribution. Therefore, it appears that this Committee

has violated 2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (2) and (3) by reporting a loan as

a contribution.

RBCOIEDATXOUS

1. Find reason to believe that the Los Angeles Labor Committee

has violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.

2. Find reason to believe that The Los Angeles Labor Committee

has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8).

3. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

" 4. Find reason to believe that Mrs. Lucille Pieper has violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) , but take no further action at this
time.

5. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (B) and 11 C.F.R.

C S 110.6(d) (2).

6. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3).

7. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

S 8. Approve attached letters, including General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis as to portion internally

, generated.

~Charles N. Steele

DeKel etA.ross
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Promissory Notes (2)
2. Cancelled checks and credit card account statements
3. Response from counsel for The LaRouche Campaign
4. Response from president of Caucus Distributors, Inc.
5. Letters to respondents (3) including Legal and Factual

Analysis to be sent to LALC

r :' ;: ? F ' :r ',. F "i! /, , !: : ......... . . ... - . ... .. .. .... ... .......... 9,° , : ! ..........
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELEGENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ CHERYL A. FLEMING

June 17,1985

Objection MUR 1976 - First General Counsel's

Report, signed June 13, 1985.

The above-named document was circulated to the

commssin ~FRIDAY, June 14, 1985, 2:00.

Objections have been received from 
the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Harris

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Reiche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for TUESDAY, JUne 25, 1985.

the Executive Session

I-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MR17

The LaRouche Campaign ) MR17
Los Angeles Labor Committee )

CERT IF ICAT ION

i, Marjorie W. Elomons, recording secretary for the

C Federal Election Commission executive session of June 
25,

~1985, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

~vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in MUR 1976:

-- 1. Find reason to believe that the Los

CNI Angeles Labor Commnittee has violated
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.

No
2. Find reason to believe that The Los

Angeles Labor Committee has violated
. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8).

C 3. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

4. Find reason to believe that Mrs. Lucille

Pieper has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1)
(A), but take no further action at this

time.

5. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)
(3) (B) and 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(d) (2).

(continued)



Certification for MUR 1976 Page 2
June 25, 1985

6. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign has violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(b)
(2) and (3).

7. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

8. Approve the letters, including General
Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis as
to the portion internally generated, as
recommended in the General Cone'
report dated June 13, 1985.

C9
O Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, and

~McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision;

--- Commissioner Reiche dissented.

04 Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Eun
C. Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

July 5, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates; P.A.
One Longfellow Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: Z4UR 1976
The LaRouche Campaign

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Comission notified your client on
April 11, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of

-- the complaint was forwarded to your client at that time. We
acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter which was

c dated May 6, 1985.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
- complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

June 25, 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that
C The LaRouche Campa-------ign violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f), 434(b) (3) (3)

and 434(b) (2) and (3), provisions of the Act, and 11 C.F.R.
$ 110.6(d) (2) by accepting loans/contributions from Mrs. Pieper

. in excess of $1,000, by failing to report as contributions from
the Los Angeles Labor Commttee ('LAWC') contributions from
Mrs. Pieper made through LALC, and by-mis-reporting as a
contribution $1,000 which Mrs. Pieper intended to be a loan.

C This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will henceforth
L, bear that designation.

^ You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt
of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Tracy Roach, page 2

This matter wiii remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that your clients wishes the matter to
be made public. If you have any questions, please contact Anne
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.•

Sincerely,

Aikens
Vice Chairman

,, Enclosures
Procedures



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASHNCTON.D.C. 20463

July 5, 1985

LOS Angeles Labor Committee
c/o Caucus Distributors, Inc.
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

RE: MtUR 1976

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on April 11,
1985, and on May 15, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

~amended (=the Act') by the Los Angeles Labor Committee. A copy
of the complaint was forwarded to you on those dates. We

i acknowledge receipt of the explanation of this matter from J.
Philip Rubinstein vhich vas dated May 7, 1985.

__ Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint and information supplied by Mr. Rubinstein, the
C< Commission, on June 25, 1985, determined that there is reason to

believe that the Los Angeles Labor Committee (WLALC') has
~violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434 and 441a(a) (8), provisions of the
~Act, by failing to register and report with the Commission as a
"° political committee as a result of its apparent role as a conduit

of contributions/loans made by Mrs. Lucille Pieper to The
LaRouche Campaign in excess of $1,000 and of its apparent role in

Csoliciting contributions for other political committees, and by
failing to report the receipt of earmarked contributions.

' Enclosed is the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis as
- to the portion of this matter internally generated in part. This

matter has been merged into MUR 1852 and will henceforth bear
that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please submit any such response within ten days of your receipt

of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause;
however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against LALC, the Office
of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance stage as
noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.



Page 2

This atter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. $$ 437g(a) (4) (3) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Counission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. It you have any questions, please contact Anne
Weissenborn, the attorney staff member assigned to this matter,
at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Vice Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures

cc: J. Philip Rubinstein
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GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1976

RESPONDENT: LOS Angeles Labor Committee

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 10, 1985, the Commission received a complaint from

Mrs. Lucille Pieper of San Diego, California, concerning $33,800

which she lent to 'the LaRouche Campaign/Organization' in 1983

and 1984, and for which she has never received repayment.

According to thedocumentation submitted by Mrs. Pieper with

~her complaint, the Los Angeles Labor Committee ('LALC'), a self-

- designated 'political associations, issued two promissory notes

c to her on March 1, 1984, and June 4, 1984, in the amounts of

$28,000 and $5,000 respectively for a total of $33,800.

(Attachment 1). The cancelled checks and credit card account

~statements provided by Mrs. Pieper show a $5000 payment to the

, Executive Intelligence Review ("EIR"), payments of $15,000, $500,

~$3000, $2000, $1000, and $5000 to LALC for a total of $26,500,

and two credit card charges for payments to Campaigner

Publications of $2500 and $300 for a total of $2800. The check

in the amount of $15,000 was dated January 5, 1984. None of

these documents shows The LaRouche Campaign ('TLC') as the payee.
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Mrs. Pieper's aggregated payments totaled $34,300, $500 of which

she states was for a subscription to EIR. The subtraction of

this $500 leaves a total of $33,800, the amount involved in

LALC's promissory notes.

TLC reported receiving $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper on

Janauary 12, 1984. None of the checks or the credit card

statement provided by Mrs. Pieper shows TLC as the payee.

In addition, information ascertained during the course of

the Commission's investigation in MUR 1852 indicates the

c involvement of LALC representatives in the solicitation of

contributions for other political committees in 1984, namely

Independent Democrats for LaRouche and the National Democratic

C Policy Committee.

LEGAL AND FACTUALRANALYSIS

: According to the complaint, Mrs. Pieper intended that monies

- lent to "the LaRouche Campaign/Organization" were to be used for

the campaign, a fact apparently verified at least in part by

TLC's-reported receipt of $1000 from her. Since none of Mrs.

Pieper's checks and credit card charges name TLC as the payee, it

seems that the $1000 eventually reported by TLC as coming from

Mrs. Pieper came through one of the other organizations cited

above.

TLC has reported receiving $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper on

January 12: 1984. Her $5,000 check to EIR was dated December 22,
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1983, and her $15,000 check to LALC was dated January 5, 1984.
Thus, both of these payments pre-dated TLC's receipt and each

could have been the source of the $1,000 payment reported by the

latter committee.

Mrs. Pieper asserts that she was told that EIR was

responsible for repaying her loans; however, it was LALC which

issued the promissory notes which apparently cover all sums

contributed by Mrs. Pieper, including the $1,000 reported by TLC.

Thus, there exists documentary evidence that it was LAWC which

r acted as the interme4iary for Mrs. Pieper's contributions/loans.

2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.8(a) (1) (iv)(A)

define 'expenditure' as 'any purchase, subscription, loan,

Cq advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made . . . for

'athe purpose of influencing any election for Federal office." 11

: C.F.R. S 100.8(a) (iv)}(A) states that *the term 'anything of

" value' includes all in-kind contributions.
=  2 U.S.C.

S 431(4) (A) defines =political committee
= as including 'any

committee, club, association, or other group of persons which

receives contributions in excess of $1,000 during a calendar

year, or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000

during a calendar year.' 2 U.S.C. S 433 requires all political

committees to file a statement of organization with the

Commission, while 2 U.S.C. 5 434 requires all political

committees to file periodic reports.
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2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(a) provide

that all contributions made by a person to a candidate, including

those earmarked or directed to a candidate in any way through an

intermediary or conduit, are contributions from the person to the

candidate. 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(b) defines "earmarking" as any

designation or instruction, whether "direct or indirect, express

or implied, oral or written," which results in a contribution

being made to a candidate. 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) (2) states that

(i)f a conduit exercises any direction or control over the

choice of the recipieDt candidate, the contribution shall be

considered a contribution by both the original contributor and

the conduit." -

C Mrs. Pieper apparently intended most, if not all, of her

'0$33,800 in loans to EIR, LAWC and Campaigner Publications to be

contributions to the LaRouche campaign. It also appears that

monies intended to be contributions to the LaRouche campaign

4,_ entered an LAWC account, thereby giving that organization

S direction and control over the choice of the ultimate recipient.

LALC was apparently involved in the forwarding of funds totaling

at least $1000 to TLC, and thus would be considered to have made

a contribution of that amount to that committee.

As stated above, LALC was apparently also involved in the

solicitation of contributions to Independent Democrats for

LaRouche and the National Democratic Policy Committee in 1984.
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Any expenses involved in such solicitations would constitute

expenditures on behalf of these other political committees and

thus contributions-in-kind.

In summary, it appears that LALC was involved in the

forwarding of at least $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper to TLC. In

addition, it appears that LALC was involved in solicitation

activities for other political committees. There is, therefore,

reason to believe that LALC expended more than $1000 during a

calendar year for purposes of influencing federal elections, thus

bringing it within tkS statutory definition of "political

comuiittee." LALW has never registered and reported with the

Commission. -

@4 This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

~believe that LAWC has violated 2 U.S.C. S 433 and 434 by failing

to register and report with the Commission as a political

committee.



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON ,D.C. 20463

July 5, 1985

Mrs. Lucille Pieper
1684 Ebers Street
San Diego, California 92107

MUR 1976

Dear Mrs. Pieper:

On June 25, 1985, the Commission considered the issues
raised in your complaint received on April 10, 1985. As part of
the process involved in initiating an investigation into your

C9 complaint, the Commission found reason to believe that you have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive

: contributions to The LaRouche Campaign in the form of loans
totaling more than $1000. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i),

~the term "contributionm includes loans made for the purpose of
-_ influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.s.c..S

441(a) (1) (A) limits to $1000 the amount which any person may
04 contribute per election. The Commission, however, also

determined that it would take no further action at this time with
~regard to this apparent violation.

~If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000, or at the Commission's toll- free number (800) 424-9530.

t'> S incere ly,

J~a D.Aikens
Vice Chairman



Lcgeles Labor Committee

3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, Calif. 90039
July 19, 1985

Joan D. Aikens, Vice Chairman
~' 1 ~~.q4- e.v~ 1 a a 1 fin1325 K Street N.W.

tf,.

Washington, D.C. 20463r-

Dear Mrs. Aikens: ," _

On behalf of the Los Angeles Labor Committee ( LALC- .,
am responding to your letter of July 5, 1985 which we received VY3
on July 10, 1985. You state that you sent the LALC a no Ica~ion
on April 11, and May 15, 1985. The LALC was the recipient of
only one letter from your commission in late May signed by a
Mr. Gross. We did not respond to that notification since we had
no idea what the matter was all about. Mr. J Philip Rubenstein
is not a member of the LALC and therefore any reponse he may have
given you would not have been on behalf of the LALC.

Your letter seems to claim that there is "reason to
believe that the LALC has violated" the law by:

1) "...failing to register and report with the
Commission as a political committee as a result of
its apparent role as a conduit of contributions/loans
made by Mrs. Lucille Pieper to The LaRouche Campaign
in excess on $1,000:
2) "...its apparent role in soliciting contributions
for other political committees, and
3) "...failing to report the receipt of earmarked
contributions,"

I categorically state that the LALC has not violated any of these
laws.

The LALC is a voluntary political association which has
no obligation to register with the Commission and absolutely
did not "conduit" monies to The LaRouche Campaign. The LALC
does not solicit contributions for "other political committees."
As to "failing to report the receipt of earmarked contributions"
I have no idea what you are talking about. The only "earmarked"
contributions which the LALC receives are contributions
"earmarked" for the LALC.

I note that you put "RE: MUR ( /76"at the top of your
July 5, 1985 letter tothe LALC. La e in your letter you
referred to a "MUR4 2." I have no understanding as to the
significance of these notations.

Since you have not presented the LALC with any evidence
that it violated the law, I request that you close this
fishing expedition immediately.

Tim Pike
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STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF LAW

STrATE OFFIC Dunumwc
333 EAST WASRINToN Smmlu

5~3ACu55, NY 33202

October 25, 1984 (315) 428-4282

cT'*) .-- "

-€ '

9

t~r
~ r1

-, rFederal Election Commission1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20403

Dear Sirs/Madames :

Re: Complaint ofRosemary G. Hopper
427 Cannon Street
Syracuse, NY 13205

Vs. The LaRouche Campaign

Enclosed is a copy of a complaint this office has
reccived, including copies of the letter we have sent, without
receiving any response from the company involved.

We are forwarding this complaint to you for whatever
action you deem appropriate.

The complainant has been advised that the complaint
hais been forwarded to you by a copy or this Jotter.

Very truly yours,
,,, I-, /. ,

MICHAEL J. IUNGERFO D' (
Assistant Attorney General

MJH/ccEnclosur-e

CC: Ms. Hopper

!
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STATE OFFIC B~nIN
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Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20403

Dear Sirs/Madames :
Re: Complaint of

Rosemary G. Hopper
427 Cannon Street
Syracuse, NY 13205

Vs. The LaRouche Campaign

Enclosed is a copy of a complaint this office has
reccived, including copies of thc letter we have sent, wi thout
receiving any response from the company involved.

We are forwarding this complaint to you for whatever
action you deem appropriate.

The complainant has been advised that the complaint
has been rorwardedi to you by a copy or this letter.

Very truly yours,

MICHAEL J. iUNGERFOiRD: F
Assistant Attorney General

MJH/ccEnclosure

cc: Ms. Hopper
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

November 5, 1984

Michael J. Hungerford
Assistant Attorney General
Department of Law
State of New York
State Office Building
333 East Washington Street
Syracuse, New York 13202

Re: Pre-MUR 136

Dear Mr. Hungerford:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of October 25,
- 1984 advising us of the possibility of a violation of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, (the mAct") by The
-- LaRouche Campaign. We are currently reviewing the matter and
C will advise you of the Commission's determination.

If you have any questions or additional information, please
call Anne Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 523-4000.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)4(B) and $ 437g(a)(12)(A), the
- Commission's review of this matter shall remain confidential.

'- Sincerely,

Charles N.Gen wCo

By: •Kenneth A.Associate !ral Counsel



FEDER l ELECION (CUIIO F .

1325 K[ Street, W.V. rw*' : ,
Washington, D.C. 20463,

FIMsT ENRA OUNsES ,s PoaT ... 7 S .... 2

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTLL.J Pr-MRj 16
BY OGC TO THE -O2oISStIOf Member Anne Veissenborn

SOURCE OF PRE-MUR: Referral from Assistant Attorney General
for the State of New York, Syracuse, New York

RESPONDENT' S NAME: The LaRouche Campa ign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

GENqERATION OF MATTER

On October 25, 1984, this Office received from Michael J.

Hunger ford, Assistant Attorney General for the State of New York

in Syracuse, a referral of a complaint filed with his office by

Rosemary G. Hopper on October 18, 1984 concerning three loans

which she made to The LaRouche Campaign in May and July, 1984, by

credit card. (See Attachment 1).

SUM(MARY OF ALLEGATIONS

According to Ms. Hopper's complaint, and to copies of her

credit card account statements which she has supplied, she made a

loan of $300 to the Committee on May 14, 1984, a loan of $50 on

July 23, 1984, and a loan of $625 on July 30, 1984. Payment of

the first loan was due on August 15, 1984 and of the second and

third on September 15, 1984. No repayments had been received as

of the date of the complaint despite telephone calls by

Ms. Hopper to the Committee.

N
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The Committee has reported Ms. Hopper's payment of $50 as a

contribution and her payments of $300 and $625 as loans. The

Committee's 1984 Year-End Report continued to show the $300 and

$625 loans as debts owed, but not the $50 which Ms. flopper

asserts was also a loan.

LEGAL AND FACTUrAL ANALYSIS

a. Non-Repayment of Loans

It appears that no violation of the Federal Election

Campaign Act has occurred as regards the Committee's failure to

cc repay the loans made by the complainant. These loans were made

by an individual, not by a bank or corporation, and constituted

contributions at the time they were made. Ms. Hopper's loans,

C therefore, do not come within the coverage of 11 C.F.R. S 114.10

~which applies a 'commercially reasonable' standard to the making

and collection of loans obtained by political committees from

corporation or banks. Neither the Federal Election Campaign Act

nor the Commission's regulations address the issue of the late

repayment of loans received by a political committee from an

individual.l_!

b. Repor t i n

2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (3) (A) and (E) require committees to

itemize all persons who make contributions aggregating in excess

1/ This information will be included ira the report to be made
to the Department of Justice pursuant to the Commission'ss
determination of March 26, 1985.
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of $200 and all persons who make loans to a reporting committee.

2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (2) (A) and (H) require committees to report

thetotal amounts of all contributions from persons other than

political committees and the total amounts of all loans received

other than those made or guaranteed by a candidate to his or her

authorized committee. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (8) requires committees

to report the amount and nature of all outstanding debts and

obligations owed by each committee.

The Committee has reported the complainant's $50 payment on

July 23, 1984, as a contribution, not as a loan, and has not

included this same figure in its itemization of debts owed

Ms. Hopper. Therefore, it appears that the committee has

violated 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (3) (A) by misreporting Ms. Hopper's $50

payment as a contribution and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (E) by failing

to report this payment as a itemized loan. It also appears that

the committee has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (A) by reporting

inaccurately the total of contributions received from persons

during the reporting period involved, and 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) (H)

by misreporting the total of loans received. In addition, the

committee may have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (8) by failing to

report the $50 payment as an outstanding debt owed by the

committee.
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RDCOSMINDAIOUS

1. Open a MUR in this matter.

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. S$ 434(b) (2) (A)

and (H), 434(b) (3) (A) and (E), and 434(b) (8).

3. Approve the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele

L~~d 'f~<

Attachments
1. Referral
2. Proposed Letter with General Counsel's Legal and

Factual Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~ %5H1%C TO% V ( 2(~4h

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT :

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL

APRIL 10, 1985

OBJECTION - PRE-MUR 136 First General
Counsel's Report signed April 4, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Monday, April 8, 1985 at 11:00.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Cosmaiss ioner Aikens _______

Commissioner Elliott

Comaissioner Harris

Commissioner .McDonald

Commissiloner McGarry

Commissioner Reiche

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, April 16, 1985.

X (comments attached)

the Executive Session

t



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

The LaRouche Campaign ) Pre-MUR 136

Edward Spannaus, as )
treasurer )

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary 
for the

C Federal Election Commnission executive session 
of April 16,

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

following actions in Pre-MUR 136:

CN 1. Failed on a vote of 2-4 to pass a motion

to:

a) Open a MUR in this matter.

b) Find reason to believe that The

LaRouche Campaign and Edward

c Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (A) and (H),
-q 434(b) (3) (A) and (E), and 434(b) (8).

c) Close the file.

d) Direct the Office of General Counsel

to send appropriate letters pursuant

to these actions.

Commissioners McDonald and Reiche voted

affirmatively for the motion; Commissioners

Aikens, Elliott, Harris, and McGarry dissented.

(continued)



Certification for Pre-MUR 136 Page 2

April 17, 1985

2. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to:

a) Open a MUR in this matter.

b) Find reason to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. SS434

(b) (2) (A) and (H), 434(b) (3) (A) and (E),

and 434 (b) (8).•

c) Merge this MUR into MUR 1852.

"<d) Direct the Office of General Counsel

~to send appropriate letters.

_- Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively

04 for this decision; Commissioner Reiche

dissented.

w; Attest:

'- / Majori
7

W Emon

Date~Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

~, Y

.r ,:. I 4O :4,8
April 24, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:-

The Commission

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross eAssociate General Counse

Pre-MUR 136

On April 16, 1985 the Commission approved the
recommendation that Pre-MUR 136 should become a MUR.
Therefore, all documents which had previously been
contained in Pre-MUR 136 should now become MUR 1979.

AttachmentCopy of Certification



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
\ASHING1O ;.DC, 2O46 ,

April 24, 1985

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O.
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1979

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

, . On April 16 , 1985, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that The LaRouche

; Campaign, Inc. and you, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
~SS 434(b) (2) (A) and (H), 434(b) (3) (A) and (E), and 434(b) (8),

provisions 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
(N attached for your information.

~Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
... no action should be taken against you and the committee. You may

submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
" relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.

Please submit any such materials 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
committee and you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable
cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation. Of, course, this does not preclude the settlement
of this matter through conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if so desired. Se_e 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d).
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-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.S.C. SS 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 any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to thsmteat (202) 523-
4000.

JoncGary
Chairman

Enclosures
...... General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
" - Designation of Counsel Statement
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May 6, 1985

John Warren McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1979

Dear Chairman McGarry;

0 l,

.'M ,
S.

11 U ¢.
Sm.!

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission, dated April 24, 1985, that there is reason to
believe that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer
Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The reason to believe
finding was made by the Cownission on April 16, 1985 and is
allegedly based upon a Factual and Legal Analysis by the
General Counsel which is attached to the letter of
notification. It appears that the Analysis was based upon a
complaint by a "Ms. Hopper" concerning repayment of loans to
the campaign. Neither the complaint nor any of the credit
card account statements nor any other fact referenced by the
General Counsel in the Analysis have been provided to the
respondents.

The LaRouche Campaign and Mr. Spannaus have patiently
responded in good faith and with full cooperation to
numerous complaints and reason to believe findings despite
their firm belief that the matters were outside the
jurisdiction of the Commission and for the most part in
violation of due process and other constitutional rights
guaranteed them. A similar response to this matter will
also be made but only when the respondents are presented
with a proper explanation of the facts alleged in support of
the Commission's finding. Not only has the Commission
failed to provide "Ms. Hopper's" complaint and the
supporting documentation, but it omits from its notice and
"factual" analysis the first name and state of residence of
the complainant. A review of TLC records without benefit of
such basic information would consume countless hours and
thus prove to be costly and extremely difficult if not
totally impossible.

Q NE LONGFELLOW PL.ACE[
S urE 216
BosrroN, MASSACUsr'r.02 14
(617) 742-4200

ANDERSON & AOCTESl PC.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

~74 ~4



When the Commission provides proper notification of thecircumstances upon which MUR 1979 is based, the campaign
will gladly respond.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attorney,

TR/jm



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASINCTON,DC. 20463

8 Ai.~ut 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 1979
The LaRouche Campaign

Dear Ms. Roach:

This letter is in response to concerns which you have raised
o regarding the contents of the Legal and Factual Analysis which

accompanied the notification of the Commission's reason to
. believe finding in MUR 1979. You have noted that the Legal and

Factual Analysis refers to a "complaint" which your clients have
: not received.

-- A review of our file in this matter has revealed that the
c analysis sent to your clients was incomplete. It should have

stated in an introductory section that on October 25, 1984, this
Office received from Michael J. Hungerford, Assistant Attorney
General for the State of New York at Syracuse, a referral of a
complaint filed with his office by Rosemary G. Hopper of Syracuse

S on October 18, 1984. Ms. Hopper 's complaint concerned three
loans vhich she had made to The LaRouche Campaign in May and
July, 1984, by credit card. (See Attachment). Referrals such as
this have been treated as internally generated matters by the

' Commission, hence the forwarding to your clients of a legal and
factual analysis.

Given the information in the attached documents which was
not available to you earlier, you may supplement your original
response in this matter within fifteen days of your receipt of
this letter.



llI ... i0

?racy Roach, Esquire
Page 2

At the time of its consideration of this matter on April 16,
1985, the Commission also determined to merge this matter into
fIUR 1952. Therefore this matter will henceforth bear the
designation of MUR 1852.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

:enneth A. Gro iAssociate General Counsel

AttachmentReferral



ANDERSON, & ASSOCIP , D :O
ATTORNEYS AT LA F .. .i r'.TARY

Oon' P. ANOE:RSON SE 9 N VGELLOW IPL.ACE

& DAVID DAVIS ISSOI, MASSACNUUT032 11|4
TRACY ROACH AUgUSt 27, 1985 (617)74320&:

John W.McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Conmmission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 . ..

Re: MUR 1979 <

Dear Chairman McGarry;

This letter is in response to correspondence, dated August
8, 1985, from Associate General Counsel Kenneth Gross. In that
letter, Mr. Gross responded to concerns raised by The LaRouche

-- Campaign ("TLC") in its May 6, 1985 response to the Commission's
.- April 16, 1985 reason to believe finding in the above referenced
' matter. At that time, TLC requested certain basic factual
. information about the matter which was not provided in the notice

of the finding. No response was made to the request. Mr. Gross
-- was informed of this fact on July 25, 1985 during proceedings in

C, a collateral matter. He has kindly provided TLC with the
information necessary to adequately respond to the Coimission's

. concerns and granted this additional opportunity to so reply.

:-,'.."The complaint of Ms. Hopper concerned overdue loans to The
LaRouche Campaign, which she claimed totalled $975.60. As the

" -General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis confirms,
contributions totalling this amount were duly reported to the
Commission by TLC. At issue is a $50.00 amount which TLC

, reported as a contribution and which Ms. Hopper now asserts was a
loan and the fact that reported loans totalling $925.00 were
overdue on October 14, 1984, when her complaint to the New York
State Attorney General was made.

In regard to the overdue loans, the Commission is again
reminded that the late repayment of loans is not a matter within
the jurisdiction of the Commission. As stated by Mr. Gross in
the notifications of dismissal of MURs 1864 and 1879, "Neither
the Federal Election Campaign Act nor the Commission's
regulations address the issue of the late repayment of loans
received by a political committee from an individual." The
campaign acknowledged the debt owed Ms. Hopper and contacted her
with regard to repayment long before learning of any complaint.
The attached documentation shows that two one hundred dollar
($10.00) payments were made on April 18 and June 12, 1985.



Additionally, Ms. Hopper agreed to forgive the loan of three
hundred dollars ($300.0), a fact which can be confirmed by
reference to line 27B, page 25 of Schedule B-P of TLC's July 15,
1985 Quarterly Report to the Commission. The outstanding balance
will be retired as soon as funds are available.

There obviously remains a disagreement over an amount of
$50.00. It was believed by TLC to be a contribution at the time
made and was thusly reported. If a mistake was made, or if Ms.
Hopper has changed her mind as a result of her annoyance over the
late repayment, TLC will make the necessary corrections in its
reports and add the amount to its outstanding obligation.

It is therefore apparent that there is no reason to believe
that TELC has violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as Amended, with regard to Ms. Hopper, that a merger of this
matter with MUR 1852 is totally without factual or legal

: justification, and that MUR 1979 should be dismissed forthwith.

__ Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign

C Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By-Thir Attorne/L

Enclosure
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,..,,. :.=l 85 NA? AS6:q ,

..... i , A " COMPLAINANT: RogerO0. Rosser

'- 3314 Conger Rd. S.W.
, Huntsville, AL 35

~(205) 881-8331

May 2, 1985

RESPt)NT: Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York, NY 10101

Federal Election Commwission
Washington DC 20463

Gentlemen:

i I hereby wish to file a formal complaint for illegal fund raising
i activity against the Independent Democrats for LaRouche, a fund raising
'C) organization supporting the candidacy of Lyndon LaRouche for president
: of the United States during the 1984 election. /

r-.I was contacted by phone on the night of 10-25-84, by ameetber of the
i' ; ' Independent Deocats for LaRouche for the purpose of securing a donation ;

--- toward paying for an upcoming television telecast for Mr. Lyndon L , che
: i a candidate for president ,of the United States. I do not recall the,,nem,

( of the mmer solictinq the :.donation thu I had spoken to him serl times
X:) on the phon.

ii t.Wen I refused to~ea urCt oaint h aci h ebr
, iasked that I make a loan that. woldbepaid beck in 90 days.- I ageedto
r have $250.00 charged against my Visa credit card account with the total

!i understanding the money would be repaid in 90 days.

.. nUpon receiving my monthly statement from Visa, I discovered that $500.00
had been charged against my account, not the $250.00 I had agreed to. When
I spoke to the cosuittee mmer by phone he assured me a promissory note
would be issued inmediately for the $500.00 payable in 90 days from the
date of the loan. I recieved this note on 12-28-84.

I have not received payment of the aforementioned note, nor have I re-
ceived any correspondence of intent to pay in response to three letters I
have written the organization requesting payment.

This complaint is filed under Cosinission regulations 11 C.F.R. 111.4
Complaints (2 U.SC. 437g(a)(1)).



I hereby swear the Information on the preceedilng page is correct to
best of my knowledge.

Signed before me the 2nd. day of May, 1985

Enclosures/2



~PROKISSORY k4OTE

Issued By: Independent Democrats tr Lltouche
P.O. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York NY 10101

(The Committee)

Issued To: ROGER ROSSER3314 CONIGER ST.
HUNTSVIlLLE AL 35805

(The Lerhder)

The Committee ackr~cwled~es receipt of a loan of $500.00 from
tbe Lender on 10/25/84.

The Comumittee acknowedg~es its indebtedness to the Leader Qaly,
in the amount of $500.00, which it shall repay to the Leader by
01/25/85.

This oblisatior, of the Committee to the Lender shall not be
assigned, transferred, or iscountec;.

Gerald Rose
Tr easur er
Independent Democrats for Lalouche

. i il I II -- .m. '

¢ .;.

i!



IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

4?($\%'ASHINCTON. D C 2O463

May 10, 1985

Mr. Roger D. Rosser
3314 Conger Road, S.W.
Huntsville, AL 35805

Dear Mr. Rosser:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on May 6, 1985 against the Independent

Democrats for LaRouche, which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been

C% assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be

notified 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

C the same manner 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 Cheryl R. Thomas at (202) 523-4143.

: - Sincerely,

.... Charles Steele

By: ene

Associate eral Counsel

Enclosure



(l ' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS TMay 13, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P. 0. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10101

Re: HUE 199$

0 Dear Mr. Rose:

,* This letter is to notify you that on May 6, 1985 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

' " that the Independent Democrats for LaRouche and you, as
_- treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy
(N of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 1992. Please refer to this number in all future
~correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
~writing, that no action should be taken against the Independent

Democrats for LaRouche 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.

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.



Letter to Rose
Page -2-

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

May 23, 1985

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10101

MUR 1991

Dear Mr. Rose:

On May 13, 1985, you were notified of a complaint received
., by the Commission involving your committee. The MUR number cited

in that notification was 1992; however, this designation was in
- error. The correct number for this matter is MUR 1991.

We regret any confusion which this change in number may
, cause.

Sincerely,

•al Counsel



OOANDERSON &I C N ON LONLO [lNtA~

ftosun L. Ros SunK 216
A. DAVID DAvIS BOSTON. MASSACHUSETSO2 114
TRACY ROACH June 5, 1985 (617)742.8200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel =
Federal Election Commission .'
1324 K Street, N.W. Z ...
Washington, D.C. 20463 -

Re : MUJR 1991

Dear Mr. Steele: ,_ . ...-

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission that a complaint by Roger D. Rosser alleges that

. Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer
Gerald Rose have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act

" " of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The complainant is seeking
assistance in obtaining repayment of an overdue $500.00 loan
that he and IDL acknovledge was made to the campaign. These

_ facts do not allege a violation of any law within the
jurisdiction of the Cotimission.

Since there is no actionable complaint, Mr. Rose and
"© IDL request that MUR 1991 be dismissed forthwith.

' ' Very truly yours,
• :.-.Independent Democrats

for LaRouche,
" I Gerald Rose, Treasurer,

By Their Attorney,

RACYR-A

TR/jmn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

June 10, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR's 1991 and 2013

Dear Mi Roach:

Recently your client, Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
" was sent notifications of two complaints filed with the

Commission, one from Mr. Roger D. Rosser and the second from Mr.
" Ronald T. Stewart. As the result of an administrative error,

- these matters were assigned the same number. The correct
designations are MUR 1991 for Mr. Rosser's complaint and MUR 2013

---4 for Mr. Stewart~s.

C We regret any inconvenience this error may have caused.

~Sincerely,

Char le:Generca. (Steele

AssociateCose Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONr,,; O"F - ! FEC
3.325 K Street, N.W. COr"MH!': " i'€?TAR'y

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION _______

5JuL 3o p5:•# 6REPORT

MUR *1991
DATE COMPLAINT
RECEIVED BY OGC

May 6, 1985
DATE OF NOTIFICATION
TO RESPONDENT

May 13, 1985
STAFF ME 4BER

Anne Weissenbor n

- a

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: Roger D. Rosser
RESPONDENTS' NAMES: Independent Democrats for LaRouche

Gerald Rose, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U. S. C. S 4 34b

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Independent Democrats for LaRouche

SiTIVE

On June 16, 1985, the Office of General Counsel submitted to

the Commission a First General Counsel's Report in the above-

cited matter. Following the Commission's discussion of this

matter during the Commission's Executive Session of July 23,

1985, the report was withdrawn for redrafting.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On May 6, 1985, the Commission received a complaint from

Roger D. Rosser of Huntsville, Alabama, alleging that

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") had obtained $250

through the complainant's credit card account without his

authorization.

According to Mr. Rosser, he was solicited by telephone on

October 25, 1984, for a contribution to IDL. He states that he

agreed to make a loan of $250 through his credit card account;
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however, his next monthly statement shoved a charge of $500. Hie

received an unsigned promissory note for $500 on December 28,

1984. No repayment had been made as of the date of the

complaint. The Commmittee reported the full $500 as a loan.

In response to notification of the complaint, counsel frames the

issues only in terms of an acknowledged overdue loan of $500.

(See Attachment 1).

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) requires the reporting of the total

amounts of all loans received by a committee, while 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (3) requires the itemization of all individuals who have

made loans, and of the date and amount of each loan. In the

_- present instance the complainant intended to make, and

C authorized, a loan of only $250; however, the committee submitted

'C a charge for $500 and so reported the loan. By reporting $250

* more than the contributor authorized as a loan and not as an

N- "other receipt", the Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. SS

434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b)(3)(E) by misreporting the total of loans

received and the amount of an itemized loan. This Office

recommends that the Commission make determinations to this effect

and also that this matter be merged with MUR 1852.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E).
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2. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

3. Approve the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: K
Associate General

Attachments
1. Response from counsel

. 2. Letter

C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Independent Democrats for
LaRouche

Gerald Rose, as treasurer

MUR 1991

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on August 2,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1991:

1. Find reason to believe that
Independent Democrats for
Laflouche and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E).

2. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

3. Approve the letter attached to
the First General Counsel's Report
signed July 29, 1985.

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald and Reiche

voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioners Aikens

and McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 7-30-85, 5:46
7-31-85, 4:00

C



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* * WASHNCtON. .C, 20463

August 15, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire -

Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

MUR 1991
Independent Democrats
for LaRouche
Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Coiission notified Independent
~Democrats for LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, on May 13,

1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election
:i Camaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Acttm) . A copy of the

complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

-- comp~laint and of information supplied by you on behalf of your

clients, the Comission, on August 2, 1985, determined that there
is reason to believe that Independent Democrats for Laftouche and

\ Gerald Rose, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (H)
and 434(b) (3) (3) by misreporting the total of loans received and

" the amount of an itemized loan. Specifically, it appears that
=;- the complainant in this matter authorized a loan of $250 to the

committee; however, the committee reported the loan as being in

S the amount of $500.

This matter has been merged with MSUR 1852 and will
henceforth bear that designation.

Your clients may submit any factual or legal materials that
they believe are relevant to the Commnission's analysis of this

matter. Please file any such response within fifteen days of your

receipt of this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
$ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending that the Commission decline to pursue pre-probable
cause conciliation at this time so that it may complete its
investigation of the matter. Further, requests for pre-probable
cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been
mailed to the respondents will not be entertained.



Page 2Tracy Roach, Esquire

Requests for extensions of time wiii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond. 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. ss437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that your clients' wish the matter to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Enclosures
Procedures
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ANDERSON & ASSOC ATE5 '..

ON.ANEON p3". ,.o40..owPAC

&DAVDOAVS September 6, 1985 mos~omCHS1s2114

TRACY ROACH 
(617) 7424200

John W.McGarry, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1991

Dear Chairman McGarry;

This letter is in response to notification from the

Commission, dated August 15, 1985, that there is reason to

believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its

-- Treasurer Gerald Rose have violated the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), in the above captioned

> matter. The reason to believe finding was made by the Commission

on August 2, 1985 and is allegedly based upon a complaint filed

by Roger D. Rosser and IDL's response to that complaint. It is

- alleged that " . • .it appears that the complainant in this

matter authorized a loan of $250 to the committee; however, the

C committee reported the loan as being in the amount of $500."

A loan of $500 from Mr. Rosser was reported by IDL to the

N - Commission because it was believed that it was the amount

authorized. If a mistake vas made by IDL, it was obviously

" ' corrected at the time Mr. Rosser reported the problem to the

S campaign, as witnessed by the promissory note subsequently

executed by Treasurer Rose and accepted by Mr. Rosser.
Additionally, the outstanding debt owed Mr. Rosser, which
precipitated the complaint at issue here, has been partially

repaid and the outstanding balance of $250 will be retired when

funds are available. The circumstance does not appear to be a

violation of the Act, nor is it understood exactly what other

course of action could have been pursued.

It is therefore requested that the Commission dismiss this

matter forthwith. The reason to believe finding and the merger

of this with MUR 1852 is without merit.

Very truly yours,
Independent Democrats for

L@Rouche, Gerald Rose, Treasurer,
By TerAtt&TO
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May 1, 1985

Federal Election C~mission
1325 K. St., N V
Wahigton, D.C. 20463

Dear General Counsel :

i as writing tbhis letter to protest they way the La OUChe Campaign and
Independent Democrats for Laouhe conducted there 1984 Presidential
Campaign.

I wll1 set forth thi fact~s, as I remember the, with all supporti ng
~) docisenta to collaborate my story. I realize that you are not a collection

agency, but I hope you wll be able to help me recover my $750.00, the
" balance" of what the campaign owes me.

In July, 1984, I was contacted by phone by Mike Gelber * the Ma. representative
- fOr the La~ouche Canpaign to donate money to their campaign. At this tim

it was called the LaRouche Campaign. I informed him that I did not have the kinod
C of money that he was looking to have contribted. At this time, he told am

I could lend the the money and it would be repaid in three months.

... I ageed to this and at that time I gave them my VISA Card nmber. All of a
sudden I started receiving calls conastly to give more money. I kept

- saying no and that the $500.00 I loaned them was all that I could afford.

Toward the end of July, I received a notice that I has loaned the La~ouche
Lc Campaign $1,000.00 not the $500.00 I had actually loaned them. When I

received my VISA statement,* it showed they had made three (3) transactions
totalling $1, 000.00. I notified VISA to chargeback $500.00 to the La~ouche
Campaign, which they did.

In September 1984, I was again contacted, this time, by Independent Dmcrats
for La.Rouche, again by Mike Gelber. I was again asked to lend money to Lalouche.
I refused. Much to my dimay, my VISA statements for October and November
wrze charged in the amount of $1,000.00. I contacted VISA, and this time,
they advised me that it was my responsibility to try and recover the money.
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?mutxateJd, I contacted there campaign headquarters in 11ev York anid spoke with
Anta Gllagher. I explained by dilm and shortly thereafter ! received
pmisory notes tOtalling $1,500.00. A ]payment schedule was set-up, and I
agreed to accept 250.00 a month for a period of six mnthsn, starting
in January. 1985.

I received a total of 750.00 of the 1,500.00. I would appreciate an
investiLgation into thi3 matter. Also. I would like to know what avenues are
open to me, in the matter of recovering my money.

WI CEZIY TEAT ALL THE STATEMDNTS MADE BY MiE INq THIS LETTER APE THR AND ACCURATE."

264 EAS MAI ST.
VES .TDF YOP.O, MA. 01581

(617) 366-1825 "/J..AA ( .nm.,,.



m. .mle aouche CSlp 1i !
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York. N.Y. 10116

RONALD STEWART264 E. IIAIN ST.
WESTBORO

I.A01 581

The LaRouche Campaign ackncwledges that Cnl 07/20/84the above individual loaned 4500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New Ycrk.
Lf) The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness tc

]RONALD STEWART only, in the amount of $500.Co," which it shall repay to RONALD STEWAR T by1. 0/20/84. This obligation of the LaRcuche Campaign to" RONALD STEWART shall not be assigned,
-_ transferred, cr discounted.

• Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

" The LaRouche Campaign
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1I8M3d.iKA Independent Democrats for LCmouche
P.O. Box 359
Radio City Stetion

......... .... -Ww Y t* .... . . .. M 10101

(The C6omjitte.)

IaiM3~LIa. RN ST~WA~'T
264 E. 4A:N s~.
~ ~ 4A 31581

CTt'e Lender)

The Crnrjtte3 :<.o1ecdes receipt of e loan of 5750.00 from
tthe ' ender or 10/Z2/;4.

Tha o' 'Ett~e ac < oaledes is indebtedress to the Lender only,
n t~e awount of S75..3Z, wicn it shall re~ay to the Lender by

Thjs o;i;at~on :' tht :ommittee to the Lender shell not be
essi.;ned, transfarr~d, or discounted.

3 rald Rose
Tr~esurer
.. dependent Desocrats for Le~ouche



PROMISS'Oqy NO'E

|asuda¥ Independent De~ocrats for LeftoucheP.C. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York NY 10101

(The Co'ymittee)

IaIMI_1IAB N STeWArT264 :. '41IN ST.
wEST53."

VA 01591

(The Lender)

The Co,~ztt~a :nioilecies re:.i¢t of a loan of S250O3 from
tne ..ander c' O;/Z2/E4.

The Cc~te a :<no~ledges its inde~,edness to the Lender only,
in .the alount of S25C.OC, which it siall reogy to th. Lender by
12/09/34.

Thls oblx;ation f tre 3ommittee to the Lender snail not be
assi;nei, tr~nsferrei, or discounted.

'..r ld Rose
Treasurer
ndepende't Democrats for Laouch,



THE LaROUCHE CAMPAIGN

1' ~i (aJ e)
d~a~e)

This to certity that k, - 4 1 ~r

The LaRouche Campaign, This is to be repaid inJ

In addition, a total ot ________iterest, or

dollars will be paid _____________

9';

)Itc~A&e1 Ge5~e& __ is Sthe approved representative of The
~-LaRouche Campaign in New England.

The LaRouche Campaign is available ata P. 0. Box 2150, G. P. 0.,•

New York, NCY 10016.

New England Reprebentative

166 Ashmont St.

Dorchester, M A 02124

.. .. (Phone )

'4

) ,2 to



INDEPFMNDEMOCRATh
inforiLaRouche

P.O. Boz 859, Radio City Station, New York, N.Y. 10101l

rated 9

Fx' vali re~±ved, t~'a ~~ers±c~ud acress to pay to

'-4

- -~ tiu pr±nc±pa.t M~ of$

(

In adicmn, the tzx -si ee to pay tiu nctlder iners at: mm

u!1ualr3teof~ ' ___________ ~nt) payable ~wir~ tiw tern of this

: uea ftU. s:

Irdeendernt Democrats for Laliouche is located at 304 West 58th
Street, 5th ?loor, New York, 5"Y 10019. Both t artles shall be subject
to laws of' the state of' !'ew York overrnn such contracts.

SIan.ed f'or Ilde~erdent Democrats for LaRouche

Y r - AS IE, ci DI3X T2.
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INDEPEENVTDEMOCRATh

LaRouche
P.O. Box 859, Radio aity Station, New York, N.Y. 10101

For vt1~u receivd, t. e ters ed &-ees to pa t

C /-, -, ',

, -I >. , tl'm n ip~ oS 7"-- .-

( .< ,. ,, ,.I.., ,_./ .-. -/ , 6 ._ / 0 D l ar )
- ' . .. iI

fzu ti.u, dat ofi lthis ate.

In a ±t..no tc~', ms~iqnsd aqrs to pay ti'w zmtehIt5e inrs at an

a t r ut o c i - , i ( ___ ___ ___ ___ p~m ',, ± ) pay' bl r n g ti te o:f this

I1deeendent Democrats for LaRouche is located at 304 West 58th
Street, 5th Floor, New York, Y'Y 10019. Both paIrties shall be subject
to laws of' the state of ",ew York wovernln such contracts.

SIned <for I-denerdent Democrats for LaRouche

/'./ / ,1 /
/ .', - --6"
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!
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I*BANKoF AMERICA
NOVEMBER 13, 1984

SANK CARD CENTER

RQ.% STEWART
26' E. PAIN ST.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

I~7(Y*)WASHINGTON. D C 20463

May 13, 1985

Ronald T. Stewart
264 East Main Street
wqestboro, Massachusetts 01581

Dear Mr. Stewart:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on May 3, 1985 against Edward Spannaus, the
LaRouche Campaign, Gerald Rose and Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, which alleges violations of the Federal Election
Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to analyze
your allegations. The respondents will be notified of the
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 same
manner 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 Cheryl R. Thomas at (202) 523-4l43.

Sincerely,

Cha~esN._Steele

Enclosure



~~EDERAL ELE CTION COMMISSIONWASHINCTON. D C. 20463

~May 13, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P. 0. Box 859
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10101

Re: MUR 1991

Ir') Dear Mr. Rose:

This letter is to notify you that on May 3, 1985, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

" that the Independent Democrats for LaRouche and you, as
__ treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy
(N of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 1991. Please refer to this number in all future
: correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
- in writing, that no action should be taken against the Independent

Democrats for LaRouche 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
tD 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.



Letter to Rose
Page -2-

If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of
the Commission's procedu~re for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Enclosures

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHIGTON, D C 20463

CERTIFIED NAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P. 0. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

Re: MUR 1991

VDear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on May 3, 1985 the
~Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that the LaRouche Campaign and you, as treasurer, may have
~violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter M.UR 1991. Please
refer to this number in all future correspondence.

- Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche

-- Campaign 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
t Commission may take further action based on the available

information.

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

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of
the Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N.
General CZ

By :
Associate Counsel

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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" TL O.SurtE 2161
A DAVID DAVIS BOTN MASSACNUS.E1TS021 1 4
TRACY OACH June 7, 1985 (617)7426200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2013

Dear Mr. Steele:

"- This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission that a complaint by Ronald T. Stewart alleges
that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer, Edward

. Spannaus, have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). The face of the complaint

S does not indicate such a circumstance. Mr. Stewart agreed
to a loan of $500.00 to the campaign which has not yet been

. fully discharged. The failure to make timely repayment of
campaign debts is not a violation of the Act.

,. Since there is no actionable complaint against Mr.
Spannaus and TLC, it is requested that MUR 2013 be dismissed

," forthwith.

Very truly yours,
,, The LaRouche Campaign,

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
-- By Their Attorney,

7

TR/jmr



ANDERSON & ASS.CIA
ATTORNEYS AW LAW

R~?L RossI " p.. SuITE 216
A. DAVID DAVIS SOS6TOI4.MASSACUfl~S02 114
TRACY ROACH June 7, 1985 (617)7424200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 2013

Dear Mr. Steele:

~This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission that a complaint by Ronald T. Stewart alleges
that the Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its
Treasurer, Gerald Rose, have violated the Federal Election

"- Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The face of
the complaint does not indicate such a circumstance. Mr.
Stewart agreed to a loan of $1000.00 to the campaign which
has not yet been fully discharged. The failure to make
timely repayment of campaign debts is not a violation of the

S Act.

"- Since there is no actionable complaint against Mr. Rose
. and IDL, it is requested that MUR 2013 be dismissed

forthwith.

Very truly yours,
; c Independent Democrats
~for LaRouche,

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
By Their Attorneyr__

TRACY ROAI

TR/jm



FUD]RAL ELCTIOS cosuzssxIOlu °  / D:
1325 K Street, W.V. OFFICE r.I. :HE FECWashington, D.C. 20463 COM!S !V E TARy

FIRST GERA C(WJESEL' S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF MUR #2013 5U30 5:6
TRANSMITTAL BY OGC DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
TO THE COMMISSION: BY OGC: May 3, 1985

DATE OF NOTIFICATION t jITW
TO RESPONDENT: Uhp
May 13, 1985

STAFF MEMBER:
Anne Weissenbor n

COMPLAINANT' S NAME: Ronald T. Stewart

RESPONDENT'S NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign
~Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer
-,- Independent Democrats

for LaRouche
~Gerald Rose, as treasurer

"- RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)
C 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

StDl l OF ALDGTIOUS

L'' On May 3, 1985, the Commission received a complaint from

- Ronald T. Stewart of Westboro, Massachusetts, stating that the

LaRouche Campaign ('TLC') and Independent Democrats for LaRouche

('IDL") had made charges totaling $1,000 each to his credit card

account in July and September, 1984, in part without

Mr. Stewart's authorization.

LEGAL AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

1. The LaRouche Campaign

a. Reporting

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (H) requires committees to report the

S total amounts of loans received while 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (E)

requires the itemization of all such loans. The absence of intent
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on the part of the reported lender to authorize a committee's

receipt of all or part of a reported loan would place a committee

in violation of 2 U.s.c. s 434(b) (3) by misreporting an

unauthorized receipt as a loan rather than as an "other receipt"

and would also result in the misreporting of the committee's

total amounts of loans pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

In the present matter the complainant states that in July,

1984, he authorized a $500 charge to his credit card account for

purposes of making a loan to TLC. His credit card statement for

that month showed payments to TLC of $100 on July 17 and of $400

and $500 on July 9 for a total of $1,000. (Attachment 1) On

July 18, 1984, Mr. Stewart was sent a statement by a committee

C representative acknowledging a loan of $1,000 (Attachment 2);

\ however, the committee's report for July itemized only two loans

: totaling $600, one for $100 assertedly received on July 17 and

one for $500 assertedly received on July 20. (Attachment 3).

Mr. Stewart, apparently in September, was sent an undated and

unsigned promissory note acknowledging a $500 loan obtained on

July 20. (Attachment 4).

At some time after he received his credit card account

statement for July showing the three loans to TLC cited above,

Mr. Stewart asked the issuing bank to charge back $500 to TLC.

Mr. Stewart's credit card statement dated October 5 shows a

"purchase adjustment" of $500 dated September 11, 1984. The

committee continued to report debts of $100 and $500 owed

Mr. Stewart until its Year-End Report for 1984 which showed a
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debit of $500 dated December 21, 1984 (Attachment 5) and the

cancellation of the $500 loan (Attachment 6).

The documentation supplied to Mr. Stewart by TLC and the

committee's own reports are contradictory as to how much the

committee acknowledges having received from him; the reports show

only $600 while the documentation sent to Mr. Stewart cites both

$1,000 and $500 as the amount owed. The committee's reports

itemize $100 and $500 loans; nowhere does there appear the $400

charged to his account on July 9. The response filed by counsel

on behalf of the committee cites only a $500 loan and says that

it *has not yet been fully discharged." Counsel views this

- matter as involving solely the non-repayment of a loan.

(N (Attachment 7).

~According to Mr. Stewart, he intended to make a loan of $500

to TLC. The committee reported both a $500 loan and a $100 loan

from him. By reporting $100 which Mr. Stewart had not authorized

as a loan and not as an "other receipt', the committee violated 2

U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E) by misreporting the total

of loans received and an itemized loan.l_! This Office recommends

1/ The additional $400 charged to Mr. Stewart's account was
apparently not authorized and also was not reported by the
committee. Therefore, there appears to be no basis fOr the
Commission to include this particular charge in its present
determination; however, it will be considered in the subsequent
investigation. In addition, the complaint in this matter will be
forwarded to the U.S. Attorney for the District of Massachusetts
as per the Commission's earlier determination.
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that the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E) and that this matter be

merged with MUR 1852 .

b. Furnishing of false information

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c) (2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the Office of President who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.s.c. 5 9037

"shllbe eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

C'J 9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

S date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible .... n

11 C.P.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the

candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a
C 4

statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

. statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

S obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated

winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market value of

capital and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts owed to

the committee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a)(2). A revised statement

of net outstanding campaign obligations must be submitted with

each submission for matching funds made after the candidate's

date of ineligiblility, 11 C.F.R. 5 9034.5(d).

26 U.s.c. s 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include any evidence, books
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on information of a material fact, or to falsify or conceal any

evidence, books or information relevant to a certification by the

Commission or an examination and audit by the Commission under

this chapter ....

The LaRouche Campaign submitted statements of net

outstanding campaign obligations in August and October, 1984.

Included in these statements were both loans received, which were

included under cash on hand, and loans as debts owed, which were

included under payables. Loans as debts owed constituted the

major portion of payables.

As discussed above, there is evidence that The LaRouche

- Campaign reported as a loan monies obtained from Mr. Stewart

CN which the reported lender did not intend to be a loan. This

\ Office believes that funds used to repay funds obtained without

the consent of the contributor or lender would not constitute a

qualified campaign expense. Thus, the inclusion of that debt in

the Committee's NOCO statement would inflate the total of net

.. outstanding campaign obligations, thereby constituting a knowing

and willful misrepresentation of a material fact and the

furnishing of fraudulent evidence pursuant to 26 U.S.C.

S 9042 (c) .

In addition, the Committee has presented books and records

to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

5 9038(a). To the extent that the Committee has knowingly and

willfully included in those books and records information
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individual involved and the amount and total of monies received,

the Committee would be in violation of 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by

again knowingly and willfully misrepresenting material facts and

furnishing fraudulent evidence. This Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign has

violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

2. Independent Democrats for LaRouche

a. Reporting

Mr. Stewart has also stated in his complaint that in

September, 1984, he was asked to contribute to IDL. Despite his

asserted refusal, his credit card account statements for October

-- and November of that year contained charges totaling $1,000 for

(Ni payments to this committee. (Attachments 8 and 9). The

committee has reported two loans from Mr. Stewart, one for $250

received on September 12 and one for $750 received on October 2,

1984.

Counsel's response to notification of the complaint states,

-. "Mr. Stewart agreed to a loan of $1,000 to the campaign which has

not yet been fully discharged. The failure to make timely

repayment of campaign debts is not a violation of the Act."

(Attachment 10).

IDL has reported loans from the complainant which the latter

did not authorize. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Independent Democrats
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for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, have violated

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by misreporting the totals of loans

received and by misreporting unauthorized receipts as loans

rather than as other receipts. 2/

RUOU DTIOS

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2)
and (3) and 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c).

2. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, have violated

U-, 2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (2) and (3).

3. Approve attached letters.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

Charles N. Steele

t Associate General Counsel

Attachments

1. .
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Complainant's credit card statement covering July, 1984.TLC acknowledgement dated July 18, 1984.
TLC report of loans received, July, 1984.
Promissory note from TLC.
TLC report of loans received, December, 1984.
TLC report of debts owed, December, 1984.
Response to complaint from counsel for TLC.
IDL report of loans received, October, 1984.
IDL report of loans received, November, 1984.
Response to complaint from counsel for IDL.
Letters to counsel (2)

2/ See footnote 1 regarding referral of complaint.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 2013

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as )
treasurer )

Independent Democrats )
for LaRouche)

Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on August 2,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2013:

1. Find reason to believe that the
- LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer, have
-- violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) and

! (3) and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

'0 2. Find reason to believe that
Independent Democrats for

~LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as
_ treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) (2) and (3).

" 3. Approve the letters attached to the
' General Counsel's Report signed
. july 29, 1985.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry and

Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Aikens did not cast a vote.

Attest :

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 2063

August 15, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 2013
Independent Democrats
for LaRouche
Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

rN. The Federal Election Comission notified your clients on
May 13, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act".) A copy of

. the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

__ Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

C ! August 2, 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that

your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3), a
~provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that Independent
:,,- Democrats for LaRouche reported as loans and debts owed $250 and

$750 obtained from Ronald T. Stewart without his authorization.

This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will
~henceforth bear that designation.

t You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
~believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Offi'ce of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission, either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.



Requests for extensions of time will not be routinelygranted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 2O days.

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

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Enclosures Cara
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASH INCTON, 0 C. 20463

August 15, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts

RE: MUR 2013
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

~The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on

~May 13, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act".) A copy of

~the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

-- Upon further review of the allegations contained in the

complaint, and] information supplied by you, the Commission, on
c August 2, 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that

~your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3),
provisions of the Act, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). Specifically, it

: appears that The Lafloucbe Campaign has reported as a loan and
debt owed, $100 obtained from Ronald T. Stewart without his

7 authorization, and has included this amount in statements of net

outstanding campaign obligations submitted to the Commission and

~in books and records presented for purposes of audit.

This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will

~henceforth bear that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you

believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt 

of

this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission, either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-

probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so

that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
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requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.

Requests for extensions of time will riot be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Jrre

Jc WrrenMcGarry
C Enclosures Chairman
. Procedures
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ATTORNEYS AT~ -. ' '

Oo.N P. A NDERSION
ROSERr L_ RosS
A DAviODOAVIS
TRACYV ROACH September 5,

~ "3: MASSACUSLErSO 2 !!4
,19 85 (61!7) 742-6200

John W.McGarry, ChairmanFederal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2013

Dear Chairman McGarry;

yEn

T

c0

Abt

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission, dated August 15, 1985, that there is reason to
believe that The LaRouche Campaign ( TLC") and its Treasurer
Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act

- of 1971, as amended ('the Act"), in the above captioned matter.

The reason to believe finding was made by the Commission on
August 2, 1985 and is allegedly based upon a prior complaint from
Ronald T. Stewart and TLC's response thereto. It states that TLC

-- and Treasurer Spannaus ". .. reported as a loan and debt owed,
$100 obtained from Ronald T. Stewart without his authorization,

: and has included this amount in statements of net outstanding

. campaign obligations submitted to the Comission and in books and
records presented for purposes of audit." The allegation is

S denied.

"< Mr. Stewart agreed to loan funds to the campaign, as his
complaint indicates, and that fact was duly reported to the

SCommission. The loan was repaid on May 20, 1985. Enclosed is
. the cancelled check evidencing the repayment. TLC has had no

further obligation to Mr. Stewart since that time. The reason to
believe finding is therefore without merit, as is the merger of
this matter with MUR 1852, and the allegations should be
dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their Attor}I7')

Lnclosure
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I OoDN P. ANol~taON
ROSEmrT L ROes.
A. DAwoD DAySl
TRAC:Y ROACN

September 5, 1985 SosTo,,,.MASAcIusETrso2114
(617) 7424J200

John W.McGarry, ChairmanFederal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2013

Dear Chairman McGarry;

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission, dated August 15, 1985, that there is reason to
believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its
Treasurer Gerald Rose have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), in the above captioned
matter. The reason to believe finding vas made by the Commission

' on August 2, 1985 and is allegedly based upon a prior complaint
from Ronald T. Stewart and IDL's response thereto. It states
that IDL and Treasurer Rose ". .. reported as loans and debts

C oed $250 and $750 obtained from Ronald T. Stewart without his
authorization." IDL agrees that such an amount was reported as

D loan and debt owed but does not agree that there is reason to
believe that any violation of the Act has occured.

IDL believed that it was Mr. Stewart's intention to make
loans to the campaign at the time the monies were received. As

... his complaint indicates, he subsequently agreed to a repayment

schedule and has received payments from the campaign per that
S agreement. Two cancelled checks are enclosed evidencing that

fact. IDi records indicate that a third payment was also made.
The balance due Mr. Stewart is $250 and it is scheduled for
repayment as soon as funds are available. Any inconveniece due
to the late repayment is regretted. The matter therefore is
merely one of loan repayment and the reason to believe finding,
as well as the merger with MUR 1852, is without merit. Immediate
dismissal is respectfully requested.

Very truly yours,Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
Gerald Rose, Treasurer,
By Th 9i r A tto.

/ -

Enclosures
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July 8, 1985

General Cmmse1
Federal Electior Qzunssion
1325 K. Stre N. W.
WahigonI 20463

RE: Fraudulent use of Visa Qharge in La R i Caisaign :

Gentlemen: -

For a period of 6 months beginning Mardi 1984 my wife reoied about 10 I*.' a
fron Dowa at the La I i Capagn in New York and hars. my wife to tare

N. $50.00 to their cmaign. She said no eadh tine and aae ~ to be called.

, At the ed of Octcber, I was skxoced to see 2 d~arges of $500.00 each on mv Visa
(liarge. My Visa niue was never given to then aid the frxumty used it.
I advised Visa, the dre $1000.00 aid dw my card att.

Inlt Nowmier, La Rxi sen th 2 prnissr rgt e. (o e ex=1oed).

I feel there was a hard sell xxwpiracy to get loan bllar for La ftdi so te

(ai dirg matts) fr mion magazine.

- - I also want to make sure our nates are never used as st~portiTng La R m.

S I would ajpreciate your inetgating this matter and advising ma of your findings.

S Sirxerely,

cc: Robert ?'brganthau
NewI York Co. District Attorney
1 lkogan Place
Nw York, NY 10013

LINDA C. MADDEN
Nqotary PubIi, OakLand Coun'-y, M|cI |i



PROMISSORY NOTE

ZaauaaSIaY. The LaRouche CampaignP.o. BoK 2150 GPO
- New York WY 10116

(The C ommitt1ee)

aiu*~d-Z. NADINE SEEBER213 MERRWEATtIER
CROSSE PT FARMS

C

MI 48236

(The Lender)

The Committee acknowledges receipt of a loan of $500.00 from

the Lender on 10/15/84.

The Committee acknowledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,

in the amount of 5500.0, which it shall repay to the Lender by

11/15/84.

This obligation of the Comttee to the Lender shall not be

assigned, transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spsnnaus
Treasurer
The Laftouche Campaign

/



PROMISSORY NOTES

IlLagtmaK4 The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150 GPO
New York NY 10116

(The Committee)

NADINE SEEBER
213 MERRI WEATtIER
CROSSE PT FARMS I 48236

(The Lender)

The Commttee acknowledges receipt of a loan of
the Lender on 10/01/84.

s500.00 from

The Commttee acknowledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,
in the amount of 5500.00, which it shall repay to the Lender by
10/31/84.

This obligation of the Committee to the Lender shall not be

assigned, transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

_ - - /

.jo. , /

/J- /'/_ ..

I
-/.--

|liitd-121



P.O. Box 1 772 sinton, D.C. 20041.0720

~May 15, 1985

Dear Contributor:

On behalf of The LaLRouche Campaign, and joined by Independent Democrats for
LaRouche. we want to thank the vast majority of our contributors and lenders who have been
cooperative and patient with the campaign during this post-election period. We also want to
report to you on the status of our court fights against the illegal disruption of campaign
finances by some dope-lobby banks and the FBI.

As many of you are aware, the LaRouche campaign organizations were subjected to a
coordinated attack, spearheaded by NBC and drug-money laundering banks, and carried out
with the onnlvance of corrupt public officials in the FBI and elsewhere, which completely
disrupted our ability to continue to raise money. Now, we are happy to report, our planned

, loan repayment program. which was totally disrupted, has been restored.

C)According to sworn statements submitted in various courts, the following has now been
established:

(1)} The FBI and the Department of Justice, have admitted that they opened their
:i" "credlt card" investigations after receiving complaints from the NBC affiliate in

Boston. WBZ-TV, which targeted LaRouche and his campaign on election eve.

(2) The FBI and Department of Justice have further stated that they received
C complaints from the major Boston banks-the most prominent of which was the

Dank of Boston (First National Bank of Boston). This Is the same bank which
, , recently pled guilty to currency violations involving $1.2 billion in laundered drug

money.
e ,o- (3) First National State Bank of New Jersey (now called First Fidelity) has stated

that it was a phone call from the FBI in Boston which prompted them to shut down
the campaigns" bank accounts and seize $200,000 In campaign funds. The seizure of
the funds forced the cancellation of a scheduled half-hour CBS-TV LaRouche
campaign broadcast on election eve.

The two campaign commlttees--TLC and IDL-have initiated federal court cases against
~First Fidelity of New Jersey. the Bank of Boston, and the FBI, seeking to recover for both the

damages done to the campaign and the damages suffered by you, the contributors, because
of their Illegal actions. Additionally, the LaRouche campaign Is also suing the Federal
Election Commission In federal court to prevent the FEC from engaging In any further
harassment of campaign contributors.

Already. a federal judge in New Jersey has ruled summarily that First Fidelity Bank of
New Jersey breached their contract and wrongfully seized $170,000 In IDL campaign funds.
Judge Harold A. Ackerman roundly castigated the bank and Its attorneys from the bench for
taking IDL's money when they absolutely had no legal right to do so.

Our Enemies Retaliate

It Is a measure of the extraordinary effectiveness of the two LaRouche campaign efforts
that our enemies have gone to such unprecedented lengths to try to frame up LaRouche and
his associates since the election. No campaign in the history of this country has ever put on



•a se'quence of 15 halfho v'k broadcsts. These broadcat gdthe way the

country thinks about the Wbout the Soviet Union. and about~mnal defense--not to
mention Henry Kissinger and Walter Mondale!

Starting last August. associates of Mr. Laflouche were told by confidential informants
that politically-motlvated criminal prosecutions of LaRouche and his campaign organizations
were under preparation. According to a sworn affidavit one of LaRouche's security

*consultants was advised on October 25 that, in addition to the assaults on the campaign
organizations, that a separate operation was being planned against organizations associated
with LaRouche that would force the expenditures of enormous legal fees and drain their
resources. Two days later, another source advised that there would be a "massive
intervention" against LaRouche immediately after the elections, which would include
negative press reports intended to trigger a federal prosecution. On October 30. a
confidential source reported that an "a1-out FBI attack" was in the works against LaRouche,
by FBI officials who wanted to create a fait cceomplt before Edwin Meese was confirmed as
the new Attorney General.

Then look at the following sequence of events:

On October 29. the NBC affiliate in Boston, WBZ-TV, began a four-part news
series attacking the LaRouche campaign.

On October 31I, U.S. Attorney William Weld in Boston went on television to
announ~ce a federal investigation into "credit card fraud" involving the LaRouche

campaign.
On November 1. First Fidelity Bank in New Jersey got a phone call from Boston

--- FBI agent Richard Egan which resulted in the closing down of the campaigns" bank
accounts and seizure of $200,000 in campaign funds.

Confidential sources also advised that the FBI had sent informants into the Laouhe
~campaign in Boston to foist complaints, and that these false complaints had been leaked by

the FBI to NBC in Boston. The campaign was further advised that LaRouche had "made a lot
-- of enemies. including banks with large organized crime deposits.' and that these banks were

C taking steps to create problems for organizations associated with LaRouche.

O Subsequently. we were told that leading figures in the Democratic National Committee
were strongly encouraging Weld's actions against LaRouche. Shortly after this, the Federal
Election Commission opened a spurious investigation of TLC for credit card reporting
violations: questionnaires were sent out to hundreds of contributors and TLC reod we

~subpoenaed by the FEC.

r" Investigations are continuing into the sting operations conducted by the FBI and the
Boston banks which gave rise to these attacks on the campaign organizations. Already in

t November. TLC and IDL had brought a civil suit against the FBI. U.S. Attorney Weld, and two

_banks, the First National Bank of Boston/Bank of Boston, and State Street Bank. As you are
all aware, this was the same Bank of Boston which in February pled guilty to currency
violations involving $1.2 billion in money laundered from Swiss banks, a pattern which U.S.
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury John M. Walker described as a classic pattern of drug
money laundering. The Bank of Boston was let off with a fine of $500.000, a mere slap on
the wrist compared to the amount of money they laundered and the profits they made from
the illegal transactions. The "plea bargain" was negotiated by U.S. Attorney Weld and
approved by Judge David Mazzone--the same cast of characters who are running the witch
hunt against the LaRouche campaigns and other associated organizations going on right

now in the Boston federal grand Jury.

Just recently. U.S. Attorney Weld has again Jumped to the defense of the Bank of Boston.
As part of its civil suit in Boston, TLC and IDL has brought discovery motions against the
Bank of Boston and State Street Bank. seeking information concernting their contacts with
contributors and with the FBI. This evidence will show that the banks were in fact
threatening and coercing customers into "charging back" loans and contributions, by teiling
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them that it was file •L political contributions by credl, that the LaRouche
campaigns were en In fraud, and so forth.

In order to protect the banks from this discovery. Weld filed a motion recently in federal
cout to preven.t the campai.gns. from obtaining evidence from the banks-..under the guaise
tat this would nterfere in welds crimial investigation of the campaigns. The truth is,•Weld's so-called "criminal investigalon" is Just a cover to disrupt the campaign's ability to
raise money while forcing the campaigns to spend large sums of money defending
themselves. -

TLC/IDL Court Actions

In summary. the campaign committees are engaged in the following legal actions on
their own-and your--behalf:

The LaRouche Campaign and Independent Democrats for LaRouche v.Fls
Fidelity Bank of New Jersey: action for wrongful seizure and conversion of
campaign funds, and for damages caused by financial disruption of the campaign
and loss of the electon-eve CBS broadcast. (U.S. District Court, Newark. New
Jersey.)}

Spannaus v. Federal Election Commission: action for Injunctive relief to
prevent FEC from harassing contributors and charging selective and vindictive law
enforcement against LaRouche. (U.S. District Court. New York, N.Y.)

The LaRouche Campaign and Independent Democrats for LaRouche v. Federal
Bureau of Investigation. William Weld, Bank of Boston, and State Street Bank: civil~rights action for financial disruption and defamation of campaigns. (U.S. District
Court. Boston. Mass.)

In re Grand Juy: Federal grand jury investigation of credit card fraud.initiated by NBC and Boston banks. Documents from ThC and IDL were provided to
the grand jury in response to subpoena. after a motion to quash the subpoenawa~denied. Grand Jury was convened last November, and has broadened into a sweeping
fishing expedition against numerous organizations associated with LyndonC ! LaRouche. Campaigner Publications, one of the organizations aLso subpoenamed, has

~asked U.S. Attorney General Edwin Meese to remove Wel from the investlaton on
grounds of conflict of interest and violations of the Ethlcs-n-Governnment Act. (UJ.S.
District Court. Boston. Mass.)

Spannaus v. Department of Justice: Freedom of Information Action against U.S." " Attorney's office in Boston, requesting documents concerning Weld's contact with
,- various government agencies and private organizations such as the Mondale-Ferrar

campaign and the Anti-Defamation League. (U.S. District Court. Boston. Mass.}

€-) The LaRouche election campaign-which you helped to finance-dild a lot of damage to
- the KGB and drug-lobby interests in this country. Now that the campaign is over, they areretaliating. We need your ongoing politcal and financial support-for even though the

campaign battles may be over, the war is continuing.

Yours truly,

Edward Spannaus. Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

Gerald Rose. Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH..CTO",.D.C. 20,463

July 29 1985

Robert P. Seeber
1415 Walton Boulevard
Rochester, Michigan 48063

Dear Mr. Seeber:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on July 15, 1985, against the LaRouche Campaign
which alleges violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws.

~A staff member has been assigned to analyze your allegations.
The respondents will be notified of this complaint within five

- days.

c:, 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
C office. We suggest that this information be svorn to in the same.

manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
'0 attached a brief description of the Cornission's procedure for

handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact i,
Barbara Johnson at (202) 523-4143. i

Sincerely,

t..C.Charles No Steele ~

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINC TON. DC 20*63

August 6 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
P.O. Box 2150 GPO
New York, New York 10116

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on June 24, 1985, the
~Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that the LaRouche Campaign, may have violated certain sections of
- the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the

Act'). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have nmbered this
.c matter MUR 2065. Please refer to this nmber in all future

correspondence.

c Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the LaRouche
Campaign 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.

~Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

t 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.



If you have any questions, please contact Anne Weissenborn,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General. Couaes.

Encl.osures1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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A.DAVID DAVIS
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(617) 7424200

September 23, 1985

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 26463

Re: MUR 2665

Dear Mr. Steele;

This letter is in response to notification from the-- Commission that a complaint by Robert Seeber, dated July 15,
1985, alleges that The Laltouche Campaign (aTLC") and its

cD Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal Election
- Campaign Act of 1971, as amee (Utbe Act'). Tb. complaint

should be dismissed forthwith for failing to state any cognizable
(N! violation under the Act.

~The complaint and its sapporting documentation indicates
. that Mr. Seeber's wife Nadine made two loans in the amount of

$506.66 to TLC and charged thea on the couple's VISA. Mr. Seeber
S apparently is not pleased with her use of the card, has changed

her mind for her and made the instant complaint. Mrs. Seeber has
S made no such complaint. These circumstances do not present a

matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission. It is
' therefore requested that the Commission dismiss this matter
S forthwith.

Very truly yours,
The Lalouche Campaign,
Edvard Spannaus, Treasurer,
By 5Their Attorney,

1 7,--
TRACY ROA

6~.
~~~1

-

~ .~J C

.0 ".

!



D)ATE AND TIM oF

TO TH COMMlSS ION

. -n,-oFou corssro
125 K Streat, N.W. 0tS'!:

Wshington, D.C. 20463

MUR #26
C DATB CMPLIN

: RECEIVED BY OGC
7-15-85
DATE OF NOTIFIC&TION
TO RESPONDENTS:
8-6-85
STAFF MEMBER:
Anne weissenborn

COMPLAINANT'S NAME:

RESPONDENTS' WNMES :

RELEVANT STATUTE:

Robert P. Seeber

The LaRouche Campaign

Edward 8pannaus, as treasurer

2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) and (3)
26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHZE: The LaRouche Campaign

SIOSU 0?ALGTIOUS

On July 15, 1985, this •Office received a complaint ifiled lby

Robert P. Seeber of Grosse Point Farms, Michigan, stating that

two $500 charges representing payments to The LaRouche Campaign

(mTWC) had appeared on his and his wife's credit card account

statement without authorization. According to Mr. Seeber, his

wife, Nadine Seeber, received telephone calls from a

representative of TLC in New York beginning in March, 1984,

asking for a $50 contribution to the committee. Mrs. Seeber

refused; however, the two charges cited above appeared on their

statement at the end of October. Apparently the Seebers had

earlier purchased a subscription to Fusion magazine, because the

R: 58

r~.

No

I-
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complaint indicates the possibility of that being the source of

their names and charge account number.-i

The respondents in this matter did not receive their

notification of the complaint until August 23, 1985.

(Attachment 1). On September 27, 1985, this Office received a

response from counsel. (Attachment 2).

FACTUAL ANiD LEA ANALYSIS

2 U.S.c. s 434(b) (2) (H) requires committees to report the

total amount of loans received while 2 U.s.C. s 434(b)(3)(E)

~requires the itemization of all such loans. The absence of

intent on the part of the reported lender to authorize a

committee's receipt of all or part of a reported loan would place

a committee in violation of 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (3) by misreporting

~an unauthorized receipt as a loan rather than as an "other

receipt" and would also result in the misreporting of the

committee's total amount of loans pursuant to Section 434(b) (2). e

" The committee's reports itemize two $500 loans from Nadine

,J9 Seeber, one incurred on October 1, 1984, and the second on

October 15, 1984. By reporting these loans which were apparently

not authorized by the named contributor/lendor, TLC violated

2 U.S.C. S$ 434(b) (2) (H) and 434(b) (3) (E) by misreporting the

total of loans received and itemized loans. This Office

recommends that the Commission determine that such violations

have occurred.
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a. Furnishing of false information :

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c)(2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the Office of President who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9037

"shall be eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible .. ." n

11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the ;

candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a

. statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

- statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

' obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated "

winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market Value of i

capital and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts oed to

. the coiittee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) (2). A revised stetmat of

- net outstanding campaign obligations must be submitted vith each ~

c submission for matching funds made after the candidate's date of

Lo ineligiblility. 11 C.P.R. 5 9034.5(d).

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information of a material fact, or to falsify or conceal

any evidence, books or information relevant to a certification by
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the Commission or an examination and audit by the Commission

under this chapter s..

The LaRouche Campaign submitted a statement of net

outstanding campaign obligations in October, 1984. Included in

this statement were loans received, which were included under

cash on hand, and loans as debts owed, which were included under

payables. Loans as debts owed constituted the major portion of

payables.

As discussed above, there is evidence that The LaRouche

L Campaign reported as loans monies obtained from Mrs. Seeber which

the reported lender did not intend to be loans. This Office

believes that funds used to repay funds obtained without the

consent of the contributor or lender would not constitute a

qualified campaign expense. Thus, the inclusion of that debt in

the Committee's NOCO statement would inflate the total of net

S outstanding campaign obligations, thereby constituting a knowing

S and willful misrepresentation of a material fact and the

furnishing of fraudulent evidence pursuant to 26 U.S.C.

$ 9042 (c).

In addition, the Committee has presented books and records

to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

$ 9038(a). To the extent that the Committee has knowingly and

willfully included in those books and records information

concerning contributions and loans that misrepresents the intent

of the individual involved and the amount and total of monies
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received, the Committee would be in violation of 26 U.S.C.

s 9042(c) by again knowingly and willfully misrepresenting

material facts and furnishing fraudulent evidence.

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and 3dard
Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2)
and (3) and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

2. Approve the attached letter to respondents.

3. Merge this matter vith NUR 1852.

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

7, /j ' BY:

A_ ssociate General one

Attactuents:

,, 1. Return receipt for certified mail.
2. Response from counsel.

V 3. Letter to counsel.

Anne 6
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

MUR 2065

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on October 
11,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2065:

1. Find reason to believe that the

LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannlaus, as treasurer, have
violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and
(3) and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

2. Approve the letter to respondents
attached to the First General Counsel's
Report signed October 7, 1985.

3. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald

and McGarry voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Harris did not cast a vote.

Attest:

.4~~_)___

Date Varjorie W. Enunons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated onl 48 hour tally basis:
Deadline for votes:

Wed., 10-9-85, 11:58Wed., 10-9-85, 4:00
Fri., 10-11-85, 4:00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

October 16, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts

RE: MUR 2065
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
C August 6, 1985, of a comp~laint alleging violations of the Federal
O! Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'.) A copy of

the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

October 11, 1985, determined that there is reason to believe that
C your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3),
O provisions of the Act, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). Specifically, it

appears that The LaRouche Campaign has reported as loans and
debts owed a total of $1,000 obtained from Nadine Seeber without
her authorization, and has included this amount in statements of

: net outstanding campaign obligations submitted to the Comission
S and in books and records presented for purposes of audit.

, This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will
henceforth bear that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 11.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission, either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,



-2-

requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs onprobable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.

Requests for extensions of time viii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.Veissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Ii

C Enclosures
. Procedures



ANDERSON &ASSOIATES. P.CUS t40V A|:

Oo P. ANDERSON ONE LONGFE.LOW PLACE

oaKr L tOSa Sun'K 216

TRA-Y ROACH (017) 7424200F

November 1, 1985

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS ; - -

John Warren McGarry, Chairman ,,,

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W. ..

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2065

Dear Mr. McGarry;

This letter is in response to notification from the
C\ Commission that there is reason to believe that The LaRouche ,

^4 Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

- Act "), by reporting " . . .as loans and debts owed a total of
$1,060 obtained from Nadine Seeber without her outhorization, and

C\ has included this amount in statments of net outstanding
campaign obligations subm itted to the Comission and in books and

= records presented for purposes of audit." The finding was made

.,- on October 11, 1985 and Is allegedly based solely upon a
complaint by Nadine Seeber's husband and TLC's response to

- notification of said complaint.

~TLC received and reported an authorized contribution from

Mrs. Seeber. Such circumstances do not present a reason to
' believe that a violation of the Act has occured nor is there any

.. basis for the merger of this matter with MUR 1852. It is
requested that the matter be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign,
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer,

STheir Attorney,

TR/jml
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R. C. WILES
P.O. Box 2873

Soldotna, Alaska 99669

(907) 262-9690

Sept. 12, 1985 +

Federal Election Committee

1325 K St. NW .
Washington D.C. 20463

Attn" Dan Blessington ........... .

Sir:

This letter is to state my complaint against the Lyndon
r Larouche Election Campaign. I have been a small contributor

and subscriber to Larouche literature for several years.

' However,during the 1984 election campaign they started

_, asking for bigger money. I had money, some savings from
++ my previous years work, in the bank but I didn't have
-- anything like an opportunity lined up for 1984. I have

not worked steady since December 1980. While I can odd
job in summer, winters are real thin as I don't have
shop to work in. Because of this situation I told ..

Toni Jennings that I could not give the money, I could only

:.++loan it for a six month period. This was agreeable, and for
the first loan I was sent a note stating this and signed

- ++ by the Larouche campaign treasurer, Edward Spannaus.The
next two loans were to be on the same basis.

~Then I got a call from Los Angeles and a girl named Louise,
who said she was French Canadian from Quebec and spoke
with a very strong accent. She asked for all my savings, I

~told her I was very frightened to do that, she said the
banks were on the verge of collapse and over the ninety
minutes or so that she was on the phone finally came up
to offering 157w interest and a return monthly over a
twelve month period which would have covered me when I
didn't get a big summer job which turned out to be the fact.
All of my other loans were to be brought under this same
deal. Then in the last part of June, Toni called again
and asked for $2500.00. I told her I didn't have it. She
asked me to use my VISA card and they would replace the
money within two weeks. It was never replaced and for-
tunately I got two weeks work which enabled me to repay
VISA myself to keep my credit good.



But it left me short for wintering. At this time I stopped
receiving phone calls. I did get one call or so and Toni
made an agreement to try to get me some money. I received
two checks in August of $100.00 each and one in October
of $250.00, after I received one phone call from----
The man I talked to told me they owed me money but the
government had all of their funds tied up and he would
try to get my money for me, but I never heard from him

again.

The interest on this would amount to $2100.00 a year
or $175.00 a month.

I was also supposed to be able to draw the full balance
if I needed it, and I have asked for the return of it and
received nothing.

My complaint is against the Lyndon Larouche Campaign,
Lyndon Larouche, Mel Klenetskyr- Campaign Director,

~Edward Spannaus-Treasurer, Mark Pilson of Seattle, Toni
Jennings of Seattle and Louise with the French Canadian

© accent.
I hereby swear that the contents of this complaint are true to the

best of' my knowledge.

Sincerely, /

Richard C. Wiles
: Box 2873

Soldotna, Alaska 99669

INDI'wIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

STIfl OF ALASKA2
SS.

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

THIS IS TO CERIIFi that on this 12th da\ of September, 1985 before me, the

undersigned. a Notar\ Public in and for the State of Alaska, personally

appeared Richard C. Wiles to me known to be the person described in and who

eecuted the Foregoing instrument, and he acknowledged to me that he si~ned

the same freely and oluntaril) for the uses and purposes therin mentionied.

He has sworn to the contents of this complaint that the are true to the best

of his knowledge.

WITNESS mn hand anu official seal the da and ser f~i'st hereinabo~e written.

Notary Pb- i , for Alaska-
My Commission Expres: ,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

S~tr27, 1985

Richard C. Wiles
P.O. Box 2873
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

Dear Mr. Wiles:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of your complaint

which we received on September 16, 1965, which alledges pos-
sible violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws by the

~LaRouche Campaign. A staff member has been assigned to
analyze your allegations. The respondent will be notified of

this complaint within five days.

~You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes
__ final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-

tional information in this matter, olease forward it to this
CMoffice. We suggest that this information be worn to in the

same manner as your original complaint. For your information,
~we have attached a brief description of the Commission's pro-

cedure for handling complaints. We have numbered this matter
under review MUR 264. Please refer to this number in all fu-

- t ure corresondence. If you have any questions, please con-
tact Stuart C. Mc Hardy at (2 )5a3-4 75.

S incere 1 y,

Charles N. Steele

S~y:enneth A.oqs 1 /ro .

Associate General Co lnsl

Enclosure



.... . .. .... iU

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

Spstr2,1985

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Soannaus
Treasurer
P.O. Box 17728
Washington, DC 20041-0728

Re: MUR 2084

C3 Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is to notify you that on September 16, 1985,
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which al-
leges that the LaRouche Campaign, Inc. may have violated cur-

~tain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We

C have numberedl this matter lMUR 20@84. Please refer to this num-

\ ber in al f ut ure correspondence.

: :Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demntrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you and the

~LaRouche Campaign, Inc. 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 Corn-
;3 mission may take further action based on the available

i nformat i on.

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 un-
der oath.

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

r r



If you have any quest ions, please contact Anne
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter at (2a2) 3-
48e. For your information, we have attached a brief descrip-
tion of the Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

S incerelIy,

Charles N. Ste.ee

By: J Ken •rs

Associ at e GeneraCone

Enicl1os ures
--- Complaint

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

'C



ANDERSON & ASSOC IA PVR
ATTORNEYS AT LAW ,,

RoOERTm L ROSSI SUITE 216
A. DAVI DAVIS S~oSTON. MASSAC~lM0ST21 4!

TRACY ROACH October 22, 1985 (1~46O

Anne Weissenborn c --
Office of General Counsel -- C
Federal Election Commission...
1325 K Street, N.W. -
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2084 ..

Dear Anne;
(NI

Enclosed is TLC's response to the complaint in the above
.. L,. referenced matter. I believe it may be a day or so late; I have

been on trial in California since the first of the month and the %
~~notice arrived while I was away. i

-- I continue to be perplexed that a copy of such notices are
04 not sent directly to my office, despite the fact that I have been

designated as counsel for all purposes for quite some time. It
'Cis frustrates my ability to adequately represent my client. I

would appreciate any assistance you can give./

_ / y truly yours,

TR/jm



ATTORNEYS AT LAW T ' ,

ftoscR" L Ross. SJrri[2161'
A. DAVID DAvis *lOs1:ot4MASSAcHqUgrrS02l14
TRAC:Y ROACH (6 17) 742.6200 !

October 22, 1985

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W. - :

Washington, D.C. 20463 -

Re : MUR 2084-

b Dear Mr. Steele; co 0

" ~This letter is in response to notification from the ' ,--.
. Commission that a complaint by Richard C. Wiles, dated Sept~ber!

12, 1985, alleges that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and its
-- Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The complaint
C should be dismissed forthwith for failing to state any cognizable i

violation under the Act.

, The complaint and its supporting documentation indicate that i
Mr. Wiles contributed $39.0g and loaned $970.BU to the campaign. :

---'" A review of TLC records confirms this and shows that these :
amounts were duly reported to the Commission. Additionally, a
check has been forwarded to Mr. Wiles which shall satisfy TLC's
outstanding obligation. A copy of the cancelled check will be

: forwarded when it is received should you so desire. These
r. circumstances do not present a matter within the jurisdiction of

the Commission. It is therefore requested that the Commission
dismiss this matter forthwith.

Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign,
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer,
By T .r Attorney,



0 SENSITIVEi
FEDERAL ELECTION COSUEISSXON

1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRS? GENERAL COUSE'S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OP TRANSMITTAL MUR *2084 '

BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION ______STAFF MEMBER
Anne Weissenbor n

SOURCE OF MUR:

RESPONDENTS' NAMES:

RELEVANT STATUTES:

Richard C. Wiles

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

2 U.S.C. S 434(b)
2 U.S.C. 5 441a

INTERNAL REPORTSCHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign
Independent Democrats for LaRouche

SODAR OF ALGTIONS

On September 16, 1985, this Office received a complaint from

Richard C. Wiles of Soldotna, Alaska, stating that he had made

loans during 1984 to 'the Lyndon LaRouche Election Campaign.'

The exact amounts of all the loans are not given in the

complaint; however, Mr. Wiles states that he was offered 15%

interest and that the interest 'would amount to $2100 a year.'

Using these figures it appears that the loans totalled $14,000.

The complaint also does not provide exact dates for the loans;

however, it appears from the complaint and from reports filed by

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") that included are a $970 loan made

in March, 1984, two loans made not long thereafter, a sizeable

loan constituting Mr. Wiles' savings solicited by someone named

Louise from Los Angeles, and a loan of $2500 made by credit card

at the end of June, 1984. Mr. Wiles states that he received two

$100 repayments in August and one of $250 in October, apparently

in 1984.

°ri

=D



-2-

On October 24, 1985, this Office received the attached

response from counsel for respondents. (Attachment 1)

FACT UAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. s 441a(a) (1) (A) limits to $1,000 the amount which

any individual may contribute to a candidate and to his or her

authorized committee during an election cycle. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) states that candidates and political committees may not

accept contributions in excess of the limitations set forth in

2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (H) requires that

committees report the total amount of loans received, while

. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(E) requires the itemization of all such

c loans.

~Although it appears from the complaint to have been Mr.

C Wiles' understanding that all of his loans were to used for the

LaRouche campaign in 1984, TLC has reported only a $970 loan from

him as received on March 12, 1984, with his aggregated

contributions for 1984 reported as $1000. No itemization of a

t loan or loans from Mr. Wiles has been found in reports filed by

~Independent Democrats for LaRouche. In her response counsel has

stated that a review of TLC's records confirms that Mr. Wiles

contributed $30 and made a loan of $970 to this committee. She

also states that "a check has been forwarded to Mr. Wiles which

will satisfy TLC's outstanding obligation." (Attachment 1).

In light of the apparent inconsistencies between the

complaint and counsel's response, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the LaRouche Campaign has

i
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violated 2 U.S.c. $ 441a(f) by accepting excessive loans from Mr.

Wiles and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) failing to report all

loans received from this individual. This Office also recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that Mr. Wiles has

violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441a(a) (1) (A), but take no further action in

this regard at this time beyond posing certain questions to him

concerning his alleged loans.

R OEDTIOUS

1. Find reason to believe that the LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2)
and (3) and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

2. Find reason to believe that Richard C. Wiles has violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) and take no further action at this

¢4 time.

-- 3. Approve the attached letters, including questions to Mr.
Wiles.

-2 4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

: Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

,, 1 /BY:
S Date ""

~Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Response from counsel
2. Letters to respondents (2)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

In the Hatter of
) MR28

The LaRouche Campaign MU 28
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

C ERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 22,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2084:

, 1. Find reason to believe that the LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)
and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

2. Find reason to believe that Richard C. Wiles
has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a |a) (1) (A) and

Cq take no further action at this time.

3. Approve the letters, including questions
to Mr. Wiles, attached to the First General

': Counsel' s Report signed November 15, 1985.

4. Merge this matter with HUR 1852.

tf Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak and

. McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision; Commissioner

McDonald did not cast a vote.

Attest :

Date arjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Wed., 11-20-85, 9:10
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Wed., 11-20-85, 4:00
Deadline for vote: Fri., 11-22-85, 4:00



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI1NGTON. D.C. 204*3

December 20, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts

RE: D4UR 2084
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Ks. Roach:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
September 27, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (rthe Act'.) A
coyof the comlaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
comlaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
Noebr 22, 1965, determined that there is reason to believe
that your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and (3) and
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), provisions of the Act. Specifically, it
appears that The La~ouche Campaign has not reported as loans and
debts owed all loans obtained from Richard C. Wiles, and has
accepted excessive contributions from this individual in the form
of the above loans.

This matter has been merged with M4UR 1852 and will
henceforth bear that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission, either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recomnding declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
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requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent viii not be

entertained.

Requests for extensions of time viii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remin confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a) (4) (8) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that your clients vish the matter to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mims,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

S

Enclosures
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASNINCTON, D.C. 20463

December 19, 1985

Mrt. Richard C. Wiles
flax 2873
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

Re: KUR 2064

Dear Mr. Wiles:

On November 22, 1985, the Comission considered the issues

~raised in your complaint received on September 16, 1985. As part
,. --, of the process involved ira initiating an investigation into your

ocomplaint, the Commission foun reason to believe that you have

- violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive
contributions to the Lakouche Campaign in the form of loans

~totalling more than $1000. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i),

, the term 'contribution" includes loans made for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C.
, S 441(a) (1) (A) limits to $1000 the amount which any prson may

• contribute to a candidate per election. The Commission, however,

"- also determined that it would take no further action at this time

. with regard to your apparent violation.

In order for the Commission to pursue other issues raised by

your complaint, we ask that you answer the attached questions and

8also furnish the Coinission' with the documents requested. Your

cooperation will be appreciated.

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Ritms,

the Attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200, orje
the Commission's toll-free number (800) -5._//

Jo rn Warren McGarry
Chairman

Attachment
Questions and Requests for Documents



Richard C. Wiles

omu'r ons a) DOCWme 3UooUT

Please answer the following questions:

1. a. How did Toni Jennings contact you, i.e., by telephone,
by letter?

b. How did Toni Jennings identify herself when she

contacted you?

c. What were the approximate dates of these contacts?

d. What were the amounts and dates of all of the loans
which you made as a result of contacts by Toni

Jennings ?

e. How did you make these loans, i.e., by check, credit

~card, money order?

..... f. To what organization was each of those loans made?

g. What was your understanding as to the purposes for

~which your loans would be used?

~2. a. How did "Louise" identify herself when she called you?

b. What was the approximate date of this call?

c. What was the amount and date of the loan which you made
*- - as a result of this call from Louise?

d. How did you make this loan, i.e., by check, by credit

card, money order?

e. To what organization was this loan made?

f. What was your understanding as to the purposes for

which this loan would be used?

Please furnish copies of the following documents:

1. Any and all checks (front and back) used to make loans cited

in your complaint.

2. Any and all credit card slips which include loans cited in

your complaint.

3. Any and all receipts for money orders used to make loans
cited in your complaint.
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Wage 2
Rtchard C. Wiles

4. Any and all promssory notes vhich you received concerning
the loans cited in your complaint, together vith any
covering letters or other correspondence concerning these

loans.

S. Any and all letters vhich accmpnied the refunds cited in
your complaint.



ANDEIRSON- ASSOCIATES, P.C. V E D L,,:'..
ATTORNEYS AT LAW I }: FT

Ro~mLftoW January 13, 1986 5oUI.T ch2Vrro2''
& DAVID DAVISio NMmcuErO 1

TRACY ROACH (617) 7428200

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Joan D. Aikens, Chairman _

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

Re: MUR 2084

Dear Ms. Aikens: n

~This letter is in response to notification from the
Coumission that there is reason to believe that The LaRouche

-* Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus have violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

~Act"), by not reporting " . . .as loans and debts owed all loans

obtained from Richard C. Wiles, and has accepted excessive
-- contributions from this individual in the form of the above
: loans." The finding was made on November 22, 1985 and

notification thereof vas received by counsel for TLC on January
- 2, 1986.

' The Commission's finding and the merger of this matter with, i

MUR 1852 are allegedly based solely upon a complaint by Mr. Wiles

and TLC's response to notification of said complaint. The
, - respondents find no support for the Commission's action therein

and firmly believe that no violation of the Act has occurred with
C regard to Mr.o Wiles' contributions to the campaign. The amounts

reported are the only amounts received from Mr. Wiles, and the
"" total does not exceed the contribution limit mandated by the Act.

Furthermore, the merger of this matter with MUR 1852 is improper
and prejudicial to the due process and constitutional rights of
the respondents.

As has been stated on several occasions, it is the desire of

TLC and Mr. Spannaus to resolve this and any other matter under

review through whatever means are available, including pre-
probable cause conciliation pursuant to 11 CoFoR. 11l.18(d) To
this end, it has been requested that the Commission elaborate
upon the manner in which such conciliation can be implemented in
light of the merger of this and other matters with MUR 1852.



For example, if the merger is in fact merely for administrative ,
convenience as asserted by the Office of General Counsel, it i
would appear that the matter of Mr. Wiles could be conciliated
without discussion of the issues involved in MUR 1852 and the
other matters which have been merged therein.

The reality of the situation appears to be that even though
my clients are offered the possibility of pre-probable cause
conciliation, the Office of General Counsel has no intention
whatsoever of making such a recommendation to the Commission.
There appears no other reason for failing to answer my requests
for an explanation of the merger and its effect upon the
conciliation process. The question is fundamental. It has been
asked on numerous occasions and has yet to be answered. Is MUR
1852 to be adjudicated as merged or is it severable?

If it is severable, then let us begin the process of
conciliation. If it is not, then say so and inform my clients of
the parties to MUR 1852 and the allegations against them. It

- would appear that this minimal due process is required in order
to give any meaning whatsoever to those regulations which govern

" the conciliation process. If these requests are again ignored,
...... it will be assumed that there is no real possibility of

pre-probable cause conciliation in any matter which involves my
P clients.

C- Very truly yours,
The LaRouche Campaign,
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer,

..... By Their Attorney, !

T R/jm

.E



Richard C. Wiles r

QUESTIONS AND DOCMEN REQUESTS

1. a. How did Toni Jennings contact you, i.e., by telephone, by letter

Originally, Toni Jennings contacted me by telephone, after I had

given some money to them at the Seattle Airport.

b. How did Toni Jennings identify herself when she contacted you?

By name and with t'e LaRouche organization. They had more than
one name they used as things "progressed."

S.*." . . W? t e j

I was called probably once a month sometimes two and three times
, after the firs€cmatctbIsvss no schedule late Sunday evening

seemed a favored time. The only dates I can be near to are those
~when I approved Bank card transactions and the time I transfered

frci my bank to their bank. The list follows in paragraph (d).

d. What were the amounts and dates of all of the loans which you made
" as a result of contacts by Toni Jennings?

03-07-. 2
06-05-82
08-25-82
10-03-82
1 1-07-82
04-30-83
07-08-83
1 1-20-83
01-30-84
03-08-84
05098
06-07-84
06-12-84

06-23-84

$ 300.00
$ 200.00
$ 100.00
$ 200.00
$ 50.00
$ 65.00
$15.00-65
$ 50.00
$ 30.00
$ 970.00
$1000.00
$ 500.OO
$9020.00

$2500.00

Campaign Publication
Vertz for Senate L.A. Calif.
Nat: Dea Political Convention
Nati Dea Political Convention
Fusion Energy Foundation
Campaign Publication

.00 Campaign Publication NYC
Campaign Publication
Lakouche Campaign NY NY
LaRouche Campaign Loan
Fusion Energy Foundation Loan
Fusion Energy Foundation Loan
Caucus Distribution Inc. Loan
acct. 9 02789725
Campaign Publication NYC

Loan to be paid back vithin two weeks or a month.

e. How did you make these loans. i.e., by check, credit card, money
order?

Credit card transactions and one bank transfer to acct. # 02789725.

/#

'°" t
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f. To what organization was each of those loans made?

LaRouche Campaign NYC $970.00
Fusion energy foundation $1500.00
Caucus Distribution Inc. $9020.00
Campaign Publications $2500.00

g. What was your understanding as to the purposes for which your loans

would be used?

Funds for LaRouche's Campaign for President

2. a. How did "Louise" identify herself when she called you?

I am not really sure. I realized after words that it could have

Paul Glumas called and atated tey'8id nbt d eny wingm"etie"ney." :-'
He sent me two checks totaling $4300.00 in October 1985. I believe
she identified eraelf vth~t Toot and a r'on Pilson or maybe Hark. I'm
not sure of his~n~me. Shiw'wa the phone an hour and a half talking

'0 and sweetening the offer. She rromised 15Z interest and monthly
,,.,.payments to be repaid within twelve months and a total refund if I
" found a need or opportunity and asked for it.

b. What was the approximate date of this call?

Probabily 10 June 1984. It was a Sunday afternoon I think.

c. What was the amount and date of the loan which you made as a result
'0) of this call from Louise?

I transfered $9000.00 from my Cash Management Acct., every cent I
"-Y had in it on 6-12-84. She called and complained that I had promised
~$10,000.00 but I didn't have that much.

Lr) d. How did you make this loan, i.e., by check, by credit card, money
order?

Bank transfer from National Bak of Alaska Soldotna Branch to First
Interstate Bank University Branch Seattle Wa to Caucus Destributions
Inc. Acct. 1 02789725.

e. To what organization was this loan made?

Caucus Destributions Inc. Acct.# 02789725

f. What was your understanding as to the purposes for which this loan

would be used?

For LaRouche's Campaign for President,

I swear that the contents of the Questio an ietContents,3usrb~d uWb ot knowledge. onadDcmn

this.. y a
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Mel KlenetskyNational Campaign Director
Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

RICHARD C. WILES
P.O. BOX 2873
SOLDOTNA AK 99669

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on March 12,1984, the above individual icaned $970.00 to The LaRouche
Campaign, located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York,
New York.

0Y The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
Richard C. Wiles only, in the amount of $970.00, which it shall

- 7 repay to Richard C. Wiles within 6 months. This obligation of
c? The LaRouche Campaign to Richard C. Wiles shall not be

assigned, transferred, or discounted.

Treasurer,
The LaRouche Campaign

a
V - --"
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Catherine L. Mcflullen. "•
1901 Simpson St. #5
Madison WI 53713 (0

September 9, 1985

Federal Elections Commissioner
Office of the General Counsel
132 K Street NW
Washington DC 20463

GentlIemen:

,? Enclosed please find Complaint File #85060574, along with per-
tinent documents, made through the counsel of the Wisconsin State

- Attorney's Office of Consumer Protection of Madison, Wisconsin, re-
garding Caucus Distributors, Inc., and signed and notarized as per

c instructions of your let ter of August 19. I respectfully request
. immediate assistance in this matter.

:, .- Please distribute copies to the named personnel of CDI.

T Thank you.

.... Sincerely,

Catherine L ?Ic~llen

Enclosures



On October 23, 1984, I watched a Presidential campaign broad-cast, given over network TV, by Lyndon H. Laflouche, Jr. It made
sense to me at the time, so I sent in a simple statement of support,
and thought no more about it.

Then 1 week later, I received a phone call from fir. Larry Hecht
in New York City, regarding that broadcast. After a friendly chat,
he eventually persuaded me out of some money, of which part was to
go to their campaign of "prevention of the destruction of the United
States"($225), and the rest into a year's(S25) subscription to their
semi-weekly newspaper New ;da" i" he also invited me to their
upcoming 2-day November aly(ciler Institute) in Arlington, VA,
which I accepted. After that, I was transferred to the jurisdiction
of their Chicago office.

From that time on, I would get phone calls from time to time
from Irene Beaudify, of Caucus Distributors, Inc., (hereinafter
called CDI) who, each time she called, would manage to extract more
and more money from me, eventually amounting to at least $1000 per
shot. I tried to hold back when I started being coerced to take

- money from my only other two bank accounts: my savings account and
a special investment account, comprised of inheritance money from

P" my late mother's estate, and which was to be used for medical and
__ dental expenses, taxes, and extreme emergencies only (which I told

her) and which were both to be inviolate except for those purposes.
-- But us. Beaudry kept verbally twisting my arm over the phone each

time til I was forced to give in. !o amount of pleading or protest
c\1 would work otherwise against the "velvet claw" technique she and her

colleagues have been trained in.

m-L 'The $I000 I sent to CDI January 26, 1985, was to be used for
only 2£ weeks as front money, until F'ebruary 15, at which time an-
other party would receive his paycheck and then contribute the full
amount which he had promised to pay, right after which I would get

r my full $I0 back (it took at least 10 minutes of my time over the
phcne to finally feel convinced that I would indeed get that money

40 back about February 1%.). Instead, I didn't learn until a Mlarch 10-
. postmarked promissory note came to me that this money had been turned

into a 1-year loan, contrary to fl. Beaudry's premise to me. Later
I learned that they apparently didn't think I needed that money
right away. Hence, the "loan status' decision without my prior
knowledge or permission.

As of today's date (June 24), I have received $4 00Q back from
that front money "loan", but it was like pulling some very healthy
teeth to get it back; CDI withh~eld or delayed it long enough to
make me feel threatened with an imminent eviction notice (by the 10th
of the month for delinquent rent, according to new rules effective
Nay 1 ) for two months' running--June 11 this last one. However,
since I had called my landlord shortly before and explained my dire
situation to him, he didn't evict me, but was patient with me and
waited til the rest of the money arrived. I was forced to pay my
rent in this split-level faishion for both May and June. I do not
wish to go through th. again.
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~What started all this real trouble was a $300 check I sent to
CDI to cover court costs for Mr. LaRouche--this was dated April 5,
1985. Suddenly, the next week, I started getting bounced checks
from all directions, to the tune of $395 in the hole, despite the
fact that I had been keeping careful records of all my checks as
I wrote them. (The reason for the court costs? Because of Mrz.
LaRouche's radical yet sensible (I thought) approach to rightin
the economic and security situations of the United States by fight-
the Russian KGB-backed International Monetary Fund to destroy it
and its genocidal policies, he is a prime political target by this

organization for assassination attempts, lawsuits, and the like.)

As a direct result of this personal deficit, I had to with-
draw and transfer all the remaining money in my savings and my in-
vestment accounts except about $3.00 in one and $6.00 in the other
into my everyday checking account, which brought it up Just to a
zero balance. And then, the bank had to charge me $10.00 for ev-
ery bounced check, which just lowered the balance again. I had
the worst time trying to recover and build up that balance, and
OW DI's practices haven't helped. I am still waiting for the remain-
ing $600 from my front money "loan". I am in desperate need of it:

, I do not have enough now to pay my July rent, and I also have some
bills coming very soon. I also have a regular 6-month loan due me
the 27th of this month, which must be paid back to me in full as
promised.

C The last few phone calls I have had (I am instructed totcal
collect each time, but receive a "That person's not in" anwr,

0 upon which I hang up after leaving my number. Later the person
calls me back. This way, I don't get charged for long distane on

0 my phone bills because my calls don't get through.) I talked with
Iir. Ron Bettag, also of CDI, to try to get my remaining front money

r back, and I've run into a brick wall every time. However, through
C much distress and heated discussion, I did manage to get back, in

two installments, the $400 mentioned above, but each time it was
in) not enough to pay my rent and my bills, and I had to fret and worry

about it til I received money from other sources:

My sister, Susan Churchill Madson, an attorney, took $300 out
of a special trust account in my name, which also is to be inviolate
and which only she can touch; and I also received some money from
a long-time family financial advisor who had helped me to start an-
other special account of $9000 after my mother's death, and later
embezzled every cent o~t of that account--he paid me with one of his
rare semi-monthly $l O- chxecks (his penalty), both sources of which
helped to bail me out. I'm lucky if he pays me every month.

I have also repeatedly told 1Xr. 3ettag that I wish to withdraw
from the organization, but then questions my motives by implying
I'm a "traitor to the cause and to my country by turning my back on
Africa's starving millions", is it so terrible to ask to be re-
leased from political and financial bondage and to live a normal
life? Surely they can do without me. I have other responsibilities
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that cannot be neglected, and if I am forced to remain in this or-
ganizationi, they will continually be plying me for more money, which
money I do not have. I wish to be relieved of this harassment .

Catherine L. Iicfullen

June 24, 1985

UPDATE(as of September 9, 1985): I now have all but $200(having re-
ceived 5200 of the remaining $400 August 8). 1 have had to close
out both my other bank accounts in August. i church had to
assist me with my July and August rents plus buy my groceries
in August. Now I must pay back the church, which I do at the
rate of $10.00 per payday(I have a 1-day-a-week job at $2.00
per hour,nlow, which is not sufficient), which leaves me virtu-
ally nothing to live on. My last grocery trip was early in
August-Ican carry only what I can pack into my backpack, and

in my arms on the city bus (I have no cart and no car). As a
result of another of those rare penalty checks from my embezzler

~"friend" at an opportune time, I was able, for the first time

in five months, to pay my rent for September on time, in full,
- and on my own, the immediate result of which, after the check

... .. came back to the bank, was another overdraft, to the tune of
$19.06, for which I had to wait til I got paid for another

-- day's work (close to a week later) to bring it up to a zero or
slightly better balance--I put the whole check in, which leaves

C4 me nothing to live on yet, as I dare not make out any checks
until I have some kind of cushion to rely on. I cannot pay uy

~bills this month, nor can I purchase a monthly bus pass, which
~V)is very crucial, as I have a non-paying church job which I have

a responsibility to attend to once a week. I have no cash to
~ride the bus on otherwise. I am still waiting for another of

those penalty checks, which should have been here by now but
C>' isn' t.

tO I am now requ esting that your offi ce take immediate steps

_. to help me get the rest of my front money back, and also two
6-months loans, one dated December 27, 1984 and the other
dated January 16, 1985. They were due in June and July, 1985,

respectively. Thank you.

The above statement is true and. accurate to the best of my

knowledge.
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Savings & LoanAsoatn

September 30, 1985

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Gounsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

850Ct 3 *!P:

"O 7

r,

Mr. Gross:

I swear before Donald J. Heebrger, Notary Public, I~ne Cotmty,
Wisconsin that the contents of uy letter you received on September
13, 1985 are true to the best of 'Ny knowledge.

Sincerely,

MS. Catherine kt=illen

Ms. Catherine Mctlllen swears before me on September 30, 1985 thatthe/ ontents of her letter you received on September 13, 1985 are
tr to the be of her kn~bledge.

,Notary Pubpic, Dane County, Wishs in
Conmission Expires ,-12-88
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1414) 224-1867

Oiher areas cal ioUl-tie 1J00- 3624 18

ConsumerC omplaint
Name d &.. .i,
Address s~o - ,1 , S ,ap 'd.. -

City r1.t.,/ State ,O

County D4),, Zip £" '/3

Home Phone fLbf,)2 T- ?c' Work Phone -

Besthtme to contact me Day A ̂  d . Time: ,-"..',

07 Wok Home

, ' Person came tO my home.
.]I went to firms place of business.

[] Away from firm' s place of business

(convention, at my job. etc.).

( I received a telephone call from the firm.

I] telephoned the firm.

.JI received information in the mail.

4Th] responded to a radio/TV ad.

IE responded to a p:rinted advertisement.

County o Zip €,:, s

Phone(3. 2 q! 3/ , -:) a!ec

Name of person you dealt with:

Title

F-]At my home.
[At the firms place of business.

o::: Away from the firrm's place of business
(convention, at my job, etc.).

o] By mail.

O- There was no transaction.

l.v4..i,, eiInn a ,rhmleIa nt9

LJ Date(s) of transaction: .,,-, ', o, ..... ...
,,, U.., - ,.' - -" Cash [_JInstallmentSale Plan

[]Credit Card 8 C heck. Date check was cancelled: b-a' -" J
7. Amount ot payment: (_ Loana, I,..l,,,Da / r¢taft ,,o Other:. ,-' .,a,.,,...-',-.. ... , ,,

8. Have you contacted the firm 1I Yes If yes, when?~
about your complaint' [- No 9 What action was taken?

10 With what other agency have
yOU filed this complaint? , .. .. . ;.; 11. What action was taken? Fi ; -. ,-. : -,

12 What private legal action have you taken? ,, -.. , ° -- ,. _ - .-. ,. .

(Over)

1-0 eevc I rai .ii

ID #

~'~CC ~~-J
Agency

455E

Area ot R
Person

Area o1 C

/3
CPLKUP

Cre±s Name I

Dal eeve

• 30101 Phone
30102 Mad
~ers Contac!

30104 Referrat
30105 1CR
30106 Agcy insituled

~of Consumer
~P r otectilon,

Rcvd From

Dale

SACK(/ ,.7
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CDI -
Caucus Distributors, InlC. 1 304 Vwst 58th Street /~ New York. N.Y. 10019 / (212) 247-8820

__________Dec. 2"7, 1984

UNSECURED PROMISSORY N(YTE

IVR VALUE RECEIVED, the meige agee to pay so

CATHY MCMULLEN

d, 1901 Simpson st;.

(dIY) (in) (uip rd)

dze Qf $r 1,100 00 One thou-and on, hn,q- md x;100 Doarz
(in. h. mlnn (in h, ob

paabe sfollows: Six (6) months from the above designated date

IN AJDDrrION, die u'duuigpe slees t pay the momht me u maul gue o

12 TWELZ VEZ
( Im ul) S b h wu*z

payabk N foflws

R4w (f;) wn~thm fn-m l-h. b llte Aa~a4 JratfA A'l4t.

" CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, INC. is loue m 304 W. 58t Street, 5th Floor, New Yodk, NY 1001. Dada
pautis shall be sbec t, lws of the Swe of New York goenn sc coturcs.

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

edzie Ave., 2nd floor

Chicago. Illinois 60625

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

LrcoyRegion copy NCR copyLender copy



CDI _
Caucus Distributors, Inc. '304 west 58tt Street Iew York. N.Y. 100191(212) 247-8820

UNSECURED PROMISSORY N(YTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undcrsign.d agrces to pay to

CAT'HY MCMLN,

°d_ 1901 Slmpson St.

Madison, Wisconsin _____53713

k p iacplsu fS 2.~.0lQ.L..... wo thousand doll ars Uh 09,0

M.,Six j6) months from the abve designated date

EM ADDITION. th dmim qpu w pay te soeole immt a - *uue mo

• 12 T WELVE '...

Six (6) months from the above designated date

SCAUCUS DISTIUTOR. INC. i located at 304 W. 8h Street. 5th Floor, New York. NY 10019. Dodh
plies shall be sujc wsy of th Stat of New York governingsuc cotect.

Caucus Distriuosnc

4507 N. Kedz:Le Ave.,_________

(adhes,.-,.., Tei 4n! 0_

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

te OYRtgion cor NC,. cor.'l.cn.'-: €op.v
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Caucus Distributors. Inc. / 304 west 58tn Stret, New York. NY. 10019 /(212) 247-6620

Obligai No. __-,____ 
Jan. 26.#1985

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the unders, ned spc so pay to

CATHY NMUlqVlEN

1901 Sizpson St., apt. 5

Madi on WisaeonsiAn - 53713

cE n, I) (ip md=)

uhcpdncipssum ofS 1.000 *O0 One thousand do11lars ,,d x~~o0

One U() year from the above desiunt0-ed date
-- piyal a follows:

C'4 1 ~IT1DroN, de umdeniga qiS w psy asc hr ms ur inmm! rate o

12 Yv'elve

pmydleu f tlw

One (1) year from the above designated~ date

CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, IN(C. is located at 304 W. S d Stree. Si Floor. Necw York, NY 1001,. Dads
•puties shal be subject so laws of the State of New York governin such contracts-

Caucu Dijitibutors,
,,.

Inc

(~uiu~ .pmmwl
4507 N. Kedzie Ave
Chicaqo, Illinois 60625

(address of usmamp office)

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

Lender copy Region copy NCR copy M~.q!..

4507 N. 
Kedzie 

Ave.,

Chicaqo, 

Illinois 

60625

(Iddl 
6 ar 

a4rlCg) 

!

oy.



IQ" TDfI - 1901 Sinqpsoni Street, Madison, WI

Dollars ($25.00) per mn~th, payable in dhek or inoey order for to
'lh'ms J. Ellefeon, 5601 Oadss I, t io, WI 53719.

Rent is to be paid the first day of emoh amth. If rent is not
r vid at the above address by the 5th of the month, a $2.00 per

If rent is not received by the 10th of the month, m~ eviction notice
o wviU be given. This trill be enforved, as owner aut collect all rents
, on time to met expeses on this property.

K.sp your cancelled checks end ymoy order receipts as proof of
rent paid.

As of Msch 1, no pets trill be all in the building. If any are
t oud to be thr, thr viii be an extra monthly chrg of .00
until they we disposedof (tenant faces situation of getting rid of
pets or levn aprment).

'Ihlty (30) days written notice mast be giv. (with rent) from the first
of the mont, prior to moir.

C Undxer I) circaaas wiii the security deposit be treated as the last
:--) month's-rent. Security deposit is held for dasgses .nd clemu not

• done.4n to ensure removal of all personal property from pranises, and
• " is givwn bsk to the tenant wpon final inspection of the vacant apartment
. unit1 if it is in satisfactory cordition.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

Septertoer 27, 1985

Caucus Distributors. Inc.
4507 N. Kedzic Avenue, anid Floor
Chicago, IL 60625

Dear Sir/Madam:

On September 13, 1985, the Federal Election Commission
~received a letter alleging that Caucus Distributors, Inc. may

have violated sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act,
\? as amended. As indicated from the copy of the enclosed letter

addressed to the complainant, those allegations do not meet
certain soecific requirements for the proper filing of a

~complaint. Thus, no action will be taken on this matter un-
less the allegations are refiled meeting the requiremt for

C'4 a properly filed comolaint. If the matter is refiled, you
will be notified at that time.

. This matter will remain confidential for 15 days to allow
for the correction of the defects. If the defects are not

, cured and the allegations are not ref iled, no additional
notification will be orovided and the file will be closed.

If you have any questions, please call Lorraine Raumos,
Lr) Docket Chief, at (22)523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Assoc iat e General C unselI

Ericl1os ures
Copy of Imporoper Complaint
Copy o:f letter to the Improper Complainant



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 204*3

Setmvboer 27, 1985

Catherine L. McMullen
1901 Simoson Street
Mad ison, WI 53713

Dear Ms. McMul len:

CO This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter, which we
received on Seotember 13, 19B5. Your letter contained a

'.+C notarization on your signature but was not oroperly sworn
~to.

-- You must swear before the notary that the contents of
your comolaint are true to the best of your knowledge and

C the notary must represent as part of the jurat that such
swearing occured. A statement by the notary that theco-

x? olaint was sworn to and subscribed before him will be
sufficient. We are sorry f'or the inconvenience that these
reauirements may cause you, but we are not statutorily em-

~powered to oroceed with the handling of a com olian-e action
unless all the statutory reouiremnts are fulfilled. See

C U.S.C. S 437g.

Lr) If you have any questions concernino this matter,
~olsase feel free to contact me at (2S2) 5a3-4 Q* or Stuart

Mc Hardy at (2:2) 523-4753.

S incerelIy,

Charles N. Steele+

;iat e GeneralI



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGSTON. 0 C 20463

November 1, 198 5

Ms. Catherine L. McMullen
1901 Si mpson Strfeet
Madison, Wisconsin 53713

Dear Sir:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on October 3, 1985, which alleges possible
violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws by Legi-Tech,

~Inc. A staff member has been assigned to analyze your
allegations. The respondent will be notified of this corn-

\ plaint within five days. "

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes
__ final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-

t ional information in this matter, please forward it to this
C'! office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the

same manner as your original complaint. For your information,
x we have attached a brief description of the Commission' s pro-

cedure for handling complaints. We have numbered this matter
under review MUR a09. Please refer to this number in all fu-

=.T t ure correspondence. If you have any questions, please con-
t act Lorraine F. Ramos at (202) 523-4075.

S incerelIy,

~Charles N. Steele

¥: ennetn . wroAssociate General Counsel

EnclIos ure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WuASHINCTON. D)C 20463

October 18, 1985

Caucus Distributors, Inc.
5043 Broadway
New York, NV 10034

Re: MUR 2090

CD Dear Sirs:

'. This letter is to notify you that on October 3, 1985, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

.... that you may have violated certain sections of the Federal
__ Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy

of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
C4J MUR 2090. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.
NC)

.. Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
2 in writing, that no action should be taken against Caucus
~Distributors, Inc. in this matter. Your response must be sub-

mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
resoonse is received within 15 days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

'-F,
. 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 un-
der oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and $S437g (a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made oublic.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stat ing the name, address and teleohone number of such
counsel, arnd a statement authorizing such counsel to receive
any notifications and other communications from the
Comm iss ior,.
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If you have any auest ions, please contact Anne
Weissenborn, the staff member assioned to this matter at
(a02)523-4143. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's orocedure for bandlino
complaints.

S iricereli ¥

Charles N. Steele

Asso iaeGnrl ounselI

Enclosures
-- Complaint

Procedures
Desionation of Counsel Statement

cci Caucus Distrioutors. Inc.
__ 4507 N. Kedzic Avenue

Chicago, IL
C 4
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. DC 20463

October 1&, 1985

Camoaigner Publ icat ions
304 W. 58th Street
New York, NY 1S019

Re: MUJR 2090

Dear Sirs:

~This letter is to notify you that on October 3, 1985, the
Federal Election Commission received a cornolaint which alleges

~that Campaigner Publications may have violated certain sec-

c tions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). A cooy of the comolaint is enclosed. We have

--- numbered this matter MUR 2890. Please refer to this number in
al f ut ure correspondlence.

0 Under the At, you have the opoortunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against Campaigner

~Publications in this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receiot of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further ac-
t ion based on the available informat ion.

L 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 un-
der oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) arid $S437g (a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public.

If you intend to be reoresented by counsel in this matter
please advise thue Commission by completino the enclosed form
stat ing the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive
any notifications and other communications from the
Comm iss ion.
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If you have any auest ions, Qiease contact Anne
Weissenbovn, the staff member assioned to this matter at
(2e2)5a3-4143. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedure for bandling
comolaints.

S incereliy,

Charles N. Steele

Enc 1 osures
h3 Comolaint

Proced ures
[NDesionation of Counsel Statement

c.mJ
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2041B

October 18, 1985

In~dependent Democrats for LaRouche
Gerald Rose, Treasurer
P.O. Box 17707
Wasingtor,, D.C. 20041-0707

Re: MUR e.9e

Dear Mr. Rose:

This letter is to notify you that on October 3, 1985, the
Federal Electilon Commission received a complaint which alleges

? that In~depen~dent Democrats for LaRouche and you, as treasurer,
may have violated certain sections of the Federal Election,

-- Camoaign Act of 1971, as amendJed ("the Act"). A copy of the

complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2890.
C Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

~Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
y) in writing, that no action should be taken against Independent

Democrats for LaRouche and you, as treasurer, in 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 thie available

i nformat ion.

~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 confidentilal in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (Bs) and S 437a(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to

be maae Qublic.

If you intend to 0e represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission oy completing the enclosed form

stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive
any notifications ard other communications from the

Comm iss ion.



If you have any auest icns, please contact AnneWeissenborn, the staff mernter assiorned to this matter at
(202)523-4143. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedure for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Genier Cunse

Associ ate General our, sel

EniclIosures
Comolaint
Procedures
Dsignation of Counsel Statement



*1 lAND DELiv.6ED
ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES; P.C. 85 IV4A.O

OWIN P. ANDE[IISON ONE LONGIFELLOWf PLACE

ROgERT L ROWa SurTE 216
A. DAVID DAVIS SoSroN.MASSCHurr021 14

TRACY ROACH (61I7) 742-6200

November 1, 1985

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel <
Federal Election Commission-'L
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2090 "

Dear Mr. Steele;

This letter is in response to notification from the
commission that a complaint by Catherine L. McMullen, dated]

._ September 9, 1985, alleges that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer Gerald Rose have violated the

C'. Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

"c A review of Ms. McMullen's complaint and IDL records
indicates that two contributions were in fact received from her
and duly reported to the Commission. Such circumstance presents

... no violation of any statute or regulation within the jurisdiction
of the Commission. The matter should be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,
" Independent Democrats for LaRouche,

Gerald Rose, Treasurer,
By Their Attorney,
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FENSTER ALCAIORN & BOWM4AN. P.C. --
UITE 00. USA TODAY SWOO.

ARLqIOGTON. VIRIIA I53100 ':

ARDPENUTSrWIIAW.. Il (70W 376-030?!1 1001 5. M4AIN W 1,7

DANIEL. S. ,ALC OII4 Svlnu *04 +

JONESPH4 N. SOWIA RICIPIOND. VIRSI I.

,JAM ,IES 34. LEA (D.C. ONLY) -'
0041 ? 60'S66

OOON IF. hARRISION (D.C. ONLY)

OP CUNE m Yarn AC AI

SASS AND UUIMAN
747 INIrDHll AvlENUE

MEll'W YORIK. NIEW YOI 10IOOI?
November 13, 1985

till) 7614434m

Federal Election Commission.
Office of the General Counsel - -
1325 K Street, N.W. ,
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Anne Weissenbom

:+- Re: MUR 2090 "

-- Dear Ms. Weissenbom: 0) + ..

| In reference to the above matter, be advised that we have been

asked by Campaigner Publications, Inc. to respond. A statement
of designation of counsel is enclosed.

My client received notice of MUR 2090 and the consumer complaint
: related thereto on or about November 1, 1985. With this in mind, +

we have attempted to respond to your allegations in a timely
manner.

I have made a review of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
..--+ as amended, and find little if any basis for MUR 2090, taking

into account the facts in Ms. McMullen's letter. I note that
UIC.F.R. 111.4 requires that a complaint must state "a clear and
concise recitation of the facts describing the violation of a
statute or law over which the Commission has jurisdiction. " Not
only do I fail to see "a clear and concise" recitation, I find
no mention of my client in Ms. McMullen's complaint at all. In
fact, the only creditable reference to my client is referenced
in a $25.00 check Ms. McMullen wrote to Campaigner Publications
on November 29, 1984, which, in turn, she references on the
second page of her complaint as payment for a newspaper subscription.
Other isolated references to Campaigner Publications, Inc., as they
relate to Independent Democrats for LaRouche, may have stemmed
from the fact that, as my client has explained to me, during the
time in question, the latter rented office space from the former
in New York City. I would hope that my client has not become
embroiled in an FEC inquiry due solely to a previous landlord-
tenant relationship.



Federal Election Commiss1ion i
Office of the General Counseli
Attn: Anne Weissenbom i!

In addition, I suggest that MUR 2090 is flawed procedurally
because (1) 11 C.F.R. 111.5 requires the FEC to notify respondents i
of a complaint within five (5) days of receipt, yet the FEC
received Ms. McMullen's complaint on September 13, 1985 (per
your date stamp) but did not mail it to Campaigner Publications
until October 18, 1985 -- after 35 days had passed, and (2) the
October 18, 1985 letter (with documents) to Campaigner Publications
failed to contain a copy of an August 19, 1985 letter from the FEC
to Ms. McMullen. Thus, we have not been provided with the entire
record in this proceeding, such as prior correspondence submitted
by Ms. McMullen before her September complaint was filed. 4

Finally, a review of the complaint itself reveals a series of
rambling facts which, even if they did properly relate to
Campaigner Publications, Inc., do not provide the clear and ;

r- concise recitation required by 11 C.F.R. 111.4 and which would
-justify taking the step of initiating a MUR. We feel that the

complaint is frivolous and request its immediate termination.

If you have questions, please feel free to call me.

.... Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/ is
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November 26, 1985

FeJderal Election CoiwnissionWashiaqonl, D.C. 20463

Attention: DMr. fTon Whitehead

Re: M.U,.R. 2090

Dear MIr. Whitehead:

As you know, T represent Caucus Distrib.tOrs, inc., with

ai Wattention *or response 'until after the 15 day period *xread
La the. letter naseed. .... ..

I, have re-tea th Federal Electon Ca s Act of 397.1,an

t6 a ilation: Of the A ct. : i

solioi ons to the extet that they iuioht be called that were for

purposes othrtthan and s~*seouent to the preZta1 Electiont o ..
Lyndon Laflouoh, Jr. I would be happ y to make a more defi r itive
res,,onse i you could Doint out to me what in the compl~aint represents

.violation in the Act.

Ms. McJullen seems simply to want her money back and
disassociate herseV prom what she miaht consider a mPesigninQ
OrqanizatiOnl".

ONG/sacc: Caucus Distributors

tC~jV~j ~;



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Decermber 2, 1985

Ms. Catherine L. Mciullen
1901 Sinpeon Street
Ma~dison, Wiscxcsin 53713

!VR 2090
Dear Ms. IcUillen:

chn Nmuuter 1, 1985, the Federal Election Qzaurission
~aauleflqed the reep of yMour curplaint of ( de 3, 1985.Q That adakn edt letter irxrety made reference to anentity against wdxzn y0u did not cxm!lain. 1T acuxledte nt"' stould have referred to your allegations against Catrus

o"' Distribuitors, In.

_ W are somry for any irnx~rvenience this inderec myhave caused you. 'This error has not delayed the hanmling of thisC flater; the nwtifietia, error only occurred in the adxxmledment
to )~u.

'? Very truly youzrs,

I~:ha



ST! OF oD iUIIZu or cwo.m

~2090

ADS: Sui

)SCAR GASK INS

Lte 1310, Robinson Bldg.

42 South 15th Street

Philadelphia, Penn. 19102

TULWOUB: 215)- 568-8390

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Coaission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Date -7- Sitgna tu rt

inP D'g waa Caucus Distributors, In.

An~mina: 18 E. 41st Street

New York City, N.Y. 100017

*3SP30HZ:

L~ :Ed 91338 S

iJi'd

r

~'~' I ?HE FEC

8SDEcf8 P1:
'I'm

il ii II i I I II

iii I I.ll -I •



Waubirngto, D. C. 20463

DAN N TIME OF TRtANSIITTAL NUR # 2090
5! OGC TO THE CCO(IS8 ION STAFF MHEBUR:

______________________Anne Weissenborn
Stephen Mims SSIIV

Source of MtJR: Catherine L. Mc~ullen

Respondents' Names: Independent Democrats for LalJouche
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Relevant Statute: 2 U.S.C. S 441b

Internal Reports
Checked: Independent Democrats for Laftuohe

Sinary of A lleations

On October 3, 1985, this Office received a complainlt ftc.

Catherine I.. Mco~ullen of Madison, Wisconsin, concerning loans

maode to Cauu Distributors, Inc. and/or other organisalams

as!Ooiatd with +Lyndon Laflouche which have not yet 1beela rpid,

Aecrdiu to + the comlaint and the documents attached + tbereo,

Ms. Mc~ullen mde and forwarded contributions or loans +in 1964

N

d

end

11/ 29/8 4

10/29/84

11/8/84

11/19/84

1985 as follows:

JmutPayee aI jd.to
$ 225 Independent Democrats 'Campaigner Publications, +Inc.

for LaRouche (Independent Deorats for
La~ouche)"

$ 25 Campaigner Publications, Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Inc.

$ 100 Schiller Institute Campaigner Publications, Inc.

$1,000

12/22/84 $ 130

(wire transfer tounknown payee)

Schiller Institute

•

. 4F
•



4,

-2-

/2ountPayee Mailed to0 ...

-12/21/04 $,1000 Caucus Distributors, Caucus Distributor. Inc.,

Inc. ? Chicago

1/1685 $1,000 Caucus Distributors, Caucus DistributOrs, Inc,m
Inc. ? Ch icago

1/26/65 $1,000 Caucus Distributors, Caucus Distributors, Inc.
Inc. ? Chicago

3/13/65 ? ?Caucus Distribotors, Inc.
Chicago

3/21/85 $1,000 Caucus Distributors, Caucus Distributors, Inc.
Inc. ? Chicago

4/5/85 $3,000 Independent Democrats address of Caucus
for Laflouche Distributors, Inc,

Chicago

~On NOwember 4 this office received a response from counsel

for IDL which states that IDL's records show two contributions

CM frm Ms. Mcltullen which, were reported to the Commission, and that

~nO violation of any statute or regulation within the jurisdiction

r of the Commission oocurred. Attachment 1. The respoase by

Caucus Distributors merely asserts that the funds received by

Mrs. McJullen 'were for purposes other than and subsequent to the

Presidential Election ... ," without further explanation.

Attachment 2. Campaigner's response, on the other hand, suggests

that Mrs. McMullen's complaint is a 'consumer complaint" and

suggests that she was confused by the fact that IDL at one point

rented space from Campaigner. Counsel concludes by suggesting

that his client 'not become imbroiled in an FEC inquiry due

solely to a previous lanlord-ternant relationship." Attachment 3.

i ...... ;ii



-3-.

LNrAI AND ?WfAL ANAYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) prohibits corporate entitles fromnmking

contributions in connection vith Federal elections. 2 UI.S.C.

S 441b(b) (1) defines "contribution" as including 'any direct or

indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift

of money, or any services, or anything of value...to any

candidate [or] campaign comaittee...in connection with any

election" to Federal office.

Of the contributions and loans cited in the complaint only

~the two payments to Independent Demorats for LaRouche ("IDL")

~involve apparent political contributions. In each instance IDL

~has included the contribution in its reports to the c oision.i

Questions do arise, however 1 as to why Ms. Mc~ullen was

Oapparently told to send the first IDL contribution to apigner

. Publications, Inc., and the second to the address of Caucs

- . Distributors, Inc. This scenario raises the issue of whether

C representatives of Campaigner and Caucus solicited contributions

r) to IDL. If so, both Caucus distributors and Campaigner

Publications have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by performing services

for a political comnittee which is not a separate segregated fund

of either corporation, and IDL has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by

accepting such services. We are not persuaded, as counsel to

Campaigner suggests, that the complainant may have been confused

by Campaigner and IDL sharing the same address. IDL has always

asserted that it is an organization separate and apart from any



other. This scenario raises inconsistent facts as to why if this

~is so, funds solicited on IDL's behalf would be transmitted to

any address or mention any other entity other than IDL. We

believe this fact pattern raises serious questions regarding the

donative intent of Mrs. McMullen and purposes behind the

solicitations made by Caucus and Campaigner. This Office

recommends, therefore, that the Comission find reason to believe

that such violations have occurred.

o _ --_- , -- -, Ti( --

: tO 1. Find reason to beleive that Campaigner Publications, Inc.

) and Caucus Distributors, Inc. have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

• 2. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for

LaPouche has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

3. Approve the attached letters.

4. Merge this mattter with MURl 1852.

~Charles N. Steele

edneal n.GRs

Associate General Counsel
Attachment
1. Compla int
2. Response from Counsel for IDL
3. Response from Caucus Distributors
4. Response from Campaigner Publications
5. Proposed letters



S/
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
)

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ) MUR 2090 ;
Caucus Distributors, Inc. )
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 2,

1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take

the followings actions in MUR 2090:

I1. Find reason to believe that Campaigner !
Publications, Inc. and Caucus Distribu-

~tors, Inc. have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

-- 2. Find reason to believe that Independent
Cq' Democrats for LaRouche has violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b.

3. Approve the letters attached to the
First General Counsel's Report signed
December 23, 1985.

4. Merge this matter with MUR 1852.

' Commissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald and McGarry voted

affirmatively for this decision; Commissioners Aikens and

Josef iak did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Tues., 12-24-85, 11:42
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Thurs., 12-26-85, 4:00
Deadline for vote: Thurs., 1-2-86, 4:00



* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TON. DC 21*3

January 15, 1986

Oscar N. G3askins, Esquire
Oscar N. Gaskins &
Associates, P.C.
Suite 1310, Robinson Building
42 South 15th Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102

RE: ISUR 2090
Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Mr. Caskins:=

The Federal Election Commission notified your client on
~October 18, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the
. Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A

copy of the omplaint vas forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint, the Commission, on January 2 , 198E, determined that

there is reason to believe that Caucus Distributors has violated~2 U.S.C. S 441k a provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears
~that a contribution from Catherine L. Mc--ullen intended for

Independent Democrats for Laflouche vas made through the services
:v.. of the company's office in Chicago, Illinois.

This matter has been merged with another matter before the
-. Commission, NUR 1852, and will henceforth bear that designation.

, You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

~Please file any such response vithin ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If your clients are interested in pursuing pre-probable
cause conciliation, you should so request in vriting. See
11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office
of General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission,
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recomnd that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it ay complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.



Requests for extensions of time wiii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter viii remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (3) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Rims,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerel .

an DAikens

~Chairman

- Enclosures
Procedures

__ cc: Caucus Distributors, Inc.
4507 N. Kedyc Avenue, 2nid Floor

~Chicago, Illinois 60625



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNINlCTON. DCo 20*3

January 15, 1986

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts

RE: MUR 2090
Independent Democrats

For LaRouche and
Gerald Rose, as

treasurer

Dear Ms.• Roach:z

c The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
October 18, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the

: Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A
copy of the complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint, and informtion supplied by you, the Commission, on
C January 2, 1986, determined that there is reason to believe that

your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, a provision of the
&Act. Specifically, it appears that Independent Democrats for
Laflouche has accepted contributions made by Catherine L. Mc~ullen

'" through the services of Campaigner Publications, Inc., and Caucus
.,,+- Distributors, Inc.

+. + This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will
henceforth bear that designation.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Comission, either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.



Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance vith

2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that your clients wish 
the matter to be

made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen H. ires,

the Attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Aikens

0 
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures
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Stephen H. MimusFederal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 2090
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Mires:

I00l 3. )lAIN S'IRS

RICHMION'D. VIROIHIA 3.1811

@)041 710-00.14

NWYORK AJ3SOCIAIlEU

BASSl AN ID ULL.,.4AN
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1111 ?1,L14S4
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r+- )

7- - +

- This is in reference to the attached letter from the FEC
- dated January 15, 1986. We received it on January 17th.

C I note that the letter we received was not signed by Ms.
SAiicens. Therefore, it is not clear to me that the letter was
D actually meant to be tranmitted to us, or merely represented
: a draft. We would appreciate receipt of an executed letter.

; Additionally, I request an additional ten (10) day period
in which to respond to your letter, up to and including February 6,

+ 1986. I have not had an opportunity to discuss the matter fully
. with my client and we will need ample time in which to formulate

a response.

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/bgkEnclosure

86 JAN22 P12: 49



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*63

January 23, 1986

Bernard Fenstervald, III
Fenstervald, Alcorn, a Bowman, P.C.
Suite 900, USA Tday Building
1000 Wilson Blvd.
ArlZington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 2090
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fenstervald:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client on
" October 18, 1985, of a complaint alleging violations of the

- Federal Election Capign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A
copy of the comlaint was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
-- complaint, the Commission, on January 2 , 1986, determined that
~there is reason to to believe that Campaigner Publications has

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, a provision of the At. Specificaslly,
'C it appears that a contribution from Catherine L. McMullen

intended for Independent Democrats for LaRouche was made through
: the services of your client.

" This matter has been erged with another matter before the
r Comission, MUR 1852, and will henceforth bear that designation.

, You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

r. Please file any such response within ten days of your receipt of
this notification.

If your clients are interested in pursuing pre-probable
cause conciliation, you should so request in writing. See
11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office
of General Counsel will make recommendations to the Comission,
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.•



I S

Requests for extensions of time wiii not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in vriting at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen H. Mires,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,.

,,-. Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

C Enclosures
~Procedures
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January 27, 1986
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Steve H. Mimes, AttorneyFederal Election Cozuniss ion
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Mims:

This letter is to confirm our receipt of FEC's
revised letter re: MUR 2090 on Friday, January 24, 1986.
We presume therefore, that ye have until February 3, 1986
in which to deliver a response on behalf of Campaigner
Publications, Incorporation and will endevor to do so.

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/cg

1? :J P t2:........ 24 ,



. ANDERSONf & A S C )PC. 1o /9Q S'.!.

IoSERr L ROSS' '- " •AsAHUr~s2I1
A. DAVID DAVIS

T RC OACHM (617) 742-200

Janauary 31, 1986

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Joan D. A ikens, Cha irman •:.'.

Federal Election Commission .
999 E. Street, N.W•.:..
Washington, D.C. 20463 ..

Re: MUR 2090 -.

Dear Ms. Aikens; r- = "
, f'

This letter is in response to notification from the
- Commission that there is reason to believe that Independent
.. Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer Gerald Rose have

violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
- ("the Act"), by accepting " . . .contributions made by Catherine

L. McMullen through the services of Campaigner Publications,
.! Inc., and Caucus Distributors, Inc." The finding was made on

January 2, 1986 and notification thereof vas received by counsel
" for TLC on January 21, 1986.

The Commission's finding and the merger of this matter with
-:. MUR 1852 are allegedly based solely upon a complaint by Ms.

McMullen and IDL's response to notification of said complaint.
The respondents find no support for the Commission's action
therein and firmly believe that no violation of the Act has
occurred with regard to Ms. Mc~ullen's contributions to the
campaign. The monies were solicited by an IDL volunteer and
properly reported to the Comission. Any and all transactions
between IDL and Campaigner Publications, Inc. or Caucus
Distributors, Inc. for services used during the campaign have
also been reported to the Commission as required by the Act.

It is the desire of IDL and Mr. Rose to resolve this matter
under review through pre-probable cause conciliation pursuant to
11 C.F.R. 111.18(d). It is not clear however how this can be
accomplished in light of the merger into MUR 1852 of this and
numerous matters to which IDL is not a party and of which IDL has
no knowledge. In fact, IDL. has never been notified of the facts



and violations alleged in MUR 1852 itself. The only information
that has ever been supplied to IDL regarding MUR 1852 is
notification that this and several other matters have been merged
therein. No explanation of the reason for the merger or the
nature of MUR 1852 have ever been given.

Please advise.

Very truly yours,
Independent Democrats for

La Rouche,
Gerald Rose, Treasurer,
By Their Attorney,

o'0

TR/ jm
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Joan D. Aikens, Chairman ""'* '-

Federal Elections Commission"- -•
999 E Street, N. W. -o .;
Washington, D. C. 20463-" --

Re: MUR 2090 (recently redesignated also as., r-
part of MUR 1852)

Dear Chairman Aikens:

. This is in reference to your letter of January 23, 1986, alleging that
our client, Campaigner Publications, Inc., is in violation of 2 USC

-441lb.

C Because I was confused as to the exact nature of the allegations I
contacted Mr. Stephen Minis, staff attorney with the Comnission, who
informed me that the Commission Is concern stezused from the alleged

Ssolicitation of a contribution for Independent Democrats for LaRouche
from Catherine McMullen by Larry Hecht.

My client has checked its records and has informed me that Mr. Hecht
L was not employed by Campaigner Publications, nor was he compensated
. by Campaigner Publications in any way during the time in question.

As I explained in my previous letter of Novenber 13, 1985, Independent
Democrats for LaRouche was a subtenant of Campaigner Publications at
their offices in New York City at the time in question. It is quite
possible that Mr. Hecht asked Ms. McMullen to note "Campaigner
Publications" on her Federal Express way bill solely to insure proper
delivery. In any event, none of the above in any way indicates that
Mr. Hecht was an employee of Campaigner Publications or solicited
money in that capacity.



Joan D. Aikens, chairman .
Page 2 ,i~

February 3, 19 86 :i

Due to these facts and the frivolous nature of this complaint,
plus the procedural defects mentioned in my November 13, 1985
letter which have not been remedied by you, I once again wish that
you terminate this matter against my client. In the alternative,
my client requests that pre-probable cause conciliation be demanded,
if you feel it would be fruitful; however, only with respect to
those issues raised by the MUR 2090 above. --

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/bgk
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Stephen MimsFederal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C. 20462

Re: MUR 2090

Dear Mr. Mims:

This is in regard to a letter we recieved from
Kenneth Gross dated March 10, 1986. A point of clarification
is in order.

In my letter to Chairman Ailcens, dated February 3, 1986,
I represented that my client would be willing to conciliate
MUR 2090 and only 2090. I was not then and I am not now in
the position to state that they are willing to conciliate
MUR 1852. I thought that my letter of February 3rd made that
clear.

Please consult with your superiors and let me know how
you intend to resolve this obvious conflict.

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/ey
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA',I-INCTO)N lI)(. 2()40

October 22, 1985
MEMORANDUN

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELEGENERAL COUNSE

STAFF DI RE _% .

ROBERT J. OSTA /
ASS ISTANT/ TAFF DL(RECTOR
AUDIT DIVISION

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN -

MATTER REFERRED TO OGC

On October 17, 1985, the Commission approved the final auditreport of the Audit Division on The LaRouche Campaign. Attached
\ as Exhibit I is the matter noted in the final audit report which

the Commission also voted to refer to your office for review and
"" consideration.

All workpapers in support of this matter are available for
-review in the Audit Division.

:. Should you have any questions, please contact Alex Bonievicz
or Kevin McFadden at 523-4155.

Attachment as stated

0 MA/
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Exhibit I

Contributions in Excess of Limitations

Sections 441a(a) and (f) of Title 2, United States Code,
states, in part, that no person shall make contributions with
respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate exceed $1,000. Nor shall a political committee
knowingly accept any contributions in violation of this section.

During the course of the audit, the auditors noted that the
Comuuittee reported receiving 63 contributions for which the
aggregate year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000. The excessive
portions of these contributions totaled $10,475. The Assistant
Treasurer was provided with schedules detailing these items.

The interim audit report contained the recommendation that

the Committee either refund the excessive portions to the

contributions (with documentary evidence provided to the Audit
staff), or provide evidence to demonstrate that the contributions

-" were not, in fact, excessive.

The Committee's responses were received on December 19,
. 1984, January 4, 1985, and February 6, 1985.1/ These responses

addressed all 63 excessives, summarized as follows:

Refunds Made 2/ (50) ($ 7,410)
C Credit Card Reversals ( 8) ( 2,065)

Reporting Errors (__5) ( 1,000)
Corrected

Total Excessives 63 $10,475

• Our analysis indicates that 43 items, totaling $6,205, were

tn not resolved in a timely manner. The workpapers related to
excessive contributions are available for review in the Audit
Division.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to

the Office of General Counsel.

1/ The latter two responses, although received after the
December 20, 1984 response deadline, were included in the
analysis provided.

2/ Of the 50 refunds, the Committee submitted copies of the

front side of the refund checks only, in 37 instances.
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DATE AN D TIME OF 'rL'RASMITTJAL, NOIR 2092
BY OC T TH COMISSON TAFTFkER

SOURC OFMUR: IT ER 8& L LY G ENMERA&TEBD

RESPONDENT'S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 441a (f)

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: FEC Disclosure Documents

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: N/A

On October 17, 1985, the Commission approved the final audit

report of the LaRouche Campaign ('Campaign'). Included in the

report was a recommendation, which the Commission approve, that

the Office of General Counsel pursue possible 2 U.S.C. St 4Ila(a)

and (f) violations. This recommndation vas based on the

Campaign's acceptance of 63 contributions for which the aggregate

year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000.1/ The excessive portions of

1/ Based on the Campaign's disclosure documents, the audit
report lists two individuals who each made an additional
contribution to the Campaign after their aggregate exceeded
$1,000, as four contributions.

Additionally, one excessive contribution, refunded by the
Campaign 92 days late, was included as one of the 43
contributions not resolved in a timely manner. It was not,
however, included as part of the original 63. Thus, the report
should show 64 excessive contributions from 62 contributors.
This includes 43 not resolved in a timely manner.
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these contr:ibutions totalled $10,475. The Assistant Treasurer of

the Campaign was: provided with schedules detailing these items.,

SWI&U oF asw ouS

The Interim Audit Report contained the recommendation that

the Committee either refund the excessive portions of the

contributions (with documentary evidence provided to the Audit

staff),• or provide evidence to demonstrate that the contributions

were not, in fact, excessive.

The Campaign's responses were received by the Commission on

~December 19, 1984, January 4, 1985, and February 6, 1985. These

C responses, which addressed all 63 excessives, are summarized as

c follows:

_ Amount

Refunds made 50 $ 7,410
Credit card reversals 8 2,065
Reporting errors 5 1,000

Total excessives 63 $10,475

The audit, however, indicates that 43 items totalling $6,205

were not resolved within the 60-90 day audit window. Although

all of these items were corrected by the Campaign by either a

refund check or credit card reversal, it took the Campaign

between 92 days and 312 days to issue the final refund.

Below is a chart summarizing the excessive contributions at

issue. An asterisk (*) denotes those not resolved in a timely

manner.
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"JIota.1 Exoesi8.ve
.. . .. . , _ in - W W ,

Resolutiton/

CAloose t,Jose

Rain,
Arthur A.

Bar nes,
George

O~enton,
Dr. Jerry

*Bolton,
Curtis

Branning,
Mrs. D.J.

OBrooks,
Don

*Buelthman,
Kenneth

Brovn,
Michael

Campbell,
Frank W.

eCarey,George Arthur

~Chr istensen,
J. Lloyd

$1,025 (5/8/84)

1,010

1,150

1,100 (5/25/84)

1,100 (5/29/84)

1,250

1,100 (5/22/84)

1,225 (6/7/84,
5/17/84)

1,100

1,040 (5/25/84)

1,250 (5/4/84)

1,100

$ 25

150

100

100

250

100

225

100

40

250

100

retund (X12/31/84)

credit card
reversal

credit card
reversal

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund

refund (12/31/84)

refunds (1/28/85)

refund

refund (12/31/84)

refund (1/28/85)

refund

*Choi,Ronald
Tai Ho

Cingar i,Joseph

Dayton,
AMr ience

*Doug lass,
David

1,025 (5/31/84)

1,100

1,100

100

100

1,050 (6/21/84)

refund (1/28/85)

credit card
reversal

reporting error

refund (10/19/84)

237

to

220

216

C

U)

223

235,
:256

22

269

242

120

!! il 
]

. . . . .. . . , : i
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total

Contributions/Dat. ~Sfl~!L 3. ~ -

$1,005

8ZO.S~ive

$ 5

Resolut ion/

refund

*Bng l ish ,Wii ain B.

Fahey, Jr.
John Jack

*Gadee
George

*Ga11agher,Jr., John R.

5 flaffner, Dr.
Gary Boyd

*liaig ,
Alexander S.

Hall,
Alan T.

eHeld,
Charles B.

eJu t: ,
Darleen

*Kahn, Gary

Loft!us,
Robert 3.

'Malston,Ronald A.

Manger,
Philip

*Ma t hwig,
Jerry B.

1,050 (5/17/84)

1,040

1,100 (4/23/84)

1,100 (6/18/84)

1,100 (5/29/84)

2,000 (5/15/84)

1,150

1,050 (5/16/8.4)

1,250 (5/21/84)

1,050 (5/25/84)

1,050 (5/29/84)

1,650 (4/23/84)
(5/1/84)

1,025

1,050 (6/6/84)

refund (12/31/84)

40

100

100

100

1,000

150

50

250

50

50

650

25

50

refund

refund (1/28/85)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/:31/84)

credit card
reversal (8/23/84)

reporting error

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (10/19/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund

refund (12/31/84)

'Miller,Glen W. 1,150 (5/3/84) 150 refund (12/31/84) 242

Duff,Agnes

228

C

c€J

C

2r1 0

196

216

1oo

229

220

143

252
238

208

S



*Mo~krton, Jr.,James D.

*Newaeyer,
Bernard

eNitz,
Leonard K.

Notley,Char lee

Nunn, Robert
L.

*O' r ien,
Timothy J.

* Parr, III,
George R.

Powerse
Howard

*Povers,
John T.

eProctOr,
Robert

*Rausch,
Donald Wf.

Rea, Peter

Ronan, Joan
3.

1,050 (5/21/84)

1,025 (4/23/84)

1,075 (4/25/84)

1,250

1,200

1,050 (5/22/84)

1,150 (5/3/84)

1,100

1,125. (5/29/04)

1,050 (3/22/84)

1,500 (4/27/84)

1,250

2,000

S
--

Excessive
- I h.tb *i'asm iTh* ~*

Resolut ion/Date

50

25

75

250

200

50

150

100

125

50

500

250

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84).

refund (12/31/04)

reporting error

credit card
reversal

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/64)

refund

refund (12/31/84)

refund (1/28/85)

credit card
reversal (8/7/84)

refund

refund
1,000

1,025 (5/7/84) refund (12/31/84)

Saunders,Harold E.

*Schattke,
Carl D.

Sistrunk,
W.E.

1,100 L00

1,050 (5/29/84)

1,250 250

credit cardreversal

refund (12/31/84)

reporting error

..... .. .. ,,g - ~ - -

. ys

252

250

223 .:

242 :

216 i

312

102

t)

*:Ryan,Fenton
238

216
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'Skelly,
Jr., John

'Smith, C.
Diana

'Sosi,
Mark D.

'StetL nor,
Fred A.

'Stiba,
James 3.

'Stoutanye
Dr. Julia

'Tetnick,
Nichael I

Stanley .J

'Tucker,
George

'Vest, Ji3
C.

Wells, Roq

Wer ner,
Edward L.

Esther

TotalC-otr ibut ionsl e.

1,050 (5/25/84)

1,020 (5/29/84)

1,100 (5/17/84)

1, 150 (4/23/84)

1,500 (5/21/84)

.r, 1,075 (4/23/84)
in

1,075 (5/3/84)
L.

1,250
F.

1,020 (5/29/84)

tes 1,250 (5/21/84)

ler 1,250

1,065

1,950 (5/9/84)

Excsive

$ 50

20

100

150

500

75

75

250

20

250

258

65

950

Resolution
Date

refund ( 12,/31/04)

refund (8/30/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund (7/24/84)

refund (12/31/84)

refund

refund (12/31/84)

refund (12/31/84)

reporting error

refund

refund (12/31/84)

FACTUAL, ANDI LA ANAILYSIS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) no individual shall

make contributions to any candidate and his authorized political

committee for any election which, in the aggregate, exceed

$1,000. Similarly, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) no officer or

Dayslitki
220

93

228

252

224

92

242

216

224

216

'0

C;

tr,

I II
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- employee of a political committee shall knowingly accept any

contribution made for the benefit or use of a candidate, or

knowingly make any expenditure on behalf of a candidate in

violation of any limitation imposed on contributions and

expenditures under this section.

The record in this matter indicates that the LaRouche

Campaign apparently accepted 64 excessive contributions from 62

contributors, of which the excessive portion totalled $10,475, in

connection with the primary campaign of Lyndon LaRouche. The

~record in this matter further demonstrates that the Campaign

failed to make refunds with respect to 43 of the contributions in

~a timely manner. Thus, it is the recommendation of this Office

r -- that the Commission find reason to believe that the LaRouche

CamPaign and Edward Spannaus, as Treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c.

! $ 441a(f).

~Consistent with the Commission's January 8, 1986,

r determination in MUR 2125 (Independent Democrats for Laflouche),

' this Office further recommends that the Commission take no action

at this time with respect to the 62 contributors involved herein,

who may have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by making

contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 to the LaRouche

Campaign.

REBWUNl6tlDATIOU

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commi ss ion:
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1. Find reason to believe that the LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f).

2. Approve the attached letter and legal and factual

analysis.•

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Datfl ...0 K: ~ hA.Gros
U Associate General Counsel

Attachments:=
1. Proposed letter and legal and factual analysis

CD 2. Referral

sg 2

C"

'C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASIINTO% 0 C 20463}

MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES STEELE , GENERAL COUNSEL
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ CHERYL A. FLEMING f \

DATE: JANUARY 23, 1986

SUBJECT: OBJECTION - MUR 2092 - First General Counsel's
Report

Signed January 17, 1986

The above-named document was circulated to the

Couuiission on Tuesday, January 21, 1986, 4:00 P.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Commiss lone r

Commissiloner

COniss loner

Coiissione r

CoMnis s lone r

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Harris

Josefilak

McDonalid

McGarry

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, January 28, 1986.

C

7/)

............ L , * ....... 'i ' ' 'i 
'

•



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

The LaRouche Campaign M) 29
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Comission executive session of

January 28, 1986, do hereby certify that the COmm~issiOn

decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

~in HUE 2092:

-- 1. Find reason to believe that the LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

C violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

"02. Approve the letter and legal and factual
. analysis attached to the General Counsel's

report dated January 17, 1986.

C Comunissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,

L McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.

~Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Corinission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING:TON, DC 20*ee3

February 3, 1986

Tracy Roach
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: MUR 2092
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

~On January 28, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

- determined that there is reason to believe that your clients, the

LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated
c,, 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act') by accepting 63 excessive

-- contributions in connection with the 1984 Primary election
C cmpaign. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,

which formed a basis for the Comission's finding, is attached

~for your information.

;, Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against the comittee. Please submit

* any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to

, the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any

such response within ten days of your receipt of this

t notification.

" ' The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this

matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable 
cause;

however, in the absence of any information which demonstrates

that no further action should be taken against your clients, 
the

Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance

stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2 of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be

made public. If you have any questions, please contact
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Shelley Gair, the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely,

Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

3nc losures
Procedures
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TRACYROAC- February 21, 1986 (6! 17742.6200

Joan D. Aikens, Chairman ....
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N•W•.-
Washington, D.C. 26463--

Re: MtUR 2092

Dear Chairman Aikens;

This letter is in response to notification from the €
Commission of a January 28, 1986 finding of reason to believe

, that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC" or "the campaign") and its
Treasurer, Edward Spannaus has violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441a(f)
by accepting 63 excessive contributions in connection with the
1984 Primary election campaign. Specifically, the General

c Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis indicates that ". .. the
-_ campaign failed to make refunds vith respect to 43 of the

contributions in a timely manner. "(emphasis added) While the
C campaign acknowledges the recei pt of the excessive contributions,

it does not agree that the obligation to refund them was met in
S anything but a reasonable and timely manner. This conclusion is

, supported by the Coimission 's regulations and advisory opinions.

~The factual record of this matter is not in dispute. It is
clear that the Interim Audit Report indicated excessive

"- contributions and that the necessary refunds were made by the
campaign. The issue is whether the campaign made those refunds

'* in a timely manner. The basis for resolving the question is a
determination of when it is to be presumed that a campaign has
knowledge of the illegality of the contribution and thereby
assumes the refund obligation. Commission regulations allow
deposit of a contribution that may be unlawful under the Act
pending a final determination of its legality. 11 C.F.R. Section
103.3(b) (l). The campaign's treasurer is to ". . . make his or
her best efforts to determine the legality of the contribution."
11 C.F.R. Section 103.3(b)(l)• When the status of the
contribution is determined, any illegal contribution is to be
refunded ". . . within a reasonable time." 11 C.F.R. 163.3(b) (2).

As the Summary of Allegations in the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis explains, TLC was notified of the
existance of excessive contributions in the Commissions's Interim
Audit Report and a recommendation was made at that time as to how



the campaign could best remedy the apparent violations. In
pertinent part, the recommendation was that " . . .the Committee
refund the excessive portions of the contributions ($10,475) to
the contributors and present evidence of such refund (i.e., front
and back of cancelled checks) to the Audit staff, or provide
evidence that the contributions were not excessive, within 30
days of receipt of this report." (Exhibit 1 - p. 2 of Interim
Audit Report) This recommendation was followed.

The campaign received the Interim Audit Report on November
19, 1984 and made a timely response on December 18, 1984. In
that response, the campaign acknowledged the excessive
contributions and documented those which were in fact not
excessive, provided documentation for those which had been
remedied previously and indicated that further documentation was

kO being prepared, and stated that it would refund the remainder of
S the contributions by January 1, 1985. (Exhibit 2 - Response of

The LaRouche Campaign to the Interim Audit Report, pp. 1-3 and
S Exhibit A) On January 4, 1985, the campaign provided additional

documentation to the Commission which indicated that all
-- excessive contributions brought to the campaign's attention in

the Interim Audit Report had been refunded, with the exception of
C four individuals. (Exhibit 3 - Letter of January 4, 1985) [t
, was explained that the failure to refund four contributions was

due to a volunteer oversight and guaranteed that reimbursement
S would occur by February 1, 1985. On February 4, 1985, the

campaign provided documentation to the Commission that the four
remaining refunds had been made. (Exhibit 4 - Letter of February
4, 1985) It therefore took the campaign between 46 and 77 days
from receipt of the Interim Audit Report to make the proper

S corrections and provide the Commission with necessary
documentation.

The factual record additionally indicates that the campaign
and its treasurer had at all times made their best effort to
determine whether monies received from contributors were within
the legal limits. Some contributions were deposited pending
determination of the legality, as is allowed by the Act, and to
the best of its knowledge the campaign satisfied all reporting
requirements in this regard. It is furthermore clear that the
campaign and Treasurer Spannaus made their best efforts to refund
the excessive portions once it was determined that it was
necessary to do so. Documentation provided in response to the
Interim Audit Report exhibited that the campaign made refunds of
excessive contributions before, during and after the audit. None
of these are at issue and it therefore is assumed that the
refunds were made in a timely manner. Despite this record of
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compliance with the letter and spirit of the Act, it is now
alleged that because the auditors discovered additional, possibly
excessive contributions (not all of which were determined to
actually be excessive), it is presumed the campaign acted
unreasonably and in violation of the law.

The standard of reasonableness should be applied to a
campaign's actions following confirmation of the existance of
illegal contributions, particularly where the campaign has
exhibited a record of using its best efforts to discover and then
refund such contributions. Had the campaign ignored the Report's
recommendation and not refunded the monies, impropriety would be
conceded, but in these circumstances, certainly not. Commission
advisory opinions consistantly state that ". .. as a general
rule contributions prohibited by the Act shall be returned by the

recipient once their unlawful nature is discovered." (emphasis
added) Advisory Opinion 1984-52, CCH para. 5797. This practice

- has in two particular circumstances allowed one campaign to take
the time to write to a contributor seeking reattribution of the
excessive portion to a spouse and another a delay of the refund

-- for several months while funds were raised so that the refund
could be made without wiping out the campaign coffers. See

(N Advisory Opinions 1985-25, CCH para. 5825, and 1985-8, CCH para.
5836. Most importantly, in the latter case where a delay in

k making an immediate refund was allowed, the Commission stated
S that ". . .these refunds became an obligation owed by your

committee with the issuance of Advisory Opinion 1984-52."

- (emphasis added) The timeliness of the refund was therefore not
measured from the time the contribution was received by the

- committee, but at the time of an official Commission opinion as
to its necessity.

.4 Though the General Counsel begins its analysis of the
timeliness of the campaign's refund of excessive contributions by
reference to the Interim Audit Report and the recommendation made
for correcting the situation, it actually calculates the time
which the campaign took for the correction from the date the
contributions were initially made. The analysis concludes
therefore that the campaign took between 92 days and 312 to issue
the final refunds, rather than the 46 to 77 days which elapsed
before the Interim Audit recommendation was followed. The
analysis is simply without precedent and is contrary to the
Commission's mandate and the realities of campaign financing.

There is no definition of "reasonableness"~ in the
regulations, but those advisory opinions cited above and
consideration of the factual record herein indicates that this



campaign acted in such a manner in these circumstances. Best
efforts were used to discover excessive contributions and each
one was refunded. All but four of the 43 contributions were
refunded within 46 days. To argue that such is not timely for a
campaign with limited funds and a small staff, when Christmas and
the New Year fall in the midst of the time period, is
unreasonable.

Lastly, it must be noted that at the time of the January 4,
1985 and February 6, 1985 responses, the campaign requested that
the Commission acknowledge receipt of the documentation and
inform the campaign of any further information or action that
would be required. On May 22, 1985, the request was renewed by
counsel. On June 5, 1985, Assistant Staff Director of the Audit
Division, Robert J. Costa acknowledged receipt of the

O documentation but made no other comment. And, when issued, the
Final Audit Report made no mention whatsoever of the excessive
contributions nor was the campaign in any other way made aware of

. any problem with its compliance in this regard. Receipt of
" notice of this matter on February 6, 1986 was the first

- indication that following the Commission's recommendation had
resulted in a possible violation of the Act. It is difficult to
resist noting these facts when the issue we confront is
timeliness and reasonableness in light of the exigencies of

\C campaign finance and bureaucracy.

I request that this matter be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,
< The LaRouche Campaign

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
- By Their Attorneys-

/

fracy

TR/wp

Enclosures
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This report is based UPOnl documents and working EPers

which support each of the factual 
statements. They form part of

the record upon which the Commission 
based its decisionas on the

matters in the report and were available 
to Comnmissioners anid

appropriate staff for review.

B. Key Personnll

The Treasurer of the Committee 
is Mr. Edward Spannaul.

C. Scope

The audit included such tests 
as verification of total

reported receipts, disbursements 
and individual transactions;

review of required supporting 
docuuentation; analysis of

Committee debts and obligations; 
review of contribution and

expenditure limitations; and such other audit procedures 
as

deemed necessary under the 
circumstances. Since the Committee's

contribution records were predominately 
internally generated,

this audit did not include 
the verification of individual

contributions to externally 
generated records.

II. Firndings and Recommendations Related to Title 2 of the

UnteoSateCd

A. Contributions in Excess of Limitations

c~x ,Sections 441a(a) and (f) of Title 2, United States

,-, Code, states, in part, that no person shall 
make contributions

~with respect to any election for 
Federal office which, in the

aggregate exceed $1,000. 
Nor shall a political committee

knowingly accept any contributions 
in violation of this section.

During the course of the audit, 
the auditors noted that

'- the Committee reported receiving 
63 contributions for which the

~aggregate year-to-date totals 
exceeded $1,000. The excessive

portions of these contributions 
totaled $10,475. The Assistant

Treasurer was provided with schedules 
detailing these items.

Recommenda t ion

The Audit staff recommends that 
the Committee refund the

excessive portions of the contributions ($10,475) to the

contributors and present evidence 
of such refund (i.e., front and

back of cancelled checks) to the Audit staff, or provide evidence

that the contributions were not excessive, within 30 days 
of

receipt of this report.

EXHIBIT 1



RESPONSE OF THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN
TO THE INTERIM REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION

I. Introduction

This is the response of The LaRouche Campaign (the "Committee")

to the findings and recommendations contained in the Interim Report

of the Audit Division ot the Federal Election Commission (the

uCommission") issued on November 14, 1984 and received by the

Committee on November 19, 1984. Tfle report is based upon, an audit

covering the period from October 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984,

including a limited review of financial activity through July 31,

1984 for the particular purpose stated therein. The Commission

cites as authority for this audit 26 U.S.C. Section 9038(a), 9039(b)

and II C.F.R. Section 9038.l(a)(2).

The Committee registered with the Federal Election Commission

on October 21, 1983 and continues operation to date in order to meet

post-election campaign responsibilties and obligations. The

Committee was organized to support Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. in

obtaining the 1984 Presidential Nomination of the Democratic Party.

To this end, the candidate and Committee campaigned actively until

the conclusion of the National Convention of the Democratic Party on

July 19, 1984. Prior to that time, on May 18, 1984, the Commission

oetermined that, as of june 7, 1984, Mr. LaRouche would no longer

be eligible to receive federal matching fund payments pursuant to

Title 26 of the United States Code. [his date of ineligibility

EXHIBIT 2



was allegedly established according to the criterian set torth in1/
II C.F.R. Section 9033.5.I

The Interim Report states three areas where the Committee

has allegedly failed to comply with the provisions of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 19/1, as amended ."the Act"). They are:

1) contributions in excess of limitation, 2) contributions by

foreign nationals, and 3) apparent Hon-Qualified Campaign Expenses.

This response presents documentation and argument in support of 
the

Committee's belief that it is in full compliance with the letter

-and intent of the Act.

11I. Response to Findings and Recommendations Related to Title

Z of the United States Code

c A. Contributions in Excess of Limitations

: The Interim Report indicated that the Committee reported

•contributions tor which the aggregate year to date totals exceed-

ted $1,000, the excess portions of which totalled $10,475. The

LCommittee inadvertently accepted such contributions and has

refunded the excessive portion to the respective contributors

where appropriate. The following evidence is attached to document

the remedial measures taken by the Committee:

I/
-The Committee received further payments in September and

Uctober ot 1984. Ihose payments are not ot concern to

this response or the report itself.

-2-
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1) Letter from Committee Treasurer Edward Spannaus;

2) Updated Schedule corresponding to the Schedules :

01 Possible Excessive Contributions Not RetundedL

to Date provided by the Audit Staff at the exit

conference;

3) Cancelled Checks and/or Charge Slips.

See Exhibit A.

These materials will indicate that the Committee is now in

substantial compliance with Sections 441a~a) and (f) of Title 2,

Untied States Code with full compliance achieved by January 1, 1985.

B. Contributions by Foreign Nationals

The interim Report indicated possible acceptance by the

Committee of contributions from foreign nationals in that their

mailing addresses were outside the United States. The following

evidence is attached to document the fact that none of these

individuals are foreign nationals but, in fact, American

citizens residing abroad:

1) Letter from Committee Treasurer Edward Spannaus;

2) Statements and Affidavits Concerning Contributors

at lssue.

See Exhibit B.

These materials will indicate that the Committee is now in

compliance with Section 441e ot Title 2, United States Code.

-3-
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I ~ember 17, 1984 i

Robert .1. Costa
Assistant Staff Oire:tor
for the Audit Division
Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street N.W.
Wsshington, D.C. 20463

Re: Audit Report

Sec. II. (A)

Sir:

with respect to TLC's response to section II. (A) of the
FEC's Interim Report of the Audit Division on The LaRouche

Campaign, 100 items oertainin; to contribution excesses were
listed on th) four-page schedule derived from review of

disclosure reports. In the course of the audit, 29 of these

items were m~rked on the schedule as h~ving been already
remedied at the time of the audit--these are indicated on the

accompanying chart as havin; a SD "excess amount per

~schedule." 5 items were the result of reporting errors which

were remedied in the relevant amended report. I item never
, exceeded the 51000 liiiitation; 5250 of a $1003 loan was

forgiven, but tnis did not affect the aggregate. 28 items
.... 'snown by the audit to be in excess of the limitation have been

remedied either by check payment by the committee (some of

. thess had in fact already been made at the time of the audit)

O: or by items having been returned unpaid by the bank--copies of
such items currently available to the committee are enclosed. l

"' The -emaining 37 items (35 individuals), representing a total

. of $5110.00, will be refunded to the contributors by January 1,

1985.

Edward Spannars

~Treasurer

Exhibit A



Name

Wells, Roger

Drown, Michael

Dayton, Adr ience

Fink, August

Maroncelli, Frances

Nunn, Robert

Proctor, Robert

Shirk, Wanda

S.Xkazay, Peter

'!onreiLawr ence

Wolfe, Wallace

C istensen, Lloyd

F~reyJohn

P1I er5, Howard

Ri , Peter

Gallagher, Louise

Ga1lagher, Paul

Morrison, J. Scott

iNeurneyet, Bernard~

NitL, Leona&rd

Notley, Charles

Sistrunk, W.E.

Srith, Joseph

Date Per
Schedule

2/29/ S4

3/6/84

3/28/84

3/29/84

3/14/84

3/27/84

3/22/84

3/28/64

3/12/64

3/5/84

3/12/84

3/23/64

3/23/84

3/8/8 4

3/12/ 84

4/19/84

4/2/84

4/27/84

4/23/84

4/25/84

1/13/84

4/30/6 4

Lxcess Aat. Actual

?er Schecule Excess Amt.

2500

100

100

0

0

200

50

0

0

0

0

100

40

100

250

0

0

0

25

75

250

250

Excess AmountEzlialnated Via

Cor rect ion--see
Amended Repo~tt

Ck 0 1347

Correction--see
Amerd'ed Repott

N/A
N/A

Item ret' d
by bank

50

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

25

75

0

4/26/84 50

N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

Ck # 1350

Ck #1351

Ck # 1348

Ck # 1353

N/A

N/A

N/A

Never exceecec
limit

Cotrection--see
Amendced Report

t k #1752

° •



Steiner, Fred

Stoutamlyer, Dr. Jluliar.

Ga~e, George

Naiston, Ronalc

Rausch, Dona1I

Date PerSchedule

4/23/84

4/23/84

4/23/84

4/23/84

4/27/64

Excess Amt. Actual Excess Amount
Per Sche~ulc Excess Azit. Eliminated Via

150 150

0 0 14/A

100 100

150 150

500 0 items retcl
by bank



Name

Alcoset, Jose

Bair., Arthur

Bolton, Curtis

Bradforc, James

Brannir, s, Mrs. D.J.

Bueltemannf, Ken

Carey, George

Choi, Ronald

Cugrnini, Aldo

Doff, Agnes

q 1lagher, Anita G.

Gallagher, Louise

H~tfner, Dr. Gary

Hig, Alexander

B~eld, Charles

l~endricks, Harold

ia'hn, Gary

KcGuaid, Thomas

Morton, James

O'Brien, Timothy

Pauly, Capt. Richard

Rosinsky, Anita

Saunders, Harold

:honpson, Rose

Werner, Edward

Date Per
SchedCu le

5/8/84

5/7/84

5/29/84

5/1164

5/2/84

5/17/84

5/4/84

51/184

5/16/84

5/21/84

5/29/84

5/29/84

5/29/84

5/15/84

5/16/84•

5/18/84

5/25/84

5/22/84

5/21/84

5/22/84

5/30/84

5/18/84

5/2 1/84

5/25/84

5/7/8 4

Excess Amt. Actual
Per Schedule Excess Amt.

25 25

10 0

100

0

250

125

250

25

0

5

0

0

100

1000

100

0

0

125

250

25

0

0

0

0

100

0

50

0

50

0

50

50

0

0

0

0
50

50

0

25

100

Excess AmountEliminated Via.

Item ret'd
by bank

N/A
Ck # 1774

N/A

Item ret'd
by bank

N/A

N/A

Items ret'd
by bank

N/A

N/A

Ck #1771

Item ret'd
by bank

N/A

Ck #1773



Name

Year ick , Joan

Barrnes, George

Date Per Excess Amut. Actual
Schedule Per Sched~ule Excess Ant.

5/7/84 0 0

5/9/84 150 0

Excess AmountEl/iinated Via

N/A

Item ret'd
by bank

BentorL, Dr. Jerry

Bitchier, Robert

Brooks, Dcon

Brown, Robert W.

Ca~pbe11, Frank

Curry, Jarmes

Daly', Julian

'

cx

5/25/84
5/29/84

5/22/84

5/29/84

5/25/84

5/2 1/64

5/17/84

100

0

100

0

40

500

0

100

0

100

0

40

0

0

N/A

Ck 41778

11/A



Name

DeSimini, Pasquale

English, William

HalkiaS, C.G.

Hall, Alan

Jonassen,, Lloyd

Jutz, Darleen

Lat hai., D.L.

Linde, David,

Loftus, Robert

ilston, Ronald

14anger, Philip

~tiash, Oleg

9vWil iam~s, Fred

Date Per I'xcess Amt. Actual
$chedule Per Schedule Excess Amt.

5/16/84 0 0

5/17/84 50 50

5/4/84 0 0

5/16/84 150 0

5/18/84
5/21/84

5/31/84

5/18/84

5/2 9/84

5/7/84

5/18/84

5/25/84

5/29/84

25

250

0

65

50

500*

25

0

250

0

0

0

500

0

0

25

Excess AmountE1limirnated Via

N/A

N/A

Cor rect ion--see
Amended Repott

Ck t 1769

N/A

Ck *1777

Ck #21280*

Corrzection--see
Am;ended Repor t;

Ck # 1770

N/A

Ck | 1775



Meadows, Randolph

O 'Ne ill , RaymonG

Parr, George

Powers, John~

Ronar,, Joan

Ryar,, Fenton

Schattke, Carl

Skelly, John,

Simith, C. Diane

SoLi, Mark

,.~iba, James

?etrick, Michael

Tucker, George

st James

Visco, Anthony

Wilson, Esther

Cingar i Joseph

Helfrecht, Walter

Miller, Glen

Date Per
Schedule

5/15/ 84

5/16/84

5/3/84

5/29/84

5/29/84

5/7/84

5/29/84

5/2b/184

5/29/84

5/17/84

5.12 1/84

5/3/84

5/29/84

5/ 21/84

5/16/84

5/29/84

12/16/83
5/21/84

12/21/63,
5/2/84

12/7/83 &
5/3/84

0oExcess Amt. Actual

Per Sehedule Excess AMt.

o 0

o 0

150 150

125 125

1000 0

25 25

50 50

50

20

100

500

75

20

250

100

950

100

150

50

0

100

500

'75

20

250

0

950

0

0

150

Excess AmountElilminated Via

N/A

N/A

Ck 1 1849

Ck 1 1969

Ck #1776**

Item ret 'G

by bank

Ck 41761



Name

Buelteman, Ken

Dou ,1&Sb, David

Gallagher, Johrn

Kathwig, Jerry

Moore, Harold

Thompson, Stanley

Late Per

schedu le

6/7/84

6/21/84

6/18/8 4

6/6/84

6/6/8,4

6/6/84

0EXCESS Amt. Actual Excess Amount

Per Schedule Excess JAnt. Eliminated Via

100 100

50 0 Ck *2137**

100 1,00

50 50

0
250

N/A
Ck 11850"*

NOTES:
'Amount listec on schedule, $650, is the a9gregate of this $500 item and

tci earlier listed $150.

: rcheck has not beer, returned paid by the bank, therefore a photocopy

nnot be provided at this time.

'0
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Mel Kenetsky
Nabonal Cam~aig Director
Edward Spannaus
Treaurer J

P.O. So. 2150, GPO, New YO i N.Y. 10116, (212) 2474620

January 4, 1985

Federal Election Comission
Robert J. Costa, Asst. Staff Director
Audit Division
1325 K Street kI.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Costa:

Enclosed you wi-Il find further documentation relevant to

. TLC's December 18, 1984 response to the FEC's interim audit
report. The enclosed documentation, as referenced in TLC's

response, was in process of being completed at the time the

Sresponse was filed.

-- The first group of documents enclosed goes to TLC's

• response to the issue of 'Contributions in Excess of

Limitations.' Included are copies of letters and accompanying
\) checks issued by TLC to its contributors as reimbursement for

' over limit' contributions or loans. This documentation.
demonstrates that all individuals identified by the Audit

~-Division with the exceptions of Mrs. D. J. Bueltemann, Robert
Proctor, Ronald Choi, George Carey and George Gade are no

longer over their limit.
The cited exceptions were an oversight by one of TLC's

'J volunteers. These individuals will be reimbursed their
• excess' amount by no later than February 1, 1985. In

addition, I would like to call to your attention that in the

schedule provided in TLC's original response Ms. Darleen Jut:
was listed as $250 over the limit when in fact she was $300.
This fact was realized after the response was filed and is
hereby an amendment to the original response. You will note
that the reimbursement check sent to Ms. Jut: was in the
correct amount of $300.

Three other items to note in this 'excess limit' category

are: 1) that Mr. William English's reimbursement of $300

represents a $250 loan repay and a $50 reimbursement for his

' excess limit'; 2) that the check made to Jerry Mathwick
represents reimbursement to Jerry Mathwig as listed in the

schedule previously submitted this was a typographical error;

and 3) that the reimbursement check made to Ronald Ralston was

incorrectly made out and has been rectified with a new check

issued as of January 4, 1985.

EXHIBIT 3



a

The second set of documents addresses 'Contributions byForeign Nationals.' The enclosed two affidavits vere received
by bhe Committee subsequent to the filing of its response.

¥are forvarded to you at this tim, leaving two person's
Amrican citizenship yet to be established to the satisfaction
of the Comission, ha soon as the Committee receives these
rmaining documents, they will be forvarded on to you.

Sincerely,

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

-2-



. • .O. Box 2150, GPO, N@W@.Y 10116, (212) 247.6820

National Campaign Director
Edward Spannaus Pb~r ,18

Treasurer Fbur ,16

Federal Election Commiason
Robert J. Coota, Lsst. Staff Cirector
Audit Oivisiof.
13Z5 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. Z0463

0Dear Mr. Costa:

" Enclosed are the remaining documents to complete The
Laftouche Campaign's CTLC) response to the FEC's interim judit

reo orto

Attached are copies of the letters and checks issued to "
~close out oever limitu contribu-tions identified by your statff

tin the interim~ audit. TLCs letter ef January 4. 1965 noted
* tha, due to an oversiGht by a volunteer five persons had as of"

J that date not yet been reimbursed. The attachments in Group A
enclosed demonstrate TLC has now fully complied in this matter.

Also enclosed are the last treo verifications from
individuals demonstrating that persons identified in the FEC

LO interim audit report as NContributions by Foreign Nationals n

goese rather contributions from American citizens abroad. These
are designated Group 3.

I would appreciate acknowledgement from you that you have
received my letter of January 4, 1965 with documentation as
well as the instant letter and documentation. Please contact
me imnmediately if there are any further iLssues tO be addressed
in thi s matter. Finally, I would appreciate hearing from you
as to when the Audit staff will be presenting a final audit
report to the CommiLssion for approval.

Sincerely, -

Edward Spanna~Js
Treasurer

EXHIBIT 4
enclosures
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)
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer )

GRAL CSL.' S REPORT

This matter was referred to the Office of General

Counsel by the Audit Division based upon information obtained

during an audit of The LaRouche Campaign (tCamPaignl") The audit

revealed that the Campaign accepted 63 contributions for which

the aggregate year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000.1/ On

January 28, 1986, the Commission determined there is reason to

believe the Campaign violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Notification

of the Commission's finding was mailed to the Campaign on

February 3, 1986. Counsel for the Campaign submitted a reply on

February 21, 1986. (Attachmtent I).

Att ached to the Campaign's reply is a copy of its respftse

to the Audit Division' s Interim Report dated January 5, 1985.

This response includes copies of credit card reversals and refund

checks issued by the Campaign to its contributors as

reimbursement for excessive contributions and loans.

1/ Based on the Campaign's disclosure documents, the audit

report lists two individuals who each made an additional

contribution to the Campaign after their aggregate exceeded

$1,000, as four contributions.

Additionally, one excessive contribution, refunded by the

campaign 92 days latew was included as one of the 43

contributions not resovled in a timely manner. It was not,

however, included as part of the original 63. Thus, the report

should show 64 excessive contributions from 62 contributors.

This includes 43 not resolved in a timely manner.

' j I

04

r~c~
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i This Office believes that the documentation provided by the

~Campaign, particularly with respect to the credit card rever~a2*,

indicates apparent cOntribution irregularities by the LaRouche

• Campaign and may be examples of more extensive violations which

would only be revealed by a more comprehensive investigation.2-/

In pursuing its investigation Of this matter, this Office

requests that the Commission approve the sending of the attached

letters and questions to the 62 individuals identified in the

Campaign's reports and cited in the Audit referral as having made

excessive contributions or loans to the 1984 Primary election of

ili Lyndon LaRouche, prior to any further Commission action.

ii Os IX R --3---O- -- m------I'

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

, .... Commi ss ion:

i~i r*3 1) Approve the attached sample letter and questions to be sent

to the 62 individuals cited in the January 5, 1985 Audit

2/ In addition to copies of 16 refund checks, the Campaign also
provided 10 credit card reversal statements. Reasons for the
reversals are as follows:

1 Duplicate Process ($200)
4 Unauthorized charges ($100, $600, $400, and $100)
1 Cardholder dispute ($400)
1 Exceeds limit ($1,250)
3 Unable to identify basis for refund ($500, $25, and

$750)



-3-

Referral as having made excessive contributions to theLaRouche Campaign.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date/0 BY

Associate Gener 1 Counsel

Attachments :

1. Sample letter and sample questions
2. Response to reason to believe notification



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer

MUR 2092

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Ernmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 19,

1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to approve

the sample letter and question to be sent to the 62

individuals cited in the January 5, 1985 Audit Referral as

having made excessive contributions to the LaRouche Campaign,

as reconended in the General Counsel's Report signed May 14,

1986.

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, McDonald and McGarry

voted affirmatively for this decision; Commissioners Aikens,

and Josef iak did not vote.

Attest:

Date rajorie W. EmnSecretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Wed., 5-14-86,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Thurs., 5-15-86,

Deadline for vote: Mon., 5-19-86,

3:3611:00
11:00

H



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. DC, 204*3

June 11, 1986

Jms B. Stiba
it 1, Box 81-B
Taylor, TX 76574

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Kr. Stiba:

The Federal Election cmaission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

L , Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
, being conducted by the Coumission, you are requested to answer in

.4 writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
- reportedly received from you by The LaBouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The
Laflouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

c Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coumission

without the express consent of the person or persons with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.



Tf you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Comission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY. an
Deputy General Counsel

,C Enclosure
Questions

(N

C
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~BNIU/WASHINGTON. O.C. :0*3

June 11, 1986

IFred A. Steiner
6231 S. Friends Avenue
Whttier, CA 90601

RE: MU! 2092

Dear Mr. Steiner:-

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

N. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comaiss ion, you are requested to ansver in
writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

. reportedly received from you by The Lakuche Capaign.

__ According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
La~ouche Capagn, you made a contribution or loan to that

C\J Coittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Plese ansver the att~ached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

k For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this
' matter, but rather, a vitness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coumission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Gatrr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number

(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BUnclosure
Quest ions

C



FEDERALELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. O.C 2*43

June 11, 1986

M/ark D. 80231
491 Laket~wr Drivye
Lex ington, KY 40502

RE: NOR 2092

Dear Kr. Sozsi:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, l975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

o Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Cinssion, you are requested to answer ina

" * writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
~reportedly received from you by The Lalkxche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the comission by 'T.e
Lak uche Capign, yo made a contribution or loan to that
coittee with respec:t to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

__ for you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addrcessed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to rceive an

ranswer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

- The coission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

.. investigation will assist the Comaission in resolving this matter
and is ap~preciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Cosmission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g~a) (12)({A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the comission
vithout the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

o 3nclosure
OQuestions

(N



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGqTON., D.C. ,4*3

June 11, 1986

C. piane Smith
769 John Street
Pinole, CA 94564

RE: KUR 2092

Dear Its. Smith:

The Federal Election Coumission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

- Act of 1971, as 8mended. In connection with an investigation
. being conducted by the comaiss ion, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

ci reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Comission by The

La3ouche Capign, you made a contribution or loan to that
CouCittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~staeped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

, The Coumission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Coinissilon in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Coumission, the 
confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the comission

without the express consent of the prson or persons with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.



- 2-

If you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

'Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Geer Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Questtions

C-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION0 WAHINGON. C ~3 June 11, 1986

john S. Skelly, Jr.
916 U. Somerville
Pampa, TX 79065

RE: NOR 2092

Dear Kr. Skelly:

The Federal Election Coumission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

o Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
~being conducted by the Commiss ion, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific sonies
o . reportedly received from you by The Lalouobe Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Coission by The
Laktouche Campaign, you made a contr ibut ion or loan to that

¢ Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenienue, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

I)The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
linvesti~gation will assist the comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coumission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
arr: at (202) 376-8200 or at the Coumission's toll-tree number

(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

3nolosure
Quest ions

to



FEDERALELECTION COMMISSION
WASINCTON, DC. 204*3

June 11, 1986

V.3. Sistrunk
2986 Cherokee Moad
Mountain Drook, AL 35223

RE: IfURf 2092

Dear Mr.ANs. Sistrunk:

The Federal Election Coiission, established in April, 1975 ,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Blection Campaign
Act of 1971, as aended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in
vriting the attached questions concerning specific sonies
reportedly received from. you by The Lafloe Caqmign.

According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Laluhe Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Coittee with respect to the 1984 Primary electilon campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

Fot you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Coinission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a)(12)(A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the prson or parsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Gart at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

G aenelCounsle

Deputy General Counsel

'C nclosure
. Questions



'0e
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASCmTON. O.C.3*

June 11, 1986

Carl D. Sohbattke
1769 Araitage Court
Mdison, XL 60101

3: NUN 2092

Dear lir * Schattke:s

The Federal Ilectioni Canmission, established in April, 1975,
r% has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal 3lection Campaign

Act of 1971, as lmnded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coission, you are requested to asaer in

writing the attachd questions concerning specific onies
~~reportedly rec:eived from you by The Laqocbe Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Camissilon by The

( dLmohe Campign, you made a contribution or loan to that

Camittee with respect to the 1964 Primry election campaign.
'C Please answer the. attached questions as they related to that

. ... particular tranaetioO.

l~r you convenience, we have esclosed a elf-addressed,
s ted envelope for your response. Ve would like to ceieve an

C answer within ten das of your receipt of this letter.

to lhe Comissioni does not consider you a respondent in this

smtter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

inwestigatiofi will assist the Coinission in resolving this mtter

and is appciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the coission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Zltection Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coission

without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to wham the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 37648200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

•N
Deputy General Counsel

co Unclosure
OQuestions

!f)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION6 * ~~WASHINGTON. DC. 2043 Jue1,98

Harold B. sunders
11619 Glen Arbor Terrace
Kansas City, NO 63112

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Nr. Saunders:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Blection Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Carission, you are requested to aswaer in
vriting the attached questions concerning specific sonies

- reportedly received from you by The Lalkuche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Coission by The
Laltuche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
(Comttee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

1or you co~nennc, we have enclosed a self-aiddressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
~answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~~The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Coinission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Camission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the comaission
without the express consent of the prson or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

C) Enclosure
Quest ions

N



b9

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

I , WSHINTON.DC 24~3 June 11, 1986

Fenton Ryan
207 W. church
Wauconda, Il 60084

RB: RUR 2092

Dear Kr. Ryan:

Yb. Federal Election Coinission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Colmission, you are requested to answer in

S writing the attached questions concerning specific nonies
c . reportedly received from you by Ybe Lalouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Comaission by The
La3k~ucbe Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Coinlttee with respect to the 1984 Primary election camign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

'The Cinission does not consider you a respondent in this
mautter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the coinission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coaission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Barr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawrence N4. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

R3ncloeure
-" Quest ions

cj



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TON. D.C 20463

June 1.1, 1986

Joan 3. I~nan
4301 3I. 2rid
Long Deach, CA 90803

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Ms. Ronan:

The Federal Election Coumission, established in April, 1975,
~has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as ameded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comilssion, you are requested to answer in
wvriting the attached questions concerning specific monies

~reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
~LaNouche Campaign, you made a contribution or lon to that
~Camittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
. particular transaction.

P~or you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,

~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comsission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Coimssion in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coumission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coinission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

'Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lavrenlce M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Brnclosure
Questions

'0

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION0 WASHIINCTON. D.C. 20*63

June 11, 1986

Peter lesa
P.O. Dox 27
Bransmn, 310 65616

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Kr. lea:

The Federal Election Comaission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

-¢ writing the attached questions concerning specific sonies
~reportedly received from you by The Lakouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Cmission by The
Laklouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Cauittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

'0particular transaction.

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
9- staped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

L')The Comilssion does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this setter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Conission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
_ Questions

'0



O FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 4

June 11, 1986

Donald V. Rauc~h
115 Woodlawn Drive
Sleepy Eye, MIN

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Mr. * ausch:

The Federal Election comassion, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

N. Act of 1971, as meded. In connection with an investigation
~being conducted by the comaission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific sonies
, reportedly received from you by The Lakt~ucbe Campaign.

-- Accrding to reports submitted to the Comission by The
La~tuche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coumittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comaission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: arneK ol
Deputy General Counsel

o 3nclosure
Quest ions

'0



O FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHNGCTON, DC.~*

June 11, 1986

Howard Powers
109 Via Teresa Court
Los Gatos, CA 95030

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Kr. Powers:

The Federal Election Coumission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

o Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
..... being conducted by the coumission, you are requested to answer in
~writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

reportedly received from you by The LaNouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Couission by The
LaSouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

, The Coinission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

. investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the prson or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any quetions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Cogmission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

DY: Lawrence K. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

E) nclosure
Quest ions

'0



O FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON4. D.C. 20* 3

June 11, 1986

Dober t Proctor
ED *2, Box 70-A
Niddlebury, VT 05753

RI: NUR 2092

Dear Nr. Proctor:

The Federal Election Coinission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
, reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lakouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C' oittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular tranact ion.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-"addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to rceive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The Comission does niot consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at: the Coiassion's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY:- Lay ence N(. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

3nclosure
Questions

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON., DC

June 11, 1986

JohnT. Powers
1124 Little Oaks Circle
San Jose, CA 95129

RB: M4UR 2092

Dear Kr. Powers:

The Federal Election cosmission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
" Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
, being conducted by the comeission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
a' reportedly received from you by The La8ouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the comeission by The
Lalouche Campaign, you made a contribution or ]loan to that

o Comittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transcion.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

f)The Coinission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Coimssion in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the comission, the confidentility
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a})(12})(A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Couission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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It you have any questions, please direct thou to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 at at the Coinission's toll-tree number
(600) 424-9530.

?banak you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

DY: Lawrence it. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Questions



W FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNOCTON. D C JS

June 11, 1986

George R. Parr, ZI
2758 Duniven Circle
amar i llo, TIX 79109

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Mr. Parr:

'lb ed~eral Election Comission, established in 
April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amanded. In connection with an investigation

being cnctdby the Comisi,,ourrqese to anwrin

writing the attached questions co ncernngmspeci.fic _=oies

~~reportedly received fromU youl by The Laftmuh ,-ampaign-

-- According to reports submitted to the Comission by The

.a~touche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

coittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campign.

~Please answer the attached quest ions as they related to that

particular transact ion.

Ftr you convenience, we have enclosed a self -addressed,

stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The Coamiss ion does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Colmission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comaission

without the express consent of the person or parsons with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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Xf you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Coimssion's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

L[avwrence M. NobleDeputy General Counsel

0InclosureQuest ions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONID WSHINTON DC 0*3 June 11, 1986

Jerry B. Mathvig
8045 Horixen Drive
Shakopee, MM 55379

]RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Miathwig:

The Federal Election Comissionl, established in April, 
1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election 
Campaign

. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

being conducted by the Commission, you are requested 
to answer in

c . vriting the attached questions concerning specific monies

c reportedly received from you by The Lakouche Campaign.

__ According to reports submitted to the Comission by The

Lsaouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
J Comittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election canmign.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

r" : Ftr you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this

, c matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

investigation will assist the coission in resolving 
this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of 
an

investigation conducted by the Couisson, the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. 
This

section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits 
the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the 
Couission

without the express consent of the person or persons 
with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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It you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(SO) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

DeyGenera Counsel

EUnclosure
Quest ions

CN4.-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS ASWCTN D.203 June 11, 1986

Glen W. Millet
1567 Quaker Lane
Prospect Heights, Il 60070

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Miller:x

The Federal Election Coumission, established in April, 1975,
baa the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

O Act of 1971, as mended. In connection with an investigation
, being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
~reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

-- According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
La~ouche Capign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coumittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~~Please answer tbe attached questions as they related to that ii

particular tranaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an +.

C answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

,++,.,.>The Coinission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Comaission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comaission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gene~lCounsel

Deputy General Counsel

O Enclosure
Questions

C

I-'



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D.C 20)463

June 11, 1986

Jams D. Norton, Jr.
100 Cabrini Dlvd.
Golden, CO 80401

RE: NqUR 2092

Dear Kr. * orton:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Fe~deral Election Camagn

-- Act of 1971, as inended. In connection with an invstigation
r being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in
~writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

c reportedly received from you by The Lsaoucbe Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The

Lat~tuche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Comittee vith respet to the 1984 Primary election capign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction. .

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,.
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

:¢The Camission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Coumission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coinission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coaission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Comission's toll-free number
(800) 424-95:30.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles Nl. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Questions

C.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. O3

June 11, 1986

Charles Motley
220 Cabrini Dlvd
ewYork, M Y 10033

1E: KUR 2092

Dear Mr. Motley:

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

being conducted by the Coission, you are requested to answer in
~writing the attached questions concerning specific monties

C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Comission by The

Lalouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
(4Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
'0particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
C

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this

" matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

, investigation will assist the coamission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Conission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a})(12)(A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Cinmission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



Xf you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BUnclosure
Questions

C



*S ep
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH ItCTOtd. D.C. 30463

June 11, 1986

Timothy .J. O'Brien
it. 3, Box 136-0
Buffalo, KU 55313

RE: KUR 2092

Dear Kr. O'Brien:

The Federal Election Coiission, established in Apr11, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

r Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coumission, you are requested to answer in

C writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by The La~oce Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the cotassion by The
Laaouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

,-,. investigation will assist the conmission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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if you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation andi assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General., Counsel

B : Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

EC nclosure
Quest ions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WSHPTO4. D.C 2O4 3

June 11, 1986

Robert 3. Loftus
2446 3. Suinit
Decatur, IL 62526

RN: NUR 2092

Dear Mr. Loftus:

The Federal Niection cmaission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal 3lection Camign
~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

. being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

- writing the attached questions concerning specific sorties

c reportedly received from you by The LaNouche Campaign.

¢ fAccording to reports submitted to the Comaission by The

La~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or lon to that
~Cmittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election camign.

Please anmier the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transaction.

for you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addresjed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

% , The Camiss ion does not consider you a respondent in this
' > matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comaission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Zlection Campaign Act prohibits the aking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comaission
without the express consent of the person or prsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Quest ions

r

C



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 20463U . June 11, 1986

Jtnald A. fNa]ston
P.O. Drawer 3771
Kenal, AK 99611

RE.- MUR 2092

Dear Kr. fMalston:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
. being conducted by the Commssion, you are requested to answer in

" writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

c reportedly received from you by The La~oucbe Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the commission by The

La~lche Campaign, yo made a contribution or loan to that
~Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self -addresaed,

~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer vithin ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
.o matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

investigation vill assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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It you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Geer Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

Q Unclosure
Quest ions

.C-

f-~.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

June 11, 1986

Philip Manger
3 kromley Place
Greenlavn, INY 11740

RU: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Manger:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
-- being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly received from you by Tbe Lsaouche Capign.

: According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
bLalouche Campaign, you madesa contribution or loan to that
Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

'C Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transact ion.

. For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

~answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

' The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Coinission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the coemission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-95:30.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Genera Counsel

BY: ar cM ol
Deputy General Counsel

C' nclosure
Quest ions

C

'0



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC- 2063

June 11, 1986

Gary Kahn808 jndiana 5.3.
Albuquerque, t 97108

R3= DWR 2092

Dear Nr. Kahn:
The Federal Election Cinissionl, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the Coinission, you are requested to answer in

vriting the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the coumission by The

Laflouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.
For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,

stamped envelope for your response. We vould like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this 
matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the 

masking

pblic of any investigation being undertaken by the Comeission

without the express consent of the person or persons with 
respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.

L Wb
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

* Lnclosure
Questions

V



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONS WA#4INTON.DC. 0*3 June 11, 1986

Al.an TJL. Hall
5909 Buchanan Drivye
It. Pierce, FL 33450

RE: KUR 2092

Dear Mr. lHall:

Th. Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

• 'n Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to ansver in
wvriting the attached questions concerning specific monies

S reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Capign.

~According to reports submitted to the comission by The
lLiOUche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C aittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attched questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

For you conveniewe, we haove enclosed a self-addressed,
* stampd envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The comissic does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

. investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Camission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



it you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Comission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

BUnclosure
Quest ions

'0..



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20*13

June 11, 1986 ,

Charles 3. Held
P.O. Doz 891
Ventura, CA 93001

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Held:

Yb. Federal Election Comlisston, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coimsslion, you are requested to answer in

-- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
, reportedly received from you by The Laltoche Camign.

PAccording to reports submitted to the comission by The "

Laltache Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
~Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campagn. ~

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~~particular transaction. :zi

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
. - stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an i

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a responden in thiis
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commssion, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the masking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N¢. Steele

Genera] Counsel

B:LarneMNol
Deputy General Counsel

co 3nclosure
Quest ions

C

tf>



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHINGON, oDC.2*

June 11, 1986

Derleen Juts
Rural Route
GibbOn, Nl 55335

RB: MUR 2092

Dear M4s. Juts:

Thae Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

-- being conducted by the Couission, you are requested to answer in
-- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

C reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

CMAccording to reports submitted to the Commiss ion by The

LaBouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
~Conmittee with rspect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The comission does not consider you a respondent in this
" matter, but rather, a vitness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidewatiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Si ncer ely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY- L ~ . o~

Deputy General Counsel

C-) Enclosure
Qustions

N



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0DC. 20*63

June 11, 1986

Dr. Gary Doyd Ea f nor
9664 Neibrose Avenue
Elk Grove, CA 95624

RB: KUR 2092

Dear Dr. Easffuer-

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monties
c reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the Comaission by The
Laliouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to reoeive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

L The Coumission does not consider you a respondent in this
mtter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Cosmission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coumission

without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure
Quest ions

C'



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGCTON°. C0463

J.une 11, 1986

lezander S. Haig
445 Pr inceton Avenue
St ick, 337 08724

RB: E4UR 2092

Dear Kr. Haig:

The Federal Election Comaission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as aeded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the comiss ion, you are requested to answer in
vwriting the attached questions concerning specific sonies

c" reportedly received from you by The rLouche Campaign.

koocording to reports submitted to the Cmission by The
Lamouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Coittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please aswer the Attached questions as they related to that

\ particular transaction.

!For you coneni ence, we have enclosed a self-adressned,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

Tb, Colmission does not consider you a respondent in this
L. matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
. investigation will assist the coission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comnission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Comission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Questions

C-

If)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONEl ~WASHINCTON. D.C. 2* ue1,18

Agnes Duff
i.O. Do: 406
Syracuse, NY 13201

RE: KUR 2092

Dear Ms. Duff:

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

t_ Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the comission, you are requested to answer in

* writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the emission by The
Laliouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

c Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

'° For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The eomission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

. investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the eomission, the confidentia~ity
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the eomission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
Quest ions

cx
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC;TOft. D C 2O463

June 11, 1986

John Jack Fahey, Jr.
9 Chauncey St.
Cambridge, NA 02138

RE: NluR 2092

Dear Mr. Fahey:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comtission, you are requested to answer in

¢4 writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C: reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

: According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The
Lak~uche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

CN Coumittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election camign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

ftr you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response.* We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Cmaission does not consider you a respondent in this
L¢ matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the aking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Couission
without the express consent of the prson or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you bave any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 37648200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Lawrence K. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

m3nolosure
Questions

C:

C 4
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C p0463

June 11, 1986

George Gade
500 Newport Center Drive
Newport Deach, CA 92660

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Itr. Gade:s

The Federal Blection comission, established in April, 1975,
hs the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Elect ion Campaign

c Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the comission, you are requested to answer in

: writing the attached questions concerning specific monties
C" reportedly received fromn you by The tLtoucbe Campaign.

6: According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
Lafloucbe Caupaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

c Caittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Plesse aser the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

lor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
. " stamed envelope for your response. Ne would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Camission does not consider you a respondent in this
tf) matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the coaission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coinission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(BOO) 424-9530.

Thankc you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

0 Bnclosure
:.; Quest ions

C

Lr)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHNCJON. O.C. Z0463

J.une 11, 1.986

John R. Gallagher, Jr.31 01
RaVenlVOOd, NO 64479

Pr:s NUR 2092

Dear Mr. Gallagher:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
* being conducted by the Comission, you are reqeted tO answe in

vwriting the attached questions concerning specific monies

S reportedly received from you by The Lak~ce Capign.

/bAccording to reports submitted to the Cemission by The

La3~uche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Comittee with reset to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

part icular transaction.

' For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

"o The Comissiona does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission

without the express consent of the person or prsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



S
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If you have anay questions, please direct them to ShelleyQarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tee number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

3rnclosure
Quest ions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~WASHINTON. ODC. qOeb3

June 11, 1986

naid Douglass
55 Nanor Dr ive
Zvy 3i11, 3!3 07106

E: NOUR 2092

Dear NE. Douglass:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

1&) ct of 1971, as mended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coiss ion, you are requested to answer in

: writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
c reportedly received from you by The La~uce Campaign.

C' According to reports suheitted to the Camission by The
La~uche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C'4 Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transact ion.

Uor you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

anmeer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Cornission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Couission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coumission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 G.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or parsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



1t you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Comission's toll-tee nwmber
(SO0) 424-9530.

'Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Cousel

BY: Lawrence K. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

, Bncloeure
Ouest ions

C 4



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH IPICTO. D C. 20*63

June 11, 1986

Joseph Cingaril
93 WestoYer Lane
Stanford, CT 06902

RB: MUR 2092

Dear NIt. Cingari:

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

f Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

: : writing the attached questions ooncerning specifi Ic onies
C. reportedly received frto. you by The Laktuche C agn.

c According to reports submitted to the Camission by The
LaNuOhbe Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Cmittee with reset to the 1964 Primary electio oamaign.
Plesse answer the attache quest ions as they related to that
particular tranacion.

ltr you ooveionoe, we have enclosed a self'eddressed,
- stamped envelope for your response.* We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comaission does not consider you a respondent in this
" matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Cosmission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawrence 14. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

~Enclosure
Questions

4S



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 3)

June 11, 1986

Ronald Tal Ho Chol
35797 Blair Place
Fremont, CA 94536

1E: KUR 2092

Dear Mr. Chol:

The Federal Election Commnission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

r Act of 1971, as aended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

:- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by The Lal~ouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Coinission by The
~Lal~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Comnittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attabe questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

~For, you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the comnission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Cornission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawr@ence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

co Enclosure
Quest ions



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
. WAS4NCTON. D.C. 10*63

June 11, 1986

George Arthur Carey
10778 Footwal Drive
Grass Valley, CA 95945

RE: N4uR 2092

Dear Nr. Carey:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

o Act of 1971, as amended. In connect ion with an investigation

being conducted by the Comniss ion, you are requested to answer in

": writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lakiouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coinittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Fleas. answer the attachedl questions as they related to that

0 particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
- stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
C

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
o matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the ComissionI in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Coumission, the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission

without the express consent of the person or persons with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.



if you bave any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

B -* Lawence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

0 3nclosure
Quest ions

C
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHNCTOI4. DC. 2O4

June 11, 1986

3. Lloyd Christensen
Utt. 2
Preston, Idaho 83263

1E: MUR 2092

Dear Kr. Christensen:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Caupaign

_- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the Comaission, you are requested to answer in

" writing the attached questions concernin speif~tic monies

reportedly received from you by The Lalhucbe Canmaign.

, According to reports submitted to the Omission by The

Lam~uche Camaiign, you made a contribution or loan to that
N Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election capagn.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transaction.

~ftr you convenience, we have enclosed a self -eddresed,
. - stamped envelope for yOUr response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

t ~The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
'-¢ matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

_ investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission

without the express consent of the prson or prsons with respect-

to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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It you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Deputy General Counsel

B3nclosure
Quest ions

C

try



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH1dTON, oC2*

June 11, 1986

Michael Brown
4773 Nission Blvd.
San Diego, CA 92109

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Nr. Brown:

The Federal Election comission, established in April, 1975,
bag the statutory duty of enforcing the Fedleral Election Campaign

f~) Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requtested to ansver in

* r writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C*" reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campign.

~According to reports submitted to the Conmission by The
Ladtuche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C Comitetee vith respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please anever the attahe questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

Fr you convenience, we have enclosed a self-ressed,
" stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The comaission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation vill assist the Coinission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coinission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the aking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coumission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Barr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Depty enealCounsel

, - Enclosure
Questions

I-

!J~)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

J'une 11, 1986

Kenneth Buelthman
1029 5. Oak Street
Santa Ania, CA 92701

E: KUR 2092

Dear Kr. Buelthman:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

it, Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comsission, you are requested to answer in

: writing the attached questions concerning specific monties
C, reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
La~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Camittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attace questions as tbey related to that

~~particular transaction.-

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed, .
- stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an ..

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Cosmission does not consider you a respondent in this
T matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comaission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comlission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.
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If you have any questi~ons, please direct them to ShelleyGart at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Deputy General Counsel

BNnclosure
Questions
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20.

June 11, 1986

Don Brooks
12514 Fairview
Blue Island, IL, 60406

RU: MUR 2092

Dear Kr. Brooks:=

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

" ++ writing the attache questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

&Acording to reports submitted to the Comaission by The
La~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transaction.

For you onvenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Comaission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making



If you have any question, please direct them to Shelley }

GBarr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Coinission's toll-free number !i

(600) 4124-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel-- ,.

BY: Lawrence [4. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

BUnclosure
Questions

C "i!



FEDERAL ELECTION COMM4SSION
wASHItdcrT. 0 C i

June 11, 1986

Nrs. D.J. Branning
Fairview Lake
Tatfton, PAt 16464

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mrs. Branning:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Cmpaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

c reportedly received from you by The Laaouche Campaign.

C : According to reports subeitted to the Commission by The
Laflouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C Committee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

For you convenience, ye have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

, The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (At) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



IC you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Coinsson's toll-tree number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

B3ncloSure
Qu~estions

'0?



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

June 11, 1986

Cuzrtis Dalton
P.O. Do: 1562
widdlesboro, KY 40965

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mrt. Dolton:

Ybe Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,

has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

' writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

creportedly received from you by The La~ouche Capign.

C According to reports submitted to the C~ission by The

Laltouhe Caupaignl, you made a contribution or loan to that

CComittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
istamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

tn The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this

matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

, . investigation will assist the Commission in resolving 
this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality

provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This

section of the Federal Election Cmpaign Act prohibits the making

public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission

without the express consent of the person or prsons 
with respect

to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Galr¢ at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(0!0) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genera Counsel

Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

BUnclosure
Quest ions

e4

'0

If,
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Dr. Jerry Denton11435 Varnell Drive
Nevada City, CL 95959

RE: I4UR 2092

Dear Dr. fenton:

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as mnedd. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the comnission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lauce Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Comttee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please answetr the attached questions as they related to that
par ticular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a selfoaddressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matterr but ratherr a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Coission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Cotission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coinission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wAsHINTON. oC 24

June 11, 1986



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles Nq. Steele
General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

IUnclosure
Quest ions

C

'C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
.WASH'INGTON. D.C 2W3|

June 11, 1986

George Barnes
7022 Dahlberg itad
Ferndale, WA 96248

RE: I4UR 2092

Dear Kr. Barnes:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

Lc Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the coumission, you are requested to answer in

" : writing the attached questions concerning specific eonies
Cr- reportedly received tfrom you by The Lal?~uche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the comission by The
LaBouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Coamittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election capagn.
Please anmeer the attached questions as they related to that

'Cparticular tran~action.

for you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelolpe for your response.. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coamission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
r,. investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 37648200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

'C ncloiure
Questions

'C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGCTON, D.C. O3

June 11, 1986

Arthur A. Bairn
21042 Ingomar Street
Canoga Park, CA 91304

RB: ?4UR 2092

Dear Mr. San:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as mended. In connection with an investigation

, being conducted by the Commiss ion, you are requested to answer in
- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

c reportedly receve from you by The Laftouche Campaign.

&€Acording to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lakouche Campagn, you made a contribution or loan to that
Comttee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.

~Please answer the attached questions as tbey related to that
particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self -addreesed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Lawrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

cO Enclosure
. Questions

C-!



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGtON. DC. 2*

J.une 11, 1986

Jose Alcoset
4350 Corinth Avenue
culver City, CA 90230

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Alcoset:=

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coumission, you are requested to answer in

;- : writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

. According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
LaNouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

CNo Cittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the at taohed questions as they related to that

~prticular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a sol-addrsed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comssion in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information i's being sought as part of an

investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comeission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



if you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-4200 or at the Cmmission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gener Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

O Enclosure
Quest ions



q

~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20d13

June 12, 1986

Jms C. Vest
516 Forest Green Drive
St. Louis, NO 63119

1RE: lRUR 2092

Dear Nr. Vest:z

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

_- Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached questions concerning specific sonies
reportedly recewived from you by The r~laouche Campaign.

( According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
LaN~uche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coinmittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attaced questions as they related to that

'0particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
C

The commission does not consider you a respondent in this
' matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the ]Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the parson or parsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



Ow

It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lavrence Nq. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

(Nnoclosure
Quest ions

C'

tf)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON,. D.C 2

June 12, 1986

Uward L. Werner
2 Chestnut Hill Avenue
White Plains, NY 10606

RE: KUR 2092

Dear Kr. Werner:

The Federal Election Couission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comiss ion, you are requested to answer in

" writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
~reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

&=Acording to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lalouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

C Cittee wih respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

'Cparticular transaction.

* Fr you convenienoe, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an
answer vithin ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Co~ission does not consider you a respondent in this
' matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Coission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the masking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Conission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

~Enclosure
Quest ions

C'!

r



,, O 0O FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAINTO, DC. 204*3

June 12, 1986

later Wilson
6241 Warner
Niddleton, PA 17057

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Ns. Wilson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

1!. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coission, you are requested to aser in

\ writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly recesived from you by The Lamouche Campaign.

, According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The
LaBouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coumittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please aser the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transection.

F or you convenience, we have enclosed a elf-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coumission does not consider you a respondent in this
T matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

. investigation will assist the Coemission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comaission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the .oission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Comission's toll-tee number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

~Enclosure
Quest ions

'0



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA$INCl0O4. D.C. 2*

June 12, 1986

George Tucker
446 Los Altos Avenue
Los Altos, CA 94022

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Nr. Tucker:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as mnded. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the comission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attaced questions concerning specific sonies

C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The
Labouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coumittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attahed questions as they related to that

'0particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
T stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
(7

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this
'* matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comaission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the coaission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comnission
without the express consent of the prson or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: La ~ence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

EBnclosure
, Quest ions



WFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

~~WASI1NGTON. 0C 3043

June 12, 1986

Michoael A. ?etr ick
4300 1. Lake Street
Apar tment 109-C
Glenlview, IL 60025

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Nr. ?etr ick:

The Federal Election Comaission, established in April, 1975,
~has the statutory duty of enforcing the F~ederal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conlducted by the Comission, you are requested to answer in

C writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by Yhe Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the comission by The
La uh Capign, you merde a contribution or loan to that
Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

'0Please answer the attaced questions as they related to that
~particular tranaction.

Potr you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

C answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this
hmatter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the omission, the confidentility
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



- 2-

Xf you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 37648200 or at the Commission's toll-free nuber
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Genera],,one

BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

0 3nclosure
Questtons

C

C



W FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

June 12, 1986

Dr. Julian Stoutamyer
6024 Shore Acres Drive
Brandenton, FL 33529

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Dr. Stoutamyer:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April9 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

-- Act of 197/1, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

' " writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
, reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

c According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
Laflouhe Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

c Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.

2) Please answer the attached questions ae they related to that
particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
4- stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

~The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect-
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



- 2-

If you have any questions, please direct them to ShelleyGarr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Cmmission's toll-free number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N.Seele

BY: Lawrence [4. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

BEnclosure
OQuestions

C"

04
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASggNcTON 0 OC 1

June 12, 1986

ldrieance Dayton
1332 Nonk ?toad
Gladwyne, PA 19035

RE: NUR 2092

Dear Ns. Dayton:

The Federal Election Commission, established in Atpril, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Fedleral Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
.,... being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C- reportedly received from you by Ihe Lafouhe Campaign.

Acording to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lailouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Commttee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.

, Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
" stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

,, . The Cmission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

" investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is ap~preciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the prson or prsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any question, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 371-8200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number

(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

fe~,onel

Deputy General Counsel

BZnclosure
Questions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WSmf4GTON. 0 C 20*3

June 12, 1986

Prank W. Capbell
P.o. Box 7570
Dallas TX 75209

RU: M4UR 2092

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The Federal Election Coission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Coission, you are requested to answer in

7- . writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
~reportedly received from. you by The LaRouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Ciission by The
ar souche Campatign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Coittee with respect to the 1964 Primary election campaign.
Please aunwer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self -addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this
" matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Comaission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct the3 to Shelley
Qari at (202) 376-6200 or at the Comaission's toll-tree number
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Deputy General Counsel

B~nclosure
Questions

CN
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION6 * ~~WASHINGTON. DC. 2043 Jue1,18

Beger Wells
t. 2 Do: 192

Asel, UiN 68924

RE: f4UR 2092

Dear Mr. Wells:=

The Federal Election Coimsson, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

~Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Ciission, you are requested to answer in

~writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

C reportedly received from you by The Laltouche Campaign.

C'! According to reports submitted to the Cinission by The
rLalouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Cagmittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

') particular transaction.

' For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
- stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
to mtter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the coumission in resolving this mtter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Coamission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Deputy General Counsel

co Enclosure
Quest ions

C



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. O C 20463

June 12, 1986

Stanley J. Thompson
1145 Rev Brittain Avenue
Eluoo, CT 06110

RB: MR 2092

Dear Mr. Thompson:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign. Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in~writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

C reportedly received from you by The Laltouche Campaign.
c,: According to reports submitted to the Commission by The

Lal~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
~Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
" ' particular transaction.

%/- FOr you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive ananswer vithin ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in thisU-) matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of aninvestigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. Thissection of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wNINCTO4. O.C. 2D, )

June 12, 1986

brt L. Nunn
2119 Tiger Tail Avenue
Miami, FL 33146

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Nunn:

Tbe Federal Election Comiusion, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

C) Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in

..... writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
reportedly received from you by The Laouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
Lat~uche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

~Comittee witb respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

~particular transaction.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Comission does not consider you a respondent in this
~matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
~investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or prsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



Xt you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 37640200 or at the Commission's toll-free number

(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

-- Enclosure
Quest ions

~r)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONO WASHINGTON. D.C.24

June 12, 1986

Leonard K. Nit:
5343 Callister Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95819

RE: f4UR 2092

Dear Mr. Wit:

The Federal Election Coisson, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

(N Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the Comeiss ion, you are requested to answer in

- writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C' reportedly received from you by The La~ouche Campaign.

C According to reports submitted to the Coumission by The
La~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

( Comittee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
Please answer the attached questions as they related to that

') particular transaction.

for you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
~stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of yrour receipt of this letter.

The Coission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Comeission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Coinission
without the express consent of the person or prsons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



It you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley

Oat at (202) 376-6200 or at the Commission's toll-tree number

(SOO) 424-4530.

'thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Genrql Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

B3nclosure
Questions

C 4

'0



O FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,. D.C. 2*

June 12, 1986

Bernard Wewmeyet
636 V. Lamgden
Arcadia, CA 91006

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Mr. Wewueyer:

The Federal Election Conmission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign

r Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation
being conducted by the coumission, you are requested to answer in

* writing the attached questions concerning specific monies
C reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

~According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
La3iouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that
Coittee with respect to the 1964 Primary *election campaign.

~Please aswmer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transact ion.

For you convenience, we have enclosed a seltaddressed,
'zz stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
C

The comission does not consider you a respondent in this
t matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

~investigation will assist the Coinission in resolving this matter

and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Coamission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the aking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Comission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



p.-

- 2-

if you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free number
(800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genra Counsel

Deputy General Counsel

.. Enclosure
Questlions

C

I J

C-.



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASmHINGTON. D C. 20,3

June 12, 1986

William B. English
1308 Tr~avis Street
Plainview, TIX 79072

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Kr. English:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April9 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection vith an investigation
being conducted by the Commission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached questions concerning specific monties

~reportedly received from you by The Laflouche Campaign.

According to reports submitted to the Comission by The
C La~ouche Campaign, you made a contribution or loan to that

Committee with respect to the 1984 Primary election campaign.
~Please answer the attached questions as they related to that
~particular transaction.

~For you convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

: answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
c -  matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this

investigation will assist the Comission in resolving this matter
' and is appreciated.

~Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g {a) (12) (A) apply. This
section of the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the aking
public of any investigation being undertaken by the Commission
without the express consent of the person or persons with respect
to whom the investigation is being conducted.



If you have any questions, please direct them to Shelley
Garr at (202) 376-8200 or at the Commission's toll-free nmber
(600) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

BY: Lawvrence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

,. Enclosure
Questions

C:
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PROMISSORY NOTE

May 1, 1983

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to George
Carey of Grass Valley, CA the principal sum of $10,000.00---
(ten thousand dollars) one year from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder
interest at an annual rate of 10 (ten percent) for a total
interest payment of $1,000.00 (one thousand dollars).

This note replaces any and all notes from the Los Angeles

Labor Committee to George Carey.

, The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association
• with its headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont Ave., suite

~207, Los Angeles, CA 90005.

Signed for the LALC,
C,4

Patrick L. Ruckert
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Cdlmpaignom PublicationsS
304 Wst 88th St., New York, NY 10019

(22) 247.4820

NewvSolidarity
Nessppev of the Informed Citizen

EThis is arenewal

1lyear (O issues).................... SE •months (50Oissues) .................. $S15
DI y.er, domestic first class mail.......... $50

Haig Axdfr rao
¢L. b gmm~Emmwmeb

6 mnMbs, foreign air mail ........
l4 @tS $ enclosedlcharged.

.....$50

Address

~Te/phon t
wea code

! ease charge my VISA Mt~ercharge

Card C

Expiration Date _____________IntflIbk #_______

Signature_

City of safe

--- __--_ .- -

I

Date______ _

Initials___ ___

I

S

II



PROMISSORY NOTE

Date: A S - '~

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to______
...Gepoe._ CC ,-L ... of Cr s y),,... CA-.

the principal sum of $ $ --( .- 'c s., 1 q d6l~

( 2-ae/t/e_ ) months from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder

Sinterest at an annual rate of [,.LQ ( .... 1-1r- IPirea ),

Cfor a total interest payment of $&2__M( F Aredto1Iirs.

C

The Los Angeles Labor Conwuittee is a political association with

\- ats headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont Ave., suite 207. Los
Angeles, CA 90005.

Signed for the LALC,

Dorothy Andr~midas



BANKoF AMERICA
NATfONAL ?RUS? Alee0 SAVPNGS ASSOC *i'IO~li

s" S LO00-00 2 o

GEORGE A. CAREyt.EAte B. e~~

t~3
DATE 5~/~$ ~

GEOR~G A. CAREY,

102
DATE

0*05a0, 11.35

C?. __ 1210

RIc,~~



INTERNATIONAL CAUCUS
OF LABOR COMMITTEES

SAN FRNCSC LAIOR COMMITTEE 18S26 Noreg St., S.F. 94122

DaeJan. 24+, 1984

FOR VALUE C %1VI2, the izersgneL agee to pay to eorge A. Carey....

,,of , 0778 Footdl Dr.. Grs Valley, Ca. 95 5 ,

the principal sum of $ 1. %O0 (fifteen hundre , Dollars )

at the end of the tem of this note. The term of this note is for...3 .. ontha

~~IN ADDII, the undersigned ag rees to pay the noteholdo_- i = at ..n
. annual1 rate of . ( ten Dercent) for a total interest payme~t

C" of £ 375 ryoe .. 1)_11,.r ).an fifty cents.

. :0.IN ADDITION, both parties agree to the foflowing arrangements on this

/contract:_______________________________

Signed for Francisco Labor ttee

Susan E. Kilber



npaigier Publics
04West 58th, New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel. (212)247.8620

)SInIC.

PR .tSS Y 1GE

Date l 44; /4/

F3R VALUE~ . IV , the udersiened airs to pay to r €,-; 9ri

at the end cf the term of this note. The tem of thi note is fori- months

( - /-~e4e - .

11 ADfl~iTIg the umderaine apees to pay the nooer intere at an

annim rate of 7( % ( .-7, ,- percentL) for a total interes payent

.--/

III ADDrTIO!;, both palrties epee to the flollowIdn( a,-mnleents on this

contract:."- ....

Signed for Campaiger Puibliations

/

i826 Noriegm, San Francisco, Ca.
91412

C-

K.')

_ 1 - " I I II I IIII I I ii



• il P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New Yk 0 0116, (212) 24748820

Mel Klenetsky
National Campaign Director
Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

George A. Carey
10778 Footwall Drive
Grass Valley, CA 95945

The LaRouche Cmpaign acknowledges that on Jan. 11, 1984,
-' the above individual loaned *1,000.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,

- located at 304 Vest 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

C ~The LaRouche Cam~paign acknowledges its indebtedness to
George A. Carey only, in the amount of *1.000.00, which it

OK shall repay to George A. Carey within 6 months. This
obligation of The Laltouche Campaign to George A. Carey shall

OK not be assigned, transferred, or discounted.

-- DVARD SPAAS ..
: Treasurer,

The LaRouche Campaign
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A ,aoi1 a xiot si ne j jeer e- yai~n trcasurer, ,r. 7nnaus,

•o OE e sua oi v19 j(l io aei -,i e ta o±" anu4Ly, :dS. ie note

states T nat it is to be pwld wiLkhin six monzhs, .dnce it is ov-er

oje noW. .A was woInde i l whwn - co~id± co~nt ozi receivi-r- it.

'u, e t0 family (onsiderationu, -was forced to biay a house in

-"on6 meacn, 'alif. sad A owe a su~k of 32,000 yet on it and need

all tL. e lp. IL cazi 6 et.

' ao,~ hold notes froa v and oh .4 for the sum of 26,50

c: vuick are lon overdue. L save several thousand bejides. Is

&.ere asy chance of" coflectin tziis money souiete in the near

i'uture'

•.: .- vll await an answer soon. i'd rather no; disclose such

iusrO $,

-eorbe ^'. arey

ray former address was 10778 iootwali urive, 'raBS Vlley,



TO: James B. Stiba

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to
The LaRouche Campaign;

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund

or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

: a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with

" representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

-- names of each and every representative;

" b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make i

O contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
. other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche. i

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction citedi
- in the accompanying letter, plea e state:

Sa. Wh oice or indivi dul. . Whao u contacted;

Sb. n i action was ta n. /



ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS re .,

LaRouche Campaign

by ,i..

Adriance and David D. DaytonL

1. a. I intended the two $250 Dayments as loans, and they _"_ ,; -

were acknowledged as loans by the LRC, to be repaid in r-
1984 and 1985. See copies of acknowledgments. :

b. No, I did not.

2. a. Prior to the above mentioned loans I made contribution ., -*-)

to the LaRouche Campaign as the result of numberous telep'e -
calls from campaign workers for the La Rouche Campaign, in-
cluding people who identified themselves as

-- Note: My husband, David D. Dayton, in whose name the credit card

- which was charged with the payments was issued, wrote to Edward :
" Spannaus, Treasurer of the LaRouche Campaign, asking for repayment ,

-- of one of the $250 loans - copy attached. In repsonse, he received
a form letter asking that the loans be forgiven or extended -copy

C-. attached. The amount stated as owed by the LRC to David Dayton, i

$900.00, is incorrect. The loans totalled $500.00 (see copies
': of acknowledgment letters from the LRC). The $400 balance re-

.. presents contributions made by me in 1983 and early 1984.

Adriance Dayton

June 18, 1986



' wEdward Spannau$s ;

P.O. Box 17720, Washington, D.C. 20041-0720 I

00071c2TLC F A0N W- YTCT

DAVID DAYT3 A0VNT ODA3YTN T
1332 , P, )O.VI ODAYON

GLA~w.'vJE PA 19C.!5 9OO---O

May 20, 1986

Dear Contributor:=

Our records show that you loaned the amount listed above to

The LaRouche Campaign (TIC) during the 1984 presidential
election campaign. Your support helped us to put Lyndon

C LaRouche on television for 15 half-hour broadcasts during

1984. These broadcasts changed the nation, and their influence
--- is shown in the 1985 victories of LaRouche associates in

Illinois and elsewhere.

A, s we had been .and LaRouche s enemies went on the

offensive at the end of the 1984 campaign. LaRouche campaign
. funds were illegally seized by First Fidelity Bank of New

Jersey. a bank which has been shown to be linked to organized

° crime and which was tied to a mafia loan-sharking operation.

":- First Fidelity grabbed the LaRouche campaign funds in

,., conjunction with the U.S. Attorney in Boston and the Boston FBI

office. That U.S. Attorney in Boston, William Weld, has become
., . notorious for his coverup of the $2 billion drug-money-

laundering scandal involving the Bank of Boston and Swiss

~banks, in which Weld has a direct family financial interest.

The LaRouche campaign committees have already won a couple

of major court victories in their suit against First Fidelity,

including a ruling by the court that First Fidelity illegally

seized funds belonging to Independent Democrats for LaRouche.
First Fidelity sued The LaRouche Campaign and Independent
Democrats for LaRouche (IDL) for libel because of leaflets
which IDL circulated linking First Fidelity to organized crime
and drug-money interests. Recently, in an astounding
admission, First Fidelity's lawyers told the court that they
are withdrawing the libel claim based on IDL statements that
First Fidelity is "linked to criminal elements" -- in effect
admitting that they ar_e tied to criminal elements.

( over )



S a
First Fidelityus theft of the campaign funds and

termination of TWC's and IDL's credit card accounts did have a
very disruptive effect on fundraising -- and you, the
supporters who lent money to the campaign, are the victims of
this as well as TLC and IDL. Up until the accounts were seized
at the end of October, TLC (the committee for the primary
elections) had continued to raise funds to pay off campaign
debts, and IDL planned to do the same once the general election
campaign was over. However the disruption of TLC and IDL credit
card accounts made it far more difficult for the. committees to
continue raising funds.

In addition, the continued financial warfare directed
against other organizations identified with Lyndon LaRouche has
tied up the fundraisers, whom TLC and IDL call upon as
volunteers, to raise money for the campaign committees. The
Eastern Establishment news media, headed by NBC, the New York
Times, the Washington Post, and AP, have been spreading lies
about LaRouche, in order to try to frighten contributors and
supporters. They have been joined by the terrorist-linked,
gangster-protection racket known as the Anti-Defamation League
(ADL), and by drug pushers such as Dennis King -- the writer

~for the pro-drug High Times magazine. In conjunction with

these forces, AP has deployed its reporter William Welch in an
extortion racket against supporters of LaRouche who have made

~contributions to various organizations.

: The direct threats made to contributors, interference with
-t contributions by banks, and the thousands of lying news

articles that have appeared around the country, have inevitably
had a significant impact on fundraising. Supporters of LaRouche
are fighting back by organizing a nationwide-boycott of NBC, by

..... going after the ADL's tax-exempt status, and by gathering the
~evidence to put these criminals and extortionists in jail.

If you have been contacted by anyone telling you that
"Laflouche is about to be indicted," or, "aocepeso l

~people," or similar such lies, please let us know about it.

~We are working hard to catch the ADL and others at their
dirty games, but we can't say exactly when we'll succeed.
Meanwhile, if you have a loan outstanding to TLC or IDL, we
want to ask you to forgive the loan, or, at a minimum, to
extend its terms.

In the past few weeks since the Illinois elections, U.S.
politics has been transformed, and LaRouche has become a
household word. Your previous financial support for Lyndon
LaRouche's 1984 campaigns helped to lay the basis for the
Illinois victory and more which are to come.

We are grateful for your past support, and we ask for your
continued support and cooperation.

Yours truly,

Edward Spanna 4



DAVID D. DAYTON
13.32 MONK ROA[

GLADWYNE, PA 19035

Arril 14 , 1986

The LaRoucheCaina iqn
". 0. Box 2150, G.P.O.
New York, NY 10116

Attention: ?M'r. Edward Snannaus, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Snannaus:

On May 29, 1984, I loaned $250.00 to the LaRouche
Camoaian, ner the acknowledgment letter enclosed,

I would like to have the loan renaid immediately.

__ Your acknowledgment letter indicated that it would
be repaid by July 29, 1984. Almost two years
have passed since that date, and I would expect
that the Camo.aign has accumulated enough funds by

-- now to repay the debt."

- Thank you for your early consideration of my requ/est.

Sincerely,

........ David D. Dayton

:r) D
Enclosure



heIP LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

DAVID DAYTON2332 MONK RD.
GLADWYNE PA 1 9035

The LaRcuche Campaign acknowledges that cn 05/29/84the above individual loaned *250.00 to The Laliouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Flcor, New York, New York.

Lr)
:.. The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness tc

DAVID DAYTON only, in the amount of *250.00,
-_ vhich it shall repay to DAVID DAYTON by

O3/29/84. This obligation of the LaRcuche Campaign to
C,.. DAVID DAYTON shall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.

'C)

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRcuche Caupaign

a



The LaFouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

DAVID DAYTON
1332 MONK RD.
GLADWYNE PA 1 9035

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/09/84
the above individual loaned $250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York. New York.

'0
The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to

DAVID DAYTON only, in the amount of $250.00.
-_ which it shall repay to DAVID DAYTON by

08/15/85. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
'! DAVID DAYTON shall not be assigned.

transferred, or discounted.

>0
Edward Spaninaus
Trea surer
The LaRouche Campaign

U



QUESTIONS

TO: George R. Parr, III"J'

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to
The Laflouche Campaign; y-

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limi ted to:

"a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
. ..... representatives of the Committee or with

representatives of other organizations related to
__ Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
~contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
\'i other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

' 3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted; SVSA'

, b. When this action was taken. 6PU4

copy

A XD~K4'$ tr'to fy. 'They to w., s '#r~a, e Way ~se V1
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446 Los Altos Ave.

Los Altos ,CA, 04022
July 3, 1986

Federal Election Commission .

999E St. N W
Vashington DC, 20463 -

Attn: Mr. Shelley Garr r- :

Dear Mr. Garr,

Regarding your notice of June 12j 1986 (ref no M[J 2092), I
would like to present comments in response to your questions: . .

- 1. a) I did intend to contribute to the campaign. €o '...
b) I took action to obtain a refund of my loan. .

2. does not apply

3. a) My initial contact was with Edward Spannaus, Treasurer, the
; Laflouche Campaign. Other contacts with individuals not

identified.
*b) Origilnal date of contact: February 1985

very truly yours, (1.. *0"..71)

George K. Tucker



TO: William B. English

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to
The LaRouche Campaign; Intended to make loan they were

to make payments.
b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund

or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.
I tried to get them to pay loans but they couldn't

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with

-- representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

-- names of each and every representative;

bo Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
C contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.

RE: MUR 2092 *1 . .

William E. English "

1308 Travis Street "0
Plainview, Texas 79072-.
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TO: Hlarold E. Saunders

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan

cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution 4onp

The LaRouche Campaign;

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund

or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please

explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The

LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not

limited to:

a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific

representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the
names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited

in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.

LA.
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TO: Gary Kahn

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan

cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to

The LaRouche Campaign; )'S

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan. ,t/O

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, p~ase-' 
° •..

explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by TheD
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, bu~t'not

limited to: -o

-- a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specifiC"!
representatives of the Committee or with c ..
representatives of other organizations related to -

Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

-- names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
., contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited

>'-' in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.
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TO: Robert J. Loftus

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to

The LaRouche Campaign;

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund

or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not

limited to:

toa. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndlon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

-- names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
O contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. Laftouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited

~in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted; C- .

b. When this action was taken. __ - I.

c. ,,,.
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ANS13R

a. At first, l had itntended to . only a small
oentributien, net a loan, to Th* Lauohe Campaign.

b. Ne

i ' , /i" L :

I we peraladed to make a loan of #1,000 which wouldbeadjusted for any contrbatioyw already lade.* Ac-

for,$~Pe the oteer for $500O- for a total of' i~,
! _ ! were made tm.he tios r hey y wJl ]Fj

. - .- i_ :-. Ihave a letter er eacW

in a ue now due of $60. m m

a. Il contacots with The Laflouche Campaign0 as I
recall, vwere mainly with Ms. B. Nassaros nd
with, Ni. David Shavin. I don9t kn.ow their

- ~ ~ a-* 4gu m e h only o a zton wit?. which

.. r. '. _b. 3aKrlier ,ue of my credit card were included

"3- .o 'N. !on taken - other than letters request-

, .
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TO: Agnes Duff

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited In the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to
The LaRouche Campaign;

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

"- names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
C contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
; in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.



TO: Ronald A. Rqalston /4( P 2-

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution oriloan~to

The LaRouche Campaign; /

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

O a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

-- names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make

C contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
; in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.
If)
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TO: Dr. Julian Stoutamyer

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

C_.
a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loa~ to

The LaRouche Campaign; - - -< <-, -uhi

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund .-*

or to remove a charge from a credit card account r
related to -this reported contribution p r loan. LA 3

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, jtas JL

explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited t: ,J
a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific /

representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the...
names of each and every representative;!

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
in the accompanying letter, please state: i

a. What office or individual you contacted; !i

b. When this action was taken.
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6JJ21 ASl: 41
QUESTIXONS

TO- George Barnes

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution o Voan~o
The LaRouche Campaign;

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account A'
related to this reported contribution or loan.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

-A,'
Any earlier contacts you may have had with specificrepresentatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the
names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to makecontributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.
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,Mel KlenetskyC
National Campaign Director
Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116. (212) 247-8820

JOHN JACK FAHEY, JFE.
9 CHAUNCEY STRE.ET
UNIT 42
CAMBRIDGE MA 02138

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on March 23, 1984,
the above individual loaned $750.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor. Mew York. New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowtledges its indebtedness to
John Jack Fahey, Jr. only, in the amount of $750.00, which it
shall repay to John Jack Fahey, Jr. within 6 months. This
obligation of The Laliouche Campaign to Jehn Jack Fahey, Jr.
shall not be assigned, transferred, or discounted.

-i

Treasurer

The LaRouche Campaign

go1D TC

rill i I i - . . . . i i i



S Mel Klenetsky ...- +' t l

, 4atonal Camrneqn D,'

JOHN JACK~ FAH4EY, JR. AMCGUNT OWED Y TLC TO
9 CHAUNCEY ST. JOdt JACK FAHEY,. JR.
UNIT 42 710.0C

CAMBRIDGE MA 0213$

Nay 20, 1986

Dear Contributor:

Our records show that you loaned the amount listed above to
The Laoce Capagn (TLC) during the 1984 presidential
election campaign. Your support heled uas to pu Lynon

kO LaRouche on television for 15 half-hour broadcasts during
1984. These broadcasts changed the nation, and their influence
is shown in the 1985 victories of Lakouche associates in

__ Illinois and elsewhere.

(N As we had been warnedg, LaRouce a enemies went onth
offensive at the end of the 1984 campaign. I ~~che campaign
funds were illegally seized by First Fidelity Bank of New

,j Jersey, a bank which has been shown to be linked to organized
crime and which wa tied to a mafia loan-sharking operation.

First Fidelity grabbed the Laflouche campaign funds in
- conjunction with the U.S. Attorney in Boston and the Boston FBI

office. That U.S. Attorney in Boston, William Weld, has become
notorious for his coverup of the $2 billion drug-money-

,,- laundering scandal involving the Bank of Boston and Swiss
.. banks, in which Weld has a direct family financial interest.

The LaRouche campaign committees have already won a couple
of major court victories in their suit against First Fidelity,
including a ruling by the court that First Fidelity illegally
seized funds belonging to Independent Democrats for LaRouche.
First Fidelity sued The LaRouche Campaign and Independent
Democrats for LaRouche (IDL) for libel because of leaflets
which IDL circulated linking First Fidelity to organized crime
and drug-money interests. Recently, in an astounding
admission, First Fidelity's lawyers told the court that they
are withdrawing the libel claim based on IDL statements that
First Fidelity is "linked to criminal elements" - in effect
admitting that they are tied to criminal elements.

( over )



' ' First Fidel 's theft of the campaignfds and

termination of TLC's and IDL's credit card accounts did 
have a

very disruptive effect on fundraising -- and you, the

supporters who lent money to the campaign, are the victims 
of

this as well as TLC and IDL. Up until the accounts were seized

at the end of October, TLC (the committee for the primary

elections) had continued to raise funds to pay off campaign

debts, and IDL planned to do the same once the general election

campaign was over. However the disruption of TLC and IDL credit

card accounts made it far more difficult for the committees 
to

continue raising funds.

In addition, the continued financial warfare directed
against other organizations identified with Lyndon LaRouche has

tied up the fundraisers, whom TLC and IDL call upon as

volunteers, to raise money for the campaign committees. The

Eastern Establishuent news media, headed by NBC, the New York

Times, the Washington Post. and AP. have been spreading lies

about I~ao'he, in order to try to frighten contributors and

suppo~rters. They have been joined by the tezrorist-linked,
gangster-protection racket known as the Anti-Defamation League

(ADI.), and by drug pushers such as Dennis King -- the writer

for the pr'du High Times magazirne. In conjunction with

r these forces, AP has deployed its reporeter William Welch in an

extortion racket against supporters of LaRouche who have md

C'- contributions to various organizations.

~The direct threats made to contributors, interference with

C ' contrilbutions by banks, and the thousands of lying nw

articles that have appeared around the country, have inevitably

CNJ had a significant impact on fundraising. Supporters of LaRoudie

are fighting back by organizing a nationwide-boycott of NBC, by

0O going after the ADL's tax-exempt status, and by gathering the

. evidence to put these criminals and extortionists in jail.

- If you have been contacted by anyone telling you that

=LaRouche is about to be indicted, = or. =LaRouche preys on old

r[ people," or similar such lies, please let us know about it.

! 0 We are working hard to catch the ADL and others at their

~dirty games, but we can't say exactly when we'll succeed.

Meanwhile, if you have a loan outstanding to TLC or IDL, we

want to ask you to forgive the loan, or, at a minimum, to

extend its terms.

In the past few weeks since the Illinois elections, U.S.

politics has been transformed, and LaRouche has become a

household word. Your previous financial support for Lyndon

LaRouche's 1984 campaigns helped to lay the basis for the

Illinois victory and more which are to come.

We are grateful for your past support, and we ask for your

continued support and cooperation.
Yours truly,

Edwar d Spanna
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P.O. Box 17720, Washington, D.C. 20041-0720 !

r 010 o8,3TLC -
FANN C A'P3ELL

P* . e 3x 73 AMOUNT O EO _3Y TLC TO
DLSTX 75Z0Q ANN C,,P3CLL

May 20, 1986

Dear Contributor :

Our record. show that you loaned the amount listed above to
C The LaRouche Campaign (TLC) during the 1984 presidential

election camp~aign. Your support helped us to put Lyndon
(N LaRouche on television for 15 half-hour broadcasts during

1984. These broadcasts changed the nation, and their influence
-- is shown in the 1985 victories of LaRouche associates in

(N Illinois and elsewhere.

CN As we had been warned, Laltouche' a enemies vent on the
offensive at the end of the 1984 campaign. Laflouche campaign

9 funds were illegally seized by First Fidelity Bank of 3e
r, : Jersey, a bank which has been shown to be linked to organized

crime and which weas tied to a mafia loan-sharking operation.

First Fidelity grabbed the LaRouche campaign funds in
C- conjunction with the U.S. Attorney in Boston and the Boston FBI

office. That U.S. Attorney in Boston, William Weld, has become
notorious for his coverup of the *2 billion drug-money-

,,-.-.laundering scandal involving the Bank of Boston and Swiss
banks, in which Weld has a direct family financial interest.

The LaRouche campaign committees have already won a couple
of major court victories in their suit against First Fidelity,
including a ruling by the court that First Fidelity illegally
seized funds belonging to Independent Democrats for LaRouche.
First Fidelity sued The LaRouche Campaign and Independent
Democrats for LaRouche (IDL) for libel because of leaflets
which IDL circulated ].inking First Fidelity to organized crime
and drug-money interests. Recently, in an astounding
admission, First Fidelity's lawyers told the court that they
are withdrawing the libel claim based on IDL statements that
First Fidelity is "linked to criminal elements" -- in effect
admitting that they are tied to criminal elements.

( over )



NatiOnal Campain Director
Edward Spannaus
Tlreasurer'

P.O. Bo 17720, Washington, D.C. 20041-0720

OO0.318IBTLC"'
FPANK W. CA'4P_9_LL ,-'")U ET cwE: EY TIC rT3~
P.O. 90OX 757 K d i~ L
DALLAS rX 752~ F'AN *-. C4P~

May 20, 1986

Dear Contributor :

Our records show that you loaned the amount listed above to
C The LaRouche Campaign (TLC) during the 1984 presidential

election campaign. Your support helped us to put Lyndon
:' LaRouche on television for 15 half-hour broadcasts during

1984. These broadcasts changed the nation, and their influence
-- is shown in the 1985 victories of LaRouche associates in
! Illinois and elsewhere.

C As we had been warned, LaRouche's enemies went on the
offensive at the end of the 1984 campaign. LaRouche campaign

~funds were illegally seized by First Fidelity Bank of New
Jersey. a bank which has been shown to be linked to organized
crime and which was tied to a mafia loan-sharking operation.

First Fidelity grabbed the LaRouche campaign funds in
: conjunction with the U.S. Attorney in Boston and the Boston FBI

office. That U.S. Attorney in Boston, William Weld, has become
r! notorious for his coverup of the *2 billion drug-money-

r. laundering scandal involving the Bank of Boston and Swiss
~banks, in which Weld has a direct family financial interest.

The LaRouche campaign committees have already won a couple
of major court victories in their suit against First Fidelity,
including a ruling by the court that First Fidelity illegally
seized funds belonging to Independent Democrats for LaRouche.
First Fidelity sued The LaRouche Campaign and Independent
Democrats for LaRouche (IDL) for libel because of leaflets
which IDL circulated linking First Fidelity to organized crime
and drug-money interests. Recently, in an astounding
admission, First Fidelity's lawyers told the court that they
are withdrawing the libel claim based on IDL statements that
First Fidelity is "linked to criminal elements" -- in effect
admitting that they are tied to criminal elements.

~( over )



First Fidelity s theft of the campaign funds and
termination of TiC's and IDL's credit card accounts did have a
very disruptive effect on fundraising -- and you, the
supporters who lent money to the campaign, are the victims of
this as veil as TLC and IDL. Up until the accounts were seized
at the end of October, TiC (the committee for the primary
elections) had continued to raise funds to pay off campaign
debts, and IDL planned to do the same once the general election
campaign was over. However the disruption of TLC and IDL credit
card accounts made it far more difficult for the committees to
continue raising funds.

In addition, the continued financial warfare directed
against other organizations identified with Lyndon LaRouche has

tied up the fundraisers, whom TLC and IDL call upon as
volunteers, to raise money f or the campaign committees. The
Eastern Establishment news media, headed by NBC, the New York
Times, the Washington Post, and AP, have been spreading lies
about LaRouche, in order to try to frighten contributors and
supporters. They have been joined by the terrorist-linked,
gangster-protection racket known as the Anti-Defamation League
(ADL), and by drug pushers such as Dennis King -- the writer
for the pro-drug High Times magazine. In conjunction with

* -~ these forces, AP has deployed its reporter William Welch in an
r extortion racket against supporters of LaRouche who have made

contributions to various organizations.

04 The direct threats made to contributors, interference with
04 contributions by banks, and the thousands of lying news

articles that have appeared around the country, have inevitably
~had a significant impact on fundraising. Supporters of LaRouche

are fighting back by organizing a nationwide-boycott of NDC, by
going after the ADLs8 tax-exempt status, and by gathering the
evidence to put these criminals and extortionists in jail.

c- If you have been contacted by anyone telling you that
"LaRouche is about to be indicted," or, 'aocepeso l

tO) people," or similar such lies, please let us know about it.

~We are working hard to catch the ADL and others at their
dirty games, but we can't say exactly when we'll succeed.
Meanwhile, if you have a loan outstanding to TLC or IDL, we
want to ask you to forgive the loan, or, at a minimum, to
extend its terms.

In the past few weeks since the Illinois elections, U.S.
politics has been transformed, and LaRouche has become a
household word. Your previous financial support for Lyndon
LaRouche's 1984 campaigns helped to lay the basis for the
Illinois victory and more which are to come.

We are grateful for your past support, and we ask for your

continued support and cooperation.
Yours truly,

Edward Spanna~s
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Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212i 24748820

December 31, 1 984

Mr. Frank W. Campbell
PO. Box 7570
Dallas, TX 25209

Dear Mr. Campbell,

I Enclosed please find our check in the amount of $40.00which represents reimnhursanent to you for the amount your
contribution exceeded the lfiit set by the Federal Election
Comission.

_ Sincerely,

¢ ,f...)

T]HE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN
304 WEST 58TH STREET
Nrw YORK. NY 10019

PAYTO THE J>---:I" /ORDEROF .. '---...J .
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La Pouche Campaign )
•B 2150. G.P.O :

New York, N.Y. 10116 ".

FRANK W. CAMP BELL
P.O. BOX 7570
DALLAS TX 75209

The LaRouche Campaign acknohiedges that on 04/02/84
the above individual loaned $400.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

,) The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
FRANK W. CAMPBELL only, in the amount of $400.00,

*' which it shall repay to FFRANK W. CAMPBELL by
07/02/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
FRANK W. CAMPBELL shall not be assigned,

C transferred, or discounted.

c J

Edward Spannaus
'> Treasurer
. The LaRouche Campaign



t LaRouch. Campaign

P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

FRANK W. CAI4PBELLP.O. BOX 7570
DALLAS TX 75209

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/18/84the akove indiv.idual loanec $100.00 to The Lafouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, Neh York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indetteaness to
. FRANK W. CAI'PBELL only, in the amount of $100.00,

which it shall repay to FRANK W. CAMPLELL by
- 07/02/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

FRANK W. CA/4PBELL shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

(NJ

No

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

I
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FRANK W. CAMPBELL
P.O. BOX 7570
DALLAS

h. LaRouche Campaign0. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

TX75209

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/02/84the above individual loaned $100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

If) The Laftouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
: FRANK W. CAMPBELL only, in the amount of $100.00,

which it shall repay to FRANK W. CAMPBELL by
-- 07/02/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

FRANK V. CAMPBELL shall not be assigned,
C transferred, or discounted.

(N

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

a



SThe Laltouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150. G.P.O !
Idew York. N.Y. 10116

FRANK W.* CAMPBELL
P.O. BOX 7570
DALLAS TX 75209

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/25/84the above individual loaned $300.00 to The LaRouche Campaign.
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The Laflouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
FRANK W. CAMPBELL only, in the amount of $300.00.
which it shall repay to FRANK W. CAMPBELL by
06/25/84. This obligation of the Laflouche Campaign to
FRANK W. CAMPBELL shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
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Wihregard to the specific rept onrn
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to
+The Laflouche Campaign; -

b. Whether you subsequently took action to obtain a efn
or to remove a charge from a credit card account r;-i,
related to this reported contribution or loan. re -.

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, j jeasE. - -
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by Tb r---. . -

LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but Pr '
limited tO: - " .+

a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific ° " . ...

* representatives of other organizations related to +Lydn .Laube n tsjgrd lease furnisb he
Lnmso O .4 I~e inti ,lad+ .

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to ake +.+..
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to..... :
other organIzations related to Lyndon H. Laltouche. ii

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited ....-:
in the acompanying letter, please state: .+,.i

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken. -4..
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iLl

L2 £

pd ~ *

4

. _. +



iAh~~

'Yv,
Ad ___ ~4& '~

~WA rD4I~.o A~&~.AA ;4~M~1
~. ~ -, '

v ~
F~ /4~o~*~ -

& ~ 2
~ A~eAA~~ e5ct~?# ~ 7...

4~~A ~

.~P3, 'I'M £C~LevI '.' "'I ~ 3 ~

~-~-'&' Ri:

n - I.,J~J'I..~'A; 44 cY C

~ -,

A~t~t~r

'L4~~ SCAI~D ~4~4 ~%e4A~
-

. - - "V , '-

" , - .*-V. - ...

~

'A

L,5A.
.~ .j

It
-.>1'

v



1124 Littleoak Circle
San Jose, CA 95129
June 17, 1996

Federal Election Convuission
Washington, D.C. 20463

G en tl1emen :

In answer to your inquiry about my contributions to The LaRouche r
Campaign (TLC) : Z --

The answer to question Ia is that I made both contributions and a...
loan. My records show the following: = ..: '

On Feb. 14, 1984 $125"" ';
On Apr. 23, 1984 $250 gr--

,, My recollection is that these were both contributions.

O n May 28, 1984, a request was made by the TLC for a loan of $750,
which I granted. At some later date, which my records don't show,

-- they sent me a refund of $125, stating that it was to keep within
the federal election laws. I'm sure that I have a copy of the cor-
respondence somewhere, but I can't find it at the moment.

CNJ
In answer to question Ib, I have had several phone calls and a

~O couple of letters from them in regard to the repayment (not refund)
of the loan. I never took any action to remove a charge from a

- credit card account. I would send you copies of the letters, but

" they are in the same folder with the letter mentioned above, and 1

am unable to locate the folder at this time. However, I will con-
C tinue searching for it, and should you wish a copy of any of the

correspondence, please let me know.
If,

(We had the house painted recently, and the boxes containing all of
my records have been moved, stacked, and restacked several times,
and I haven't had a chance to get them all straightened out yet.)

Other than the correspondence, I never kept a record of the names of
any of the individuals who phoned me, nor did I ever meet any of
them, in person. If a list of names were supplied to me, I might
possibly be able to recognize a name or two, but there have been
quite a few of them over several years.

Sincerel1y,

oh n T. Pwrs
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QUESTIONS

TO: John S. Skelly, Jr.

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. Whether you intended to make a contribution or loan to

b. Whether you subsequently took action to 6btain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contribution or loan. ./

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to:

a. Any earlier contacts you may have had with specific
representatives of the Committee or with
representatives of other organizations related to
Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the
names of each and every representative;

b. Any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.

3. If you take action to reverse the specific transaction cited
in the accompanying letter, please state:

a. What office or individual you contacted;

b. When this action was taken.
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-FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION JU! t33.
: WASHIINGON, D(. 20463

;!: June 10, 1993
L-., POSTMA&STER
~Cambridge, MA 02138

Re : MUR 2092

!)eer Sir or Medm:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current m.ailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

(?John Jack Fahey, Jtr.
. 9 Chauncey Street

Cambridge, MA 02138

m Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal electionCommission, an agency of the United States Government, requires.C' this information in the performance of its official duties, and
D that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.

A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further information,
r please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerely,

Alva E. Smith-Simpson I
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Se-rvice Use Only

[f-'i Mail is delivered to the above ades
[" ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).
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!::FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ~ J~IbH :f
, WASHINGTON, D C 20461

~June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Brick , NJ 08724

Re : MUR 2092

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C•F•R. S 265•6(d)(l), we request that you
verify whether th. address given below is one at which mail for
the individual iisted below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individUal,

~is different than the one shown.

~Alexander S. Haig
= 445 Princeton Avenue
... Brick , NJ 08724

Under 39 C.F•R• S 265•8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
' Csl' fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Electi~n

@ r' Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
: . this information in the performance of its official duties, and

__ that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
' A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

• Should you have any question or require further information,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Since relyj

- Alva E. Smith-Simpso
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only
[N9] Mail is delivered to the above address.

]Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: 4: >
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.,-", ""

[ J No such address... ,.
[ I Other (Please Specify). :



55 Manor Drive *8dIvy Hill, New Jersey W06
July 24, 1986

Shelley Garr
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC
20463

I ~1~E FEC
LQeAt~ t~1

Uf3JUL3O Pg
'N, - N,

RE: MUR 2092

Dear Ms Garr:
S rn 73

I have reviewed Charles N. Steele's letter to me dated June 11 .
referring to "specific monies reportedly received from [me) by T
LaRouche Campaign." Mr. Steel directs my questions to you.-

I must assume that there are specific "contributions or loans" to The
LaRouche Campaign which you wish me to confirm or deny as having been
made by me; no identification of any such contributions or loans appear
in your letter. Did your mailroom omit the portion of the mailing

' 1dentifying "that particular transaction"?

I have indeed assisted The LaRouche Campaign financially; all such
assistance has been accounted for to my satisfaction and the Campaign
-has, to my knowledge, discharged all obligations to me satisfactorily.

C~ours very truly,

--David S. Douglass
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REPORTS ANALYSIS REFERRAL

TO
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

DATE: 25 Septenber 1985

ANALYST: Benita Marcus Adler

I. COMMITTEE: Independent Democrats for LaRouche
(C00188888)
Gerald Rose, Treasurer
P.O. Box 859

N" New York, NY 10101

rII. RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. 5441a (f)

1110 BACKGRtOUND:

Receipt of Apparent Excessive Contributions and Loans from
(NIndividuals

~Review of the 1984 reports filed by the Independent
. Democrats for La~ouche comittee ('the Committee') disclosed
" the receipt of apparent excessive contributions (many in the
~form of loans) totalling $76,880 from one hundred and fifty-'

two (152) individuals. The reports disclosed the following
" excessive amounts:

' $ 2,210 = 1964 September Monthly Report
18,950 * 1964 October Monthly Report
32,255 - 1984 12 Day Pre-General Report
24,915 * 1964 30 Day Post-General Report

550 = 1964 Year End Report
$78,880 - Total apparent excessive contributions.

Presented below is a suimary of the excessive
contributions received, the notices sent and the responses
received. For more specific details, please refer to Charts
A and B. Chart A is an alphabetical listing of individuals
apparently contributing in excess of the limitations of
which the Committee has been notified during the normal
review of reports. Chart B is an alphabetical listing of
individuals apparently contributing in excess of the
limitations of which the Committee has not been notified as
these were identified in the review of all reports during
preparation of this referral.



ZUDUPEMDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LAROUCliE
3310M!S ANALUSIS OGC REFERRAL
FAGI 2

Under the column, Action Taken, on both Charts A and B
there are notations of'bane funds.' The Committee
included an explanation of these 'bank refunds' with its
1984 30 Day Pos t-Gener al, 1984 Year End, 1985 April
Quarterly and 1985 July Quarterly Repo~rts. According to the
Committee, the transactions dated on and after November 1,
1964, represent 'bank refunds' of credit card contributions
and loans. The Committee stated that it did not authorize
these 'bank refunds' and that "... the bank's payments to
these contributors were drawn on its own account, and not on
the funds of the campaign." These transactions were
itemized as negative entries on Schedule A-P for the
appropriate contributors and also as receipts from the bank
(Attachment 2). The Committee's reports also itemized
negative receipts dated prior to November 1, 1984. The

~Committee's reports disclosed $19,080 in 'bank refunds' and
$7,350 in negative receipts of the total apparent excessive
contributions and loans received.

-- A. Apparent Violations Discovered During Initial Review

The Committee's 1984 September Monthly, October Monthly,
C4 12 Day Pre-General, 30 Day Post-General and Year End Reports

disclosed the receipt of apparent excessive contributions
~totalling $76,420 (see Chart A). Many of the excessive

contributions were received in the form of loans.

A Request for Additional Information (RIFAI') for all of
these reports was sent to the Committee on April 3, 1985
(Attachment 3). The REAl noted the apparent violations and
requested refunds of the amounts in excess of $1,000. The

' RFAI also advised of possible further Commission action
regarding the receipt of apparent excessive contributions.

On April 16, 1985, a letter from the Committee's
treasurer, Mr. Gerald Rose, was received by the Commission
requesting an extension of time in which to respond to the
REAl (Attachment 4). A Second Notice was sent to the
Committee on April 25, 1985. This notice acknowledged the
Committee's letter and explained that while the Commission
does not grant extensions, this notice in fact granted an
additional fifteen (15) days to respond to the original
request (Attachment 5).

A response was received from Mr. Rose on April 29, 1985.
Mr. Rose stated that many contributions and loans found to
be in excess of the limitations had been repaid. He
indicated that any remaining excessive contributions or
loans would be resolved as rapidly as the Committee could
raise the necessary funds (Attachment 6).



INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LAROUCHE
REPORTS ANALYSIS OGC REFERRAL
PAGE 3

On July 18, 1985, another response was received from Mr.
Roce. He stated that the =... committee is reimbursing over
limit contributions as rapidly as it can raise the funds to
do so" (Attachment 7).

B. Apparent Violations Discovered Dur ing Refer ral
Preparation

The final review of 1984 reports filed by the Committee
prior to this referral disclosed the receipt of additional
apparent excessive contributions and loans totalling $2,460
(see Chart B). The Committee has not been notified of these
apparent excessive contributions and loans.

IV. OTHER PENDING MATTERS INITIATED BY RAD:

None.

i,



Chart A

The attached chart is an alphabetical listing of one hundred
and forty-nine (149) individuals apparently contributing in
excess of the per election limitations. The Committee has
received notification of all apparent excessive contributions and
loans included on Chart A.

I n the column =Date And Aount Of Loan/Contrtibut ion,"
whenever =unitemized = appears instead of a date, it represents
the receipt of unitemized contributions. These amounts were

S derived from the aggregate year-to-date figures that were
reported with the first itemized contribution.

,,(.-
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INDIPIUSN? NIIOCRATS POE LASOUCIIIAPPAIINT ElcEIIIVE I SNlllTOIl - 5904 IIIPO1TS

I*IPOTRIS APPARNTLOAN( L) OR 041t3 AND AMqOUNT OF AOGUCIIAlS uRCuS$1VlMtS OF COITIIIUTOR 3OITIUTI(NC) LOIcOuTmgsuTsOu PacRs TEAR-TO-kUAE MOUNT ARUona & ki Ut

Acoata, Dr. lerllo N. L 10I02104 - S I00 Itl Sank retude 0 100 - I2/24/04 2491L 10/0O104 - 1501 ,o 
1230 11 0/0$/k - I00 I24 750 - 01/la/15s 1

C 10/05/04 - 50 o 54 l/6IL 10/15/14 - 250 140 $l,250 ! 250

Albee, Robert S. L 09/23/04 - 5001/ 11 o n r p y e t 0 0 / 1 15 2 4L 09214104 - 5,00 U0 Loa rame tO 0 - 0320/5 204L IO/3I/04 - 4501 341 I,450 450 200 - 04/21/15 255

50 - 06/1/105 "
250 " 04/21/15 o

Ale~ader, Georia L. C 06115104 - 500 I
€ 001)1104 - 5+bO
C 09/12/04- 500 5) 8.500 500

Allen, Robert D. umiloolled - I00 Sank refund 200 - 02/23105 243C 10 04 04 - 20 326 Loam ra me nt. 20 - 04/03/35 295L 10115I/04 - 250 140 5O0 041|1115s
L 1015/4 * |Ol/ll - 2$0 l5 0 - 04/20/05 o
C 101tI4 - I$0 82
C IOI14/I4 - ISoe 51 l S

j/ Reported as Richard 3. Albee of the aol addreee on Schedule C-P and Ilchedwle 5-P.

0



PAGE 2
~D~N~RAT? P0~LAmIvCNg) 2APPARENT IRLESSIVE CONTS3SUT3UNS - 3964 REPORTS

HAIS OF CONITIUTOR
LOAN(L) OR
¢ONTRiVSTI N0(C)

Anderoon, Jameo K

SATE ANl) ANOINT 01
LOANlC0NITI wi i

0919/4 -
10/23/64 -
10/1/114 -

* 500
500

1,000

ACCUGAT
PACES TEARi-TO-SdkIl

53
1,1

203 $2,000

Anderson, Nary 30/05/64 - sooo

APPARENT

1 AMOUNT ACTIrON & SATE IPASS

Loan forgive. $1,.000 - 01/03/65 24
$1,0 264

100316 -1.0

Reck, M|ilie. S. 30/15/16 - 500
30/30/64 " 3,000

leringer, C.J. 06/09/64t - 1,000
00/29/64 - 50

Loan repayment 50N) - 04/30/65 294

3.500 500

lettlamorll, Craig usltemleed -
30/35/64 -
IO/3I64i -

200
250
150O

Sobo, line C 09/33/t4 - 25
09O/ll/l4 - 25

L 09/20/64 - 3,000

Loan repymnt. 200 - 0410010$ 294iISO 50 - 04l211/55 "3 ,200 200 50 - O4l211/65

100 - 04/20/65

54 Sank refund 25 - 121/64 243
eU 

2 5 - 12 14 /5416 1,050 50

Royce, Wendell Eilliott 09/24/64 - 3,000
12/33/64 - 250 243 3,250

250

.1

j

2,000 3.000

$ZO00

Anderaon, Nary

1to00 IO00

150



ImDEpgNOgwy DINOCRATI ios 3.AEOWCUS
AflAME? LECUSIVI CoemtSassp'raogsa 1964 BEPOBU

NAl Of COIITI5UTOI
LOAN(L) 06 SA~rl aLO A3Nou? oF
coNTIIIaUTaOu(c) IOAN/ciu I llm Ou

IUiPOfTIED

PAGES TIAS-TO-SATE

AfPAMNT
:xCuIIIVg

MElON?

Leesn repeymesta 1 325 - 0)/06/l5 265$ 300 325 " 04/311/6$ 297
100 - 04/20/65

Bradford, James V. 
09/32/64 - 1 300

09/31/64 - 1,000 1l,100

06/137/64l - 3, 000

1o1011114 - 3,000 153 2,000 3,000

Irows, Lyle 3. L 10/l4/64 - 500 I52
L, 3O/34/l4 " 3.000 * 3,50 50

lruser, Eihel N. C I6/23/O4 - 15$ 2
3. 00/50/64 - 5) 24 I,030 I0

iurleoo, Dr. IBaymeald N. 69/3O/64
O69/16O/l4
O9/l2/64
09/32/l4

nurroulnm, NOward H. L
L

Cadrel l, Bonnie L

2$0
25

500

06120/64 - 3.000 24
10/31/64 - 3,000 205

09/12/64 - 250 63
09,14/64 - 50 54
P0103164 - 25 326

Lees repeyeet I6O - 03/26/65 26
60 - 02/26185

lask frend 3,000 - 03/0/Oi 111

loen Iorglvun 445 - 32/30/64 244
256Leen repaysesnt 10 - 04/06/6$ 296

Loam repeyment 25 - 04/08/85 296

3,025 25

Loas repaymest 200 - 04/03/85 299
*AA

5,uuu

Loan repaymnt

200 - 05/24/65 2993. 30/25/64 - 150 264 3,015 15

Bradley, C.U. Bonnet

0

dU iOll • liklll IPJUQII

Iradford JaoeaJ I/,

4evvu 

IDUI

ZOO - 051)4115 1ti



AAJl~rlr SECESIE colsllns~oui - 5904 REutpo(Contributor, with megaotive veceiple reported prier 1. 1110/4 are meted with a. asterisk.)

NAI! OW CONTIIIUTOR
LOA(L) oR
cONTtISUTION(C) SATE dlOS ANDUSI' OW

L0AM/COUt IllusOu PAGES VIAR-TO-ATII

AUPPAREtlr
IECESSIIVE

Aim?
ACTlOl 1 StATEl

Caee, Donald* O00l00/I4 -,

O8/01/04-
00/00/04
oelo0/04

0012)104
0012104

Chapme, trvim umleloed -

0911Oll4 -

150
20
t50
50

I30
1$0
I $0
50

75 05,250 S 250

Nlegative receipt. reported
0- 1 09/51/04

- 15 09131l04
-250 09/1/114i

20
5OO
540

Cute. refund 0 200 - 04/001115 324

5,200 200
Charles, Dorethee 09/50/04

5011)llt flask refunde

5.350 
- a~h&Ia U

Cheakalee, Jabs 00/36/04

250 - I52/54/04 250
250 - 02/19/65 272

00/2l/t4

09/511li
50/03/04
50/03/04

10115/0

?AGS 4

PACEU

0

540
500

50
250

500
50
00

500
150

26

.3

153
a0
iw

IU

5,500

$1,|50 I ]1$o

IIN 3100

Ctkor leo0 0orolbeo

10150

Choakalooe Joke

1,500
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APPRETili EE~i3SSIV CWlTSSllI3lOilS - allot MPSETS

REPEW APPARENT
lOAN(L) 06l DAW £3 £I30U36 O AGCRIEGA?3 ENCESS IVE

mAN[ Or CONTRIBUTOR CONTB3IOUliOI(C) LOAN/OUISIUTION! PACESI WEAR-TO-MWl £A0OUU ACTION & DATE PACES

Chervits, Ales L 10,23164 - $1,000 201 Sank refunds $1,000 - 32/0641 250
L I10129164 - 3,000 W $2,000 $1,000 3,000 - O*l//ss 21

Cingari, Joe L 061/4 - 700 21 Dank refiuede 700 - 11/09/64 206
L 011461 - 200 "200 - 3 I/09/64 "
L. 0114/64 - 300 "300 - I 1100/S4
L l1ll$1i6A - 3.000 II) 2,000 3,00

Clark, Nark L 001I4164 300~ 21 Loan repayment 500 - 04100/65 300
3. 0l/26/64- 300
L. 00/l20/6 " 100 3 ,5I00 500

Clark, iobert uileed - I0 Sank rebind 500 - 52/04/P4 244
3. 09l32l64 - 130 64
3. I36/69li0 - 210 334 3,3I00 I00

Clouto., J.L. 3. 00/09/l6 - 2$0 21
3. 09131614 210S 64
L. O00/24/64 - 450O
3. I0I116 - 350 I)4
3. 3O/2)/64 - 330 200 1,250 250

Cas, Ruth Ann unitaulsed - 125 Loan repaymnt 325 - 0O/6Ol/6$ 300
3.I01151i4 - 3,000 l$34 3,I25 323

Coker, James IS. C 091131/ii - 3,000 $16 Sank refund 3,000 - 11102/10 209
L 30II/13/6 - 3,000 334 2,.000 1,000



PAGE 4

APPAREIN ENCESlIVE CONSIIiOWl - p984I REPORTS(Contributore with negative receipbe reported prier to 11/01/84 are noted with en aeteriek.)

lISUlm APPASIrrLOAN(L) eS DATE ASSa AMOUNT OF ACCUIE ~ SIESS EVENAIl[ OF COMTIIIUTOB CONITIIUTIO(C) LOAU/COSITRliUTIOt PAGES WEAR-TO-DATE AMOUNT ACTIONI & I~ PAGaI

Cortacco, Heles T.n unlteulsed-$ 300 Neative receipt reportedL 09/3184 - 1,000 85 $-1,000 lO011/S4 330L 10111/84 5 ,000 55$ 82,100 $1,100 Ioam repayment $ 100 - 04/o0/a15 301

Cox, John L 09/20/84 - f40i. IS
L 10/15/8.4 - 45O I5$ I,250 2$Q

crietoforo, Nerle L 09/38/8 25 *$s| Sank refunde 150 - 01102185 213L 09I1918 - 150 150 - 031102/85 "L 09tl9/8 - 150 3 ,150 150 250 - 01102/85

D h, h llip C 00/1)/84 - $0 4 Lon repayment 00 - 04/1 85 302
C 00/21/8 - 250
C 09/34/84 - 250 59
L 09/23/84 - 454) 81
C 10124/84 - 50 392l
L 10/24/i84 - $0 211 3,300 100

Dallian, Clyde H. snitemleod - 50 Loon repayment 50 -008/858 302
L 101/84 - 500 15
L 10/I4/84 - 500 ' I5,050 50

DarlltOn, Frank C. C 10103/84 - 3,000 129 Cute, refund 1,000 - 04/30/85 324
C 10/0O5/84 - 3,000 2 ,000 3,00

3/ Isported as returned unpaid by the bank -- meted on Schedule C"P of 19805 July Quarterly Report.



) 5 j,: 2' 6 2 2 I 2i 7

AFFAMElII 660666191 CONI1IIIOVl0ot - I964 i1,Po111s
(Contributors with siegative receipts reported prior to 101104 are soled with as aeteriek.)

P408 1

RPUtE APPARENTLOAN(L) 06 0416£6 AN fuI OF £0G0t60616 ICUSSlVlAM Of COUITRKSIlOS CONOTRtDUTIOUI(C) LOdAlICOITlTItOfill IPAGB8 VIAAt-?O-ISAt AMOUIT ACION & sTIt pIPnsR

Day, Jack C 0010914- $ 500 5
L 011123104 - 500 26
L 09)12114t - 1,000 61 $2t,000 $3,000

Del Noine, GeorgeO C 091104 - 500 59 Nlegative receipt reported
C 091t1004 - 500 - 9-500 10102104 232L 16103104 - 50)0 351 Loam repeysest $ 500 - 06103115 302
L 10003104 " 240 ,060 3,000

Ner, Alomasder ultqmllod- 541
L, o004104 * 500o 1
1. 101OI04- 5010 * I3,05 50

Dietrich, .saeld . 66111104- 45)0 20 Sank refund 225 - 11102104 193
3. IO/101O4 o 400 150
C 1013404 - 225 5304 3,015 15

Dodd, loe C III11104 l ,00010 330 Loan repaymento 500 - 01/21615 26?
3. 1011104 - 5,000 2I2 2,000 3,000 125 - 03121115 "

155 - 04,16105 303
2t20 - 06103185

Dodge, David uniteuised - 15 lin refund 3,000 - 11104 251
L 09121104 - 3,000 H 300 - 02l39/I5 245
C 10/31/04 - 300 193 1,315 315

31 Reported as returned unpaid by the bask -- soled on Schedule C-P of 1965 July Quarterly Report.

cost r but Lost~l This contributios is reported fro. Na. lUgene hodd of the same address but appers to have been aggregated with thereceived from linee Dodd.

0 !



AprAlgo ILICESSIVE C0WrItIISlrlOUSl - 194 REFOTa

AS LOAN(L) 01 BAT ASD ANUS OP LORIAT Excq IvR

oneldso., Iobert C. L 06126/8 - * 200 2l lek relved 9li~ - 2ll~l 14C 09I59/8 - 100 4 Loam repea.egte I6 - SSI2411S 30L 0 9 1 15 J 4 1 0 8 6I IL 50/23184 5,000 25) si,oo $I.o 10 - 04/03/lS "
river, Arthur L 00/22/84 - 3.00 29 lask refund. 5,000 - I1114 255L 09/20/84 - ,0 I3 2! 000 1,00 1 ,00 - 12/19/84
river, baa 1. L 01311114 - 000 29 lank refln 5,00 - I1224/4 255L 10/30/4 -5,00 2I) 3.00 I,00
,tchich, Richard L 06/54l/8b .O0 29 lamk relunde 1.000 - 12/21/4 255L 00/30/84 3.6 2,000I~ 5,00 5.00 - 52/35/4 "
erie, Wi11iam J. C 06/30/84 - M S 

,lam reflnd 20 - 02/55/I$ 15SL 06/13184- * 0 110 
50 2/565 .I I6 1 4 - 5 0" 

0 1 1 1 1I . 09/59/84- 36 * 1,20 250
mor, ome S I 6/ 1/4 - 50 00

5. O6/20/84 5 40 "5. 10115114 - 50 559 I,56 50

ereit, Jameo N. C 06/10/84 - 30 1
C 01884 - 250 "5. 06/23/84 - 20 3C 09/21/84 - 150 II 5,30 0



' i6 22 I 9
I N0PIIIMIT DNOCRATS FOB LABtOUCUE

AIPPARENtr IlCUlllVE COIiTrlllIrrioS - 1904i REPOITS

lAOS 9

LOISL)SPOIrTES APPARENTrL OA N L) I I l11 Al kl )U i OFAC C IZO ATS L XC I I V ENAi OF COUTrlrUtllOB COIWTII1IUTiOU(C) L.OA111C0UTiSIUTIOUl PACE8 YEAS-TO-SATE ANOUNT ACT~iW A SATE PAGIS

Ferracone, Lillian ueteeuaed-$ IS0 Sank refund S 1S0 - 11/20/64 I9
L09/12/64 - 1,000 91 $1,110 $ 110

Fletcher, C.H. C 09/91164 - 10 A1 Loan rapapuemt 10 - 0/10111 304
L. 0911114 " 1,000 92 l,0l0 10

Frack l o s, David C 0 1 231 S11 - 210 S l asso Io r iv esl 100 - 0 10 11 5 305

LI 1O0/24/64 1 00 *ll 100 - 06101/65
1. 10/164 Itt0 * IW - 0410 11$ "

3. 10/16911 1 00 "I illlL. 10/39/64 10 "10lOSllI$ "
3, 1O111114 IN

1, IStl/04O I10 * "105

II. 0I/24/1 lim 500 9

3. 10/01/04 - 5O0 140 1,010 10

Franck, Albert J. 3. OII3tP - 500 I1 Loan repapulest. 500 - 04/30/05 305
L 06/l1/6 - 500 SoN) - 04/30OS
L 09/04 li4 - 400 93
L. 09/10/64 " 600 2.|000 1,000

SI1

I



5' 45622l! .OINOIPtINT OEUOCETI P06 LAROUCHE
AIPPARENTr EICISSlVI CoUTI6rllVTrliW - 5964 REPOSTS

(Contributors vith meseilvo roepte roeported prier to I11/01 aro meted uith en asterisk.)

PAGE t0

REtPOITlUS APPARENTI
LOANa(L) 06 4 LOSdl AnMOISr OF' ACCICI"' IICIIiVlR

NAIE Oit COTaiI/TOll WNTII3SUTIOUI(C) LOA/ICOurlrsslUTou PAGES VEtAl-TObATE ANouNT ACTION & SI' AE

Freahour, Fred Vf. L O01l3184 - $1,000 I1 Loam reparmeetse $ 200 - I21)ll841 259
C 09112116 - I00 42 200 - 0111S5 260
L 012/1114 - 100 93 $1,200 S 200 20 - 04/03/35 305

Gibbons, James 5, L 09121,84 - 1.100 94 1.100 100 Sank rotund 1,600 - 11/26/84 215

Cibsoos Adlono U. L O0/31/6 - 500 33 Loin repaymlent 250 - 04/19/65 3045
L 1Ol 0/1/84 " 3,600 I565 I, o l O0

CullsI, Ceorle C 3IeI/84 - 10000 I)1
C 16/I)/84 " 1,000 2,l000 t,000

Cl.e., IPaul A. C 0/1/I41 25 10 9 Sank Irolunde 1,000 - 11/19184 195
C @9/0/8411 " I,00 6) I5,250 2)0 250 - 11/23/84b 245

Coos, Carmen V. a. 0I/5t/84 - . 9,0)t
I. 10/28/84 " t,000 11 2.000 1.000

Croanvado, Georlo IS. L 09/201/8 - 500 94 Loan ropayents 500 - 12/)1/8dl 259
L 09/20/14 - 25b0 U 250 - 1111114
L 09/24/84i - 250 "50 - 12/)1184 *
L 10101/84 - 500 142 200 - 01121115 2169
L 10001/84 - 500 " 2,000 5,O00 200 - 03/01/65 ,

200 - 04/003/65 301
I00 - 0/28/65 U

Sank relund 500 - 03/14/15 14

Crindloy, Robert0  C O0/29/84 - 500 9 Ueleieav receipt reported
L 09/20/84 - 1,000 94 1,500 500 $-1,000 - 10/24/84 214

0

0



~3~AK622 lii
I~06FsHKwT 0S~C64?S FOO LAROIICHK

AIFAUSH? £ICS8StVS tGIITUhIVTlows 3964 hIFOSTS

NAl OF COISIITOIB
LOAH(L) os
CUIITI0H(C)

OATS Ail AHOUWl OF
i,0N/icosrvaTalelrIOm

SEPOSISI
ACCUIECATS

FPAG SS TUAB-TO- OATS
EXCELS vI V

AHOUN?
Hale, S. Tho.as 

30/89164 - 6 100

ACTlOsl & bd&TS

10/20614 - 1,000
lil
et $1, 100

S 100

Harrlngton, Brent 
30/04 /64

hnkb refueda I 100 - 0l/29/65 211
8,000 - 01/29/15

10/04/64
10/104

I00

1,000

Loon repaymeete

3,000

Nart, Arthur 5. C 00Ollll4 - 10 04 L1arn repayp,,es~t 10 - 0006105
L 0OII 004 - 0 91
L I6O68164 - 100 30) 1 .050 10

Hart, Thou.. V. Jr. C 0011616 - 1SO1. 16 Cota. reie4 SO - 0oiwis$ 3:o
C 09/111104 - 104 04
C gill9Il! - I300
C 091ll164 - I300
C 1O063/6 " 1114 3)
C 10111l -l~ " 800 "1,050 50

Hayden, Dwight L 06/2916/4 - I3,000 33
C 0913/614 - 3,000 4 2,000 1,000

Heintn-Hasnamn aertara L. uoltemleed - 25 Loan rapayeat 25 - 00/06/65 30
L10101164 - 1,00D0 10,4 8,021 25

• 1 
.

This €oaetrlbutlom Is ureported from Thome V. Hart of the4 am aldraaa bat surama.a a . . .... bm. L. - ,. -.... ,.

FPAG I I

PISi

100
800

200

0)1001015
Oil00/61
O4/80/lI
00/03/1

23

3U

300
eU 0

0

He|o, I. ThcNnee

$ PO0

NorrLnltOn, Irool

recetved Ira Tlunuo W. flirt Jr. ........... rr .... -- ..v. .... -ll -lUSW- wlKn [ha €oll rlegllOll



APPASINT IXCUS$IVI COWTISUTIOwS - 5954 REPORTS(Conerihutore wi th meitve areceipte reported priert to 55/05/64 are noted

PAGE 12

with an aeteriek.)

NAE OF COINTIIIUTOS
LOANI(L) 0i3
CONTIIUTiOU(C)

DATS £30 £13333r OF
LOAN/COSSTSIIUTIOl

AGGOIGATI
PAGES TIAS-TO-DATE

APPAUN~Tr
iicis||v|

£NOSDUT ACTION & OATS

ileI Jemee I0/05/54 - $1.000
10/54/54 - 5,000

Nhr*, Ja... C 00/23/I64 - 250 55
C 01)110004 - 5 ,000 45
C 50/03/14 - 5.000 534 2.250 5,250

Ilowich, Georlo wmlelsiod - 50 Iamb relid 81,000 - 02/12/05 18
L I50/l5il4 - 5,000 259 1,050 50

Headeo., Nlelvia C. L 00,51,64 2OO 34 Loa. ropapsleeg 500 - 04/00/a$ 31O

S 09l/24/4 250 t
S 09/24/64t 500

€ I0/05/54 - 5 I54

L 10/05/14 - O50
C 50/14/14 300 534 Iol00 500

flumel, Sherman 5. waitelmed - 25 Sank refundo 25 - 52/04/54 244L10/15/54 - 5,000 541 5o025 25 1,000 - 03/2465i 21t

Iumorc, J. Iobett L 00/29/54 - 5,000 34 Neiatlye receipt reportedC 100311)4 - 50 134 8-50 - 10/22/54 259L 50/03/64 - 500 541 2,000 5,000

82,000

PAGES

v th an eoteciek.)

ACflOil • I)4111[

llo000

0



) .'j i 6 2 2 1 ,".
INA PItIIII? INOCRAlS10 AOI CSSK'l

APANANT IKCSlIlVlr CUTISSITIOSS - 190)4 IIlPOSI'S

PAGE I)

*lPIT0 APPAUNTLOIL) 00 IS~ £00 ANOUNW Wf AGOSCAT ilCSlIVSNUt O1 COfnTiSIITl COITSiOTIlOl(c) LO£N/coulmIgoTIu F I| VIAl-TO-MITS &mOUu &cnm~ & intul

Janola, Donald C 00/30/04 - 9 210 I2
C 09/30/04 - 10 44
C i0t134l04 - 300 31$
L IO/0. - 100 220 01,300 $ 300

Jered, robert L. L 09/24/04 - 210 100 Loin repaysit $ 210 - 04/03/015 33
L 01/24/04 - 250
L 10/03/04 - 100 131.
L I0/14/04 - 100 3 ,100 10

Jarsa., Nec C 00/09/4 30I0 I2 Loam repayment 300 - 04/0011 3 11

L 09/24/04 - 300 lo00
3. 10/15/0 - 0.10 340 I,500 100

Jecne, Albert N. L. 00IN0M0 3 ,000 3
3. 00/20/04- 100 801 1, 500 100

Either, GarCia P. 3. 09/20/04l - 911 I02 Loan repayment 911 - 04/3001 312
L 50001 - 3,000 349 3,911 911

Eate, Dr. Joseph L 00/37/04 - 210 34 Loan repaymeat 100 - 04/00/05 332
L 010204 - 210
C 09/39/104 - 300 41
C" 024/0ll4 - 300 "
C 10/1t/04 - 200 I34
C 10/23/04t - 200 394 5,100 100

0

oo i il



PACK 14S INKPg~KU?~kNilA44Og~LROJDCNg:; ~
APPAUNT £KC(SSIVI cws'rmsslnlogss - 984 sapoars

EAS O COTIITO

LOAJ(L) 08
aNITB13IIOU(C)

341 £33l AMON OP
LA/cogsTlllsl~lOu

SEPOWTSI

PACKS TIAS-TO-lma15

APPAUINT
ElcUSllVE

AMOUNT
Kennard, Dr. John V. 00129/84

ACTIlON & DISLI

09l04ll4
09,OO1184

Knapp, Martin J. Jr.

Kupfer, Mrs. Terry

011/14 -1,01
09/21184 - awOoo

08/23/84 - 3,000 I)

2,000
3,000

Lappao, George 
Lea~ON-I Pbn ropaymnto S 200 - 0IIIIIS 313

3,OIIN-100 le ,0 ,000 200 - 0010316S o
400 - 04/30/65

Lelbtillir, Lield. L 0013016- 250 30
L' 9I4O6 - 30 105
L' 31001104 " 300 513
3. 10/11/8 -~l " 00 * 1,35S0 3S0

l~orintI~ry . uilalia - 10lank reouved I,000 - 02/01/83 266
Ig 1056 - 3,000 131 1,020 20

lord, David Phil L, 0131184 - 100 39 Lon repayment 1,000 - 111114 240
L. 09124184 - 1,00 104 5,300 100

60Thiu contribution is reported from Mrtin J. Knapp ot the sam address but snliarl ia hiwi b--------------. •1... .....

......-r-...... .. **l. lll **l wm~* [us cOngrlsmtatmaruceivee trom Martin J. Knapp Jr.

-$ 350

1O0

500 83,400 8400

IPAiCKS

0

Kannard, Dr. John r.

$I,6

1,000



p&GI Is

APPAMUTIN IIcsIIIVg cwsIssvIaus~ - 1!16 sapoerll

US[POSrUS AIPPASENT
LOAN(L) OsI M A I AN AOUWI' OF AGCGI3t £KCSSIIVSMA)l OF CONTUIUTOlS CoNTnISUT1OU(C) LOA3ICONITISUIIOII P!ACIS 1 SIM-TO-bATIS AH0UWT A~rION & IS A CESI

Lyon., Harry J. L O00|16 - 6 200 512 Loin repayment. $ 200 - 04/06/65$ 334
L 10/30104 - 250 22l so - o0&1u1015 "
L 1013001 - 250 W
L 100/001 - $00 " 1,200 $ 200

Ie~hon, Charles S. Jr. L 09120114 - 50O0 l00
L 10/11156 " $040 113
SIO//,lIsb " lo 222|, 1,000,o

Wahowohi, laity L 06/05/5 o  1350 40 Loan repayment 150 - 0000/05 384b
3. 05/40/54 " 500
I. 0500/5- lo0

I. 101/32/ - 300 301
3. I01112/54 " 50
3. 11901164 500 "I oOSO so

Naris, Ernest 3. I0/01101 - I,060 313l Loan ,repayment 1,000 - 04/30/65 314
L 10/23/54 " 1,000 222 2,000 1,000

Karuniak, Aloe C 10/03/5 - 1,000 I1 hank refund I,000 - 03/14/1$ 20
L 10/33/54 - 1,000 213 2,000 1,000

INattiash, Hr.. Silg L 06/022/54 - 250 43
L 06/22/54 - 250!.' "
3. 09/25/54 - 250 106
L 09/25/54 - 250 "
L 09/25/54 " 1,000 "2,000 3,000

V/ The two loans received on August 22,195 Ia re reportedaggregate total and on Schedule C-P for Nre. Oleg Natitiesh. on Schedule A-P from Oleg Nattiash; however, the amounts are incluled in the
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APPAUINT II3c6IIIYI COU1rlII!TIWSIS 59- ISBPOS(Centrikutnre wth~ naget~a ei~ts~ reported prier to 13/015164 "are meted with an asterisk.)

LOAN(L) 06 M?3 ASS ANO~VIW OP AGGUG1t suInss$1viKANE OF CONT|ISUTOB CONIIIUTION(C) L@A1/COTIhtSTIOu PAG$ TVSA-TO-SATI asus ACTtSW & MI FAGU

Mayberry, Henry0  C 011164 - S 100 54 INegetva receipt reported
C IO/09/0 - 210 I36 5-500 - 50/25134 591
L 50I5464 - 110 I14 I1500 6 10

Mc:Donald, Jemee C 09/10/64 - 100 6
L. 50/04/6l4 - I ,000 51$ 1.100 100

NcFrlin. loderick D. L O0120164 - 210 45 Senk refwnd $ 100 - 12119/64 213
L 091114 - 210 100 Le repap lemt 500 - 04/20/51 351
L 10/2)/64 - 100 22e ,200 200

Mkmailht, WleslN Jr. L 10,ll164 " 5,000 221
L. 1)ll1Ik - 21O 5 ,210 10

.Eeyero GeOrge S. IlI•  L. 001266 - 10 42 NegatiVe receipt reported
L. 10111i6 - lo000 114 5,510 10 5-Io00 - 1011114 224

ill.n, linildo L 0 0101 4 - I00 42 ank refudo I00 - 01 04/IS 261
5. 501)1164 - 5,00 224 5,5100 500 1,000 - 0110611

o rgan, i1lfrd L. 1 0 5I 1l 4 - 10 0 117 ank r efu d 10 0 - 01/ 06/61 11
5. 10/30164 " 1,000 221 5,100 50

Morse, De~lte C O6/29/64 - 1,000 31 Negative receipt. reported
L 09/20/64 - 5,000 509 2,000 1,000 $-5,000 - 1050114 I)9

-5,1000 - 50/24/64 226

O

0



(Ceetribusors with megaiwe coeolpas repeuled prier Io 13/01/04 are meted with an aoteriok.)

lAO 36

L(L) OS MU AS £IN O PAOn £ PPAM VP|

Niishimura, Dale umltinlsed-$ I30 Loan rapayme-4t ) 3 - 0105 311
L. 101Mill4 - 900 229 $1,0)4) $ 30

0Si lvan. Stuart S. L 09120104 - 500 133 Sank refunda 500 - 0)1l8lOS 262C 10 /164 104 - 25 30 50 - 0 320/05 261
C 101)0104 - 500 99 1,025 .25

earsom, Nardlym C 09/34/0 - 5 71 Loon reppee 300 - 04/30/05 336
I. O0/26l04 - 3,00 83 I .005M 5

lepper. Jack V. 3. 00/26/04 - 500 44
3, 00/26104 - 590 "
3. 00111104 - 250 II)
I. 30/23/04 - 150 )0 2,00 3I000

Perry, Lulls.l C Ii/p/0 - I.60 34I link refunds 3,00 - 3I/I$/04 20C ll0l/300 - 3.000 2 ,00 3I00 3I00 - 01/02/65 206

Pters, Thomas i. 3. 00120104 - 250 45
I. 00l1lil4 - 250 333
L. 00/26/04ll- 50 "
C 101/04 - 250 I43C 10/30104 - 100 200 I, 1S0 150

Peterson, SichardO C 00/19/04 - 3,000 72 Negat~ve receipt reportedL. 101604 - I.00 119 2,00 1.00 5-3l00 " 10/20/04 233
S..k reiued 3.00 - 02/35/85 ZOO

O



EAI Ov co011r11I'01o
LOANI(L) OI SATE1 AIIICOUlllTEISi13( c) LOAIN/II

AIIPARENIT IICEIIIVE C€I.3IIITIOIII 19514 EIPOIlr

l AHOUVI OF AGOUCA TE EIISSLYlEIgslllull IPACES YEAS'TO-SATEI ANOWIT ACYlIln & ,--e -....

Norton, Wlllam *, C 01111 - 21 3+ 5 Learn repa~mt $ 300t - 041005 334C 011111 - 210 49
C 09/24114 - I00
L 10/11/54 - 100 31 5I !1,00 S 100

Moule, Willim nI. saiseiled - I00 Len repayment 100 - 04/08/15 314
L10/30/54 - I.000 225 II00 I00

Nullime, Gerald L, 00/10154 - 3.000 43 Loam repaymts I00 - 03/0e/15 291I, l61fl/54 - 100 22I0I 3.0 0 400 - 05/30/1 311

Nv~iPal 0 0|)1i - 1,00 43Loan repayment. 200 - 06103/15 31C 0 9 / 2 4 1 5 4 * 3 I 0 0 0 0 4 91 0 01 0 01 0 6 1 1 1

Nel , arl€ 011 11 * 00 19Sank refund 1.000 - 12/24/54 241

w.v-v 5*U~g

Naes~n, Judy 00l26/00 .

10019/14 .
30/29/54

I,ws
210

0

111161 - t0 1989,

43
10
340

100 1,100

0

macnc, bland E. L 09/23/54 400 130
C 10/11/00 - 200 340
C 13/34/54 - 300 399
C 12/24/54 - 200 241C 32/33/54. 400 3.300 300

|,l

• utl • . . . ..
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IEURPRIOSU? ISNOCIAIS 101 LAICOCHI

AUUARIT IICI5SlVg GOUTRISVTIOI - 5900 MIORTS

NAIl Of COUTRIIUOR
LOAn*(L) 06
€011TIl5UTliOU(c) SAY £130 ASINIr oP

LOAIc lIRIT3
AOGUCAtSI

PIS~~l TRAIR-I'O-STI

APAS~fIW
IcSIlS I V

APSUNT
Piereon, Allan uelteiniaed-S

AC'TIOMI & SAYS

101O9100 -
10101100 -
1O11O/00 -
IO/ll/00 -

Loan repo~epsea SO1 - 04/00/0 319

$1,010 10
Perche, Nor1a.

10 II'

55111I " 1000 33N 3,300 300

Lon eapeI 0 -0/I/I 3

lob~aovigl, Alas 3. 1ll11100 3 ,000 333 Lees ropayaente 300 - 04/03/01 3303. 10130100 * 3,0O0 u 3,000 1,000 000 - 04/30101 *

brick, Robrt C 0013110 * 300 14 lashrefunde ISO - 1110910 301
OO/00113O0 - 1,00O 44 3.500 300 1.000 - 31/09/00 3)3

Read, Nildred U. L. 10/0f00 - 1,000 agl
3. 11/0l/i0 - 1,000 334 2,000 1,000

Loan repapuent I00 - O4/0I/I1 339
emlltmimeid-
09l13O0I I -
301111i00 -

PAIS

Platoon, Allan

$1,OSO $ SO



APPARNT ICElSlIVE cONTRIOOTIONl - 39164 REPORTS(Contrl~butors withl meat~va ireceiplts reported prier to 11/001/4 are meted with Co asterisk.)

NA~OF C0NTIOR0
LOANt(L) Os
CCiTIRTIO(c)

SATE ASS) A6Ir or
IA/C01TIRIO0

REPORTER

P~clS TEAIR-TO-SATE

APPARENT
RXEESSVE

ANOUNT
ACTION & SATE

Rice, Peter V.
I10114 " 1.000

lire, Janet

0913114

Ichioderback, Jeaette 00114104 -

09/25/64 -
10/1$14 -
10/23164 -

$2,000

400
60O

1,000

250
250

250
250

250 231 3,250 250

531,000

2,000 1.000

315
l62

Loam reppets $ 250 - 03/061/O 292
200 - 04/11/1S 321
200 - 06/03/l5

Cute. refuad 1,000 - I2,31lt 24
leak refund 3,000 - 01/29/1S 249

6

lcheld, Walter A. 311 I6/61164
I0/64164
1011t14

Ccharta, Dan L. 09!34,64
1013114

Shooster, Char les0 06/106/64
06/33/64t
06/l51/64
09/l2t4

150 231 3,250

leak reflunds

1,310 500 - 02I1iia~
250
250
100
250

-250 - 10/31/64 U1,250

350 - IIII3/64

100 - 0211511S

Reported megative receipts
6-500 - 10/33/64

PAGE 20

PAGES

202

1,000

lIlO 250

1,)50

lIlO
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tuDEpEugguT DINOCRATI FOB LAROUCUE

APPARENT EXCESSIVE CONTRISIITIS - 1900 REPOETS

NAME OF CONTIIIUTOII
LOAN(L) 03 BATE AB AINODE F

LOll l/"OUTlISlIIT 101

REPORTED

PAGES TEAS-TO-ATE

APPARENT

ANOUNT ACIOU(B S ATE

Shuesta, Charles S. ueitmIa.d-$ 200

1013010 - 9oo

2)1 $1,100 $100
Silvaruan, Narda s.Itmlu.d-

Loon rapaymast $ too - 06101105 322

olaI10 -

10/0110 -

loll II16

I00
200
200
250

250 1,200
Saydar, Dr. Jobs N. 00126100

Cuto. Ire lid 200 - O61/0155 31

1O/02104

IOO
0

250 IS) 1,250 250

II0
I1S

Loon ropementa 100 - 00103165 323
I$0 - 0610315

SOla, Juln S. L
L
L
L.

Sp, rry, Nichail V.

10110114

10130100

0012010

10/0510
10/0510
10/15/0
101/25/0

250
0

200
200

200 202 1,200

II!
238

el

el

144

Loam rep,]meata 100 - 031ool05 29

200 - 00110105 323
200 - 0610315
too - 00/21105
IOO - 06/26/85

I,t!00

PAGE II

PAGES

Shumeteo Chorloe II.

131 $10100 $ IOO

lilvoreon, Herr|e

IIit

ln;ioro 0r. Je e N.

IlSO 130

IIOO



APPASEi? I[ICgiI|vS OrU3iSUIOIghi - J9k MPOITU'(Centributore with egative receipte lreperted prier t. iiI01084 are meted with am eteriek.)

LOANCL) OS MAiTlS £33I ANR OIF IPAGS & LOGATS RRSl¢11VlNASS Or COUTIIlIlr0 COSTIIUIOuC(C) LO@ah/c0msagssrInu IrlAll ISAlL l-M Ar AuIOUwrrr~l lTI dO
Sltaples, D.C. Jaseoe L. 00I2910p - $ 100 49 Reported eetive receiptC 09111118 - 300 15 

6100-1/13 3

L 10/03/34 - 1.O00 3Mt 2,00 I,.O00
Steiner, Fred £. Jr. L 008 V0M - 9,000*1 491 0
Se iner, P ar ii . C 10 /fI/ 0A - 1,0 06 45

Staveme, Virgiemiaemil4- 
5 Lean roiled ever 300 - I3/30/1i4 245L 010/0t - 5010 520 Lens feriivem 500 - 031II105 323

L IO3/10/4-P0 1! 
0 -OO /5100 

- 3 ]001 255 100 50 300 - 03/1/115 '
Oto. raised SO - 6/08/0s 321_1 This cemtribultiem is reported from Frod A. Steimer of the sae addreaa but appears to have been aggregled with the eetributimreceived from Fred A. Steiner Jr.1/ The Cmmittee reported "rellim8 over a the $300 lean em Schedules a-p and 3-?. The Coeittee alo reported the fergivemega of emtotallin8 $1,000 em Narch II, I985g however, the forgiven leaoe wero en reported e Schedule 5-F.



PAcK 2)
APIPAINT IlC5SIg CGUIfllSWllrOgl - 3964 BUIOSTI 

-

OAN(L.) OS
00N1TlgrlSITIO(c)

Swanog frak V.

Thrasher, Narlarot 3. L

gokeler, Savid 6.

61311 AIS AlNUli OF
LI, OUmisIrIIIUI

urltemls.d-$ 20O
I0)/04 - 300

tO/O)164 - 25O
Il05I64 - 250

00,09164 540
09/0tl04 - 540
NOTION4 - i

emlteultod-
iO/)I/4 o

101)3164 - 25011' U

2$
150

U £a.aee a - - -- Y *WV

240

£I TSA-TO-kur AINOUNT ACTION A SAurlF41

Loo. repaeest $0 I - 0-E/llO 324
I00 - 010165

1.500 500

25
Vollear, Job. me

Walton, To.

O9124164
IO/It/l04 -

I22
U

*~~lg 59 241 2.00 1,000

0012110 - 250 19 Sank refund ,lO - 11126164 254

IOI The tw, loarn receoled on October 31, 13904 were meted as returned Unpald by the bank and were noted om Schedule C-P of the 1905 JwlyQuarterly Report.

NAUl Of ONTIIIUTOI

I

ilU



PAGE 246 ~ ,o2~ja~ucwg' 4AflAME? LICISSIVI CUUTEIIIDTIOS - 3924 MPOITS

NAl 01 CON!IlIUTOI
LOA(L) Os
WOUtISOTZOu(C) MIS Ass10.'O~ OP

LfW/€OuTaisvuTOu0 AOGU8 AIU-l
'warns.'~
IsCun'I'

AdlIOsI & 2415i

Watkins, Led.7 C. 09/23/24

30/04104
Il'/2l4

-$ 50o
$00
900o
300

I61
Il

* $2,000
West lend, Sieves 

0/i)/4 - 200

leak roluad $ 500 * 12/19/24 254

$1,000

Olt214 - 1,00

I, 200
Wiemem, Willie. 

00/22/24

Crate. ref red 200 - 04100/85 327

09/23/24l
10l14/24

100 3,250
WI~em., lebert 

00121/24
00/2i1/l4
09/1l/l4

0

1,000
leak refuad 1,000 - 12/1/114 254

324 zoos 3.000
Wi leon, Deald C

L 00/09/l4 - 210
O0/20/24 . 000

Yoauns, As.. S. 25
100

-,uiuuwq - )UU Iit 1,01 25
Zonderven, leith P, L I0/1614 - 3,000 144 eank relwede 3,000 - 12/26/24 240c l11l/l64 - 1,000 INo 2,O00 1,000 l,~O - 12/24/14 I

250

100

09ll 9114
09/20/24

1,050

Watkine, Laelay G.

hot land, lionel

I,|00

Vienna, Villioi

loin

V|llqne, lnklft

Ill It00 low

1,0SO

Loam rapayamnt 25 -061#185 ]15



) ti 2 4 3 6 2 21/5
INSIPENSENT SSNOCMfl POE LASOSCUS

APPAISET LICISSIVI COUTS1SUTIS - 1964 lEPOSIS

IS of COUTIIIUTOI
LOAN(L) OS SALTE ASS AMouNT oP
colrrslllnhOll(C) LOAUICOu~rr I a'lOu

ISPOSITI)

IPAGI UlAI-TS-ATE

APPASEUT
*ucgsSaIvs

aimuwr ACTION & SAtE
Zondervan KewLa L. 06/13/64

O6ll3164
01116II
I106II6
I1066

-$ aOO
zoo

300

lask refwsd $ 300 - 32l261 246

" 51t200

S 200

Ii

L.J

0i

IPACE 35

PACEAcIrlOll & DATI

Zondorven, lavLn I,.

• i

,!

$ 2OO



S S

Char t B

The attached chart is an alphabetical listing of three (3)
individuals apparently contributing in excess of the per election
limitations. The Committee has not received notification of the
apparent excessive contributions and loans noted on Chart B.
These were discovered during the preparation of this referral.



S
dI4AI1 l

1L 622! / 7
lAOS I

INANSEIII COIStSIVOU I1984 lliSPOS

IWUOiYSS AW~tAurrLON(.) 0S 1M1U ASS £ll0Uf OF £OGMOAU EECUlltywu4J Or coanrritl( COuITrSIlIglroui(C) LOAU00Oltralirnou PISK WrlA11olo-Mlr AmIoDST ACTION & MUrl IPwg

ioltsrr George a. 0/0/64 - 91.000 !9t
3L 1001111)4 1,0.o 16 $1 000 93,o000

Slkiluner, Framnk V, L 0||0218 - 500 ii? Deank retunds S 500 - 11/09/85 237
3. 09112115 - 300 )Oll 10 0 0-IMI//t U0

L 09/2/54 200 00 - 111091I5a. 10/25/54b - 000 231 000 06)

lVeerts, Sail S. C iSlM o i 340 Loam reproatute 1I0 - 03/27/85 294
a. I36l30t8 - "60 Il9 150 - 04/10115 325
3. I6/25/54 - 156 242 150 000 350 - 003/85 ,

II These leans vere sot a~regsted om tihe Coitteese reports although they appeared to be free the se ladividual.street addrese1 state end sip code are Itemied far each entry. Thel mil m



1325 K Street, N.W. .7",
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL C(XJNSEL' S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION__

SOURCE OF MUR: INTERNALLY

nr.4 All :42

RAD Referral #85L-40Staff Member:
Laurence E. Tobey

GENERATED

RESPONDENTS ' NAMES :

cO

Independent Democrats for LaRouche, andGerald Rose as treasurer, and: Dr. Sergio M.
Acosta, Robert S. Albee, George L. Alexander,
Robert D. Allen, James K. Anderson, Mary
Anderson, William R. Beck, C.J. Beringer,
Craig Bettandorff, Emma Bobo, Wendell Elliott
Boyce, James W. Bradford, G.U. Bennet
Bradley, Lyle E. Brown, Ethel M. Bruner,
Dr. Raymond M. Burgison, Howard H. Burroughs,
Bonnie Cadwell, Donald Carnes, Irvin Chapman,
Dorothea Charles, John Cheakalos, Alex
Chervitz, Joe Cingari, Mark Clark, Robert
Clark, J.L. Claxton, Ruth Ann Coats, James H.
Coker, Helen T. Cortazzo, John Cox, Mario
Cristoforo, Phillip Dahl, Clyde H. Dallas,
Frank G. Darlington, Jack Day, George Del
Homme, Alexander Der, Donald Dietrich, Eugene
Dod d, David Dodge, Robert G. Donaldson,
Arthur Driver, Mae E. Driver, Richard
Dutchick, William J. Eberle, Stoney D.
Elmore, James M. Everett, Lillian Ferracone,
C.H. Fletcher, David Frackelton, Dr. Richard
P. Francis, Albert J. Franck, Fred W.
Freshour, James S. Gibbens, Adlene S.
Gibson, George Gillis, Paul A. Glass,
Carmen V. Goss, George D. Greenwade, Robert
Grindley, B. Thomas Hale, Brent Harrington,
Arthur B. Hart, Thomas W. Hart, Jr., Dwight
Hayden, Barbara L. Heintz-Hannan, James
Hinkle, George Holtzner, James Horn, George
Hovick, Melvin C. Hudson, Sharman B. Hummel,
J. Robert Hummer, David Janssen, Robert L.
Jared, Max Jarman, Albert H. Jones, Garcia P.
Kather, Dr. Joseph Katz, Dr. John F.
Kennard, Martin J. Knapp, Jr., Mrs. Terry
Kupfer, Georqe Lappas, Linda LeBoutiller,
Mary E. LeFriant, David Phil Lord, Harry J.
Lyons, Charles D. Mahon, Jr., Betty Makowski,
Ernest Marnn, Alex Maruniak, Mrs. Oleg
Mattiash, Henry Mayberry, James McDonald,

A'D
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Roderick D. McFarlin, William McKnight, Jr.,
George B. Meyer, III, Rinaldo Millan, Wilfred
Morgan, DeMilt Morse, William E. Morton,
William N. Moule, Gerald Mullins, Paul Munch,
Carl Neff, Judy Nemenz, Roland E. Nicht, Dale
Nishimura, Stuart D. Ogilvie, Marilyn
Pearson, Jack W. Pepper, Lillian Perry,
Thomas J. Peters, Richard Peterson, Allan
Pierson, Norman Porche, George Porto, Alan
Rabinowitz, Robert Ranck, Mildred H. Read,
Peter F. Rice, Janet Sare, Jeanette
Schloderback, Walter A. Schmid III, Dan L.
Schwartz, Charles Shooster, Charles S.
Shumete, Harris Silverman, Frank W. Skinner,
Dr. John M. Snyder, Juan B. Sosa, Michael W.
Sperry, D.C. James Staples, Greg Stark,
Fred A. Steiner, Jr., Patricia A. Steiner,
Virginia Stevens, Frank W. Swanson,
Margaret E. Thrasher, David S. Unkefer,
John R. Vollmar, Tom Walton, Lesley G.

C Watkins, Steven Westland, William Wieman,
Robert Wiggins, Donald Wilson, Emil S.

-- Wuertz, Anne S. Young, Keith P. Zondervan,
Kevin L. Zondervan

: RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i)
2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2)

C 2 U.S.C. $ 441a~a) (1) (A)
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)

'C'
INTERNAL REPORTS CH ECKED: MUR 1852 (and MURs consolidated

~therein)
-... Memorandum to Commission (March 20,

1985)

t GENERATION OF MATTER

~This matter was referred to the Office of General Counsel by

the Reports Analysis Division (hereinafter, RD)

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

RAD states that Independent Democrats for LaRouche (the

principal campaign committee for Lyndon LaRouche's 1984

presidential general election campaign, hereinafter, "IL)

reported apparent excessive contributions from 152 individuals.

This allegation is based on five reports filed with the
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Commission by IDL (1984 September Monthly, 1984 October Monthly,

1984 12 Day Pre-General Election, 1984 30 Day Post General

Election, and 1984 Year End reports).

FACTUAL AND LEGALRANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended /

(hereinafter, "the Act") provides that no individual shall make

contributions to any candidate and his authorized political

committees for any Federal election which exceed $1,000.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). The RAD referral lists 152 individuals

who apparently have made contributions to IDL greater than

0D $1,000. See Attachment I. If the information stated in the RAD

' referral is correct, then each of the 152 named individuals has

violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441a(a) (1) (A).

There is a factual question of who among the 152 individuals

actually made the contributions reported by IDL. This Office is

currently considering numerous matters concerning Lyndon LaRouche

and his related organizations. Several matters involve the

c alleged unauthorized use of credit card numbers by LaRouche

campaign workers which may have resulted in payments to IDL which

were not authorized by the card owners. See MUR 1852; see also,

1/ This analysis is based on the Federal Election Campaign Act
rather than the Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act because
LaRouche did not receive public funding for his presidential
general election camnpaign. The alleged contributions to be
considered here pertain only to the general election campaign.

2/ MURs 1973, 1978, 1825, 1827, 1862, 1877, 1882, 1905, 1976,
T979, 1991, 2013, and 2065 have been merged with MUR 1852. MUR
2092 concerns LaRouche's 1984 primary campaign for the Democratic
presidential nomination. MUR 1556 involves Citizens for Freeman.
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Memorandum to the Commission of March 20, 1985. Because there is

evidence that IDL made unauthorized charges to credit cards, the

mere fact that IDL has reported the receipts listed in the R&D

referral as "contributions" should not be uncritically accepted

as showing that the 152 named individuals actually made the

reported contributions. If it is true that some of the items

reported as contributions were unauthorized by the putative

contributors, then these items cannot be considered

"contributions" within the meaning of the Act.

A. Categories of Transactions

The R&D referral lists 152 individuals who have allegedly

made excessive contributions totalling $78,880. See

Attachment I. Of these individuals, 107 have received some form

of repayment from IDL. The R&D referral lists three categories

of payments from IDL to individuals: (1) "refunds or

repayments"; (2) "negative receipts" and (3) "bank refunds.

1. "Refunds or Repayments"

"Refunds" are payments from IDL to individuals. The R&D

referral lists 7 "committee refunds" totalling $2,700. The

circumstances of these refunds are not known. They may have

resulted from disputes between IDL and individuals as a result of

unauthorized credit card transactions. These "refunds" appear to

have been made by IDLh using its own funds.

"Repayments" refer to repayments of loans by IDL to

individuals. The RAD referral lists many entries as "loans" to

IDL. These may
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respresent bona fide loans by individuals to IDL. Alternatively,

these entries may represent unauthorized transactions which

individuals subsequently ratified by agreeing with IDL to treat

the item as a loan which IDL would eventually repay. Under the

Act, a loan is considered a contribution. 2 U.s.C.

S 431(8)(A)(li). Therefore, if an item represents a voluntary

transaction, or a transaction which was subsequently ratified by

the individual, it is a contribution within the meaning of the

Act even if it is a loan rather than a qift of money. If an

individual voluntarily made loans greater than $1,000 to IDL,

then that individual violated 2 U.s.C. S 441a~a)(1)({A). The RAD

referral lists loan repayments to 54 individuals, totalling

18,485.

2. "Negative Receipts"

, On November 1, 1984, IDL's bank froze IDL's assets because

,- of financial irregularities. "Negative receipts w refer to

7 payments by IDL's bank to individuals which took place before the

assets were frozen on November 1, 1984. Prior to November 1,

1984, where an individual's credit card was charged by IDL, and

the individual protested to his credit card company that he or

she had not authorized the charge to IDL, IDL's bank refunded the

disputed amount to the individual from the bank's assets. RAD

explained that IDL contends that IDL did not agree to the bank's

refunds in these cases. The result of the bank's action in these

cases was that the individual received his or her money back, but
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IDL also retained the disputed amount because the bank repaid the

individual from bank assets, not IDL's assets. Therefore, IDL

has characterized these transactions as "negative receipts"

because they left a net balance with IDL at the same time as the

individual received his or her money back. The RAD referral

lists "negative receipts" for 11 individuals with a total of

$7,350.

3. *Bank Refunds"

"Bank refunds" also refer to repayments by IDL's bank in

settlement of disputed credit card transactions. Bank refunds

. 9 were made after the bank froze IDL's assets on November 1, 1984,

and were made from IDL's frozen assets. (Contrast this with the

definition of negative receipts, which were made before

November 1, 1984, and were made from bank assets.) Where the

bank refunded the money to the individual f row IDL's frozen

:...; assets, there was a net loss to IDL. The RAD referral lists bank

T refunds of $19,080 to 43 individuals.

(: B. Findings Against Individuals

Analysis of the RAD referral suggests a possible distinction

between groups of individuals. Individuals may be grouped by

whether they received any repayment of the money contributed to

TDL. This Office recommends finding reason to believe against

all individuals because even though there is evidence that not

all transactions may have been voluntary, no inferences can

be drawn based on the available information as to who intended to

contribute to IDL.
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1. Individuals vho have received no refunds

The RAD referral lists 47 individuals- / who have made

apparent excessive contributions and have received no repayments

or refunds of any kind. Under current Commission policy, once

reason to believe has been found, this Office will proceed beyond

that stage only as to those individuals who have made

contributions qreater than $2,000. See MUR 2093, Discussion of

October 22, 1985 (Excessive Session). Of the 45 individuals in

this category, two have made contributions greater than $2,000A /

* 2. Individuals who have received partial refunds

- The second category of individuals has also made apparent

excessive contributions to IDL, but have reportedly received some

-- form of repayment or refund from IDL.

5/
Eleven individuals- have made apparent contributions

greater than $1,000. Although these individuals have received

some refunds or repayments, each has a balance remaining with IDL

S 3/ George L. Alexander, James K. Anderson, Mary Anderson,
William R. Beck, Wendell Elliott Boyce, G.U. Bennett Bradley,

!c John Cheakalos, J.L. Claxton, John Cox, Jack Day, Alexander Der,
_ Stoney D. Elmore, James J. Everett, David Frackelton, George

Gillis, Carmen V. Goss, Dwight Hayden, James Hinkle, George
Holtzner, James Horn, Donald Janssen, Albert H. Jones,
Dr. John F. Kennard, Martin J. Knapp, Jr., Mrs. Terry Kupfer,
Linda LeBoutiller, Charles D. Mahon, Mrs. Oleg Mattiash, James
McDonald, William ?cKnight, Jr., Judy Nemenz, Roland E. Nicht,
Jack W. Pepper, Thomas J. Peters, Mildred H. Read, Peter F. Rice,
Jeanette Schloderback, Walter A. Schmid, III, Michael W. Sperry,
Greg Stark, Fred A. Steiner, Jr., Patricia A. Steiner,
Margaret E. Thrasher, David S. Unkefer, John R. Volmar, William
Wieman, and Donald Wilson.

4/ James Horn and Judy Nemenz

5/ Howard H. Burroughs, Helen T. Cortazzo, Brent Harrington,
J. Robert Hummer, Robert L. Jared, Paul Munch, Peter F. Rice,
Juan B. Sosa, Virginia Stevens, Lesley G. Watkins, and Emil S.
Wuertz.
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which is greater than $1,000. It is unknown whether the refunds

or repayments reflect unauthorized transactions. Of these

individuals, one has been reported as giving an amount greater

than $2,000.-

Another group of 78 individuals- / have made apparent

excessive contributions which were eventually reduced by

repayments or refunds to less than $1,000. None of these refunds

were made within 30 days. It is possible that these individuals

intended to give only a permissible amount to IDL, but IDL made

additional charges to these individuals which caused the $1,000

) limit to be exceeded. Alternatively, the individuals in this

group may have actually intended to make excessive contributions

to IDL.

CN 6/ Helen T. Cortazzo reportedly gave $2,100. However, the RAD
referral indicates that she received a "negative receipt" (e.g.

~refund from the bank) for $1,000. Therefore, this individual may
s: not have intended to make an excessive contribution qreater

than $2,000.

7/ Dr. Sergio M. Acosta, Robert S.. Albee, Robert D. Allen,
~C.J. Beringer, Craig Bettandorff, Emma Bobo, James W. Bradford,

Lyle E. Brown, Ethel M. Bruner, Dr. Raymond M. Burgison, Bonnie
!f) Cadwell, Donald Carnes, Irvin Chapman, Joe Cingari, Mark Clark,

Robert Clark, Ruth Ann Coats, James H. Coker, Phillip Dahl,
Clyde H. Dallas, Frank G. Darlington, George Del Homme, Donald
Dietrich, Eugene Dodd, David Dodge, Robert G. Donaldson, Mae E.
Driver, William J. Eberle, Lillian Ferracone, C.H. Fletcher, Dr.
Richard P. Francis, Albert J. Franck, Fred W. Freshour,
Adlene S. Gibson, Robert Grindley, Arthur B. Hart, Thomas W.
Hart, Jr., Barbara L. Heintz-Hannan, George Hovick, Melvin C.
Hudson, Max Jarman, Garcia P. Kather, Dr. Joseph Katz, George
Lappas, Mary E. LeFriant, David Phil Lord, Harry J. Lyons,
Betty Makowski, Ernest Marnn, Alex Maruniak, Henry Mayberry,
Roderick D. McFarlin, George B. Meyer, III, Wilfred Morgan,
William E. Morton, William N. Moule, Gerald Mullins, Carl Neff,
Dale Nishimura, Stuart D. Ogilvie, Marilyn Pearson, Allan
Pierson, Norman Porche, George Porto, Alan Rabinowitz, Charles S.
Schumete,Charles Shooster, Harris Silverman, Frank W. Skinner,
Dr. John M. Snyder, D.C. James Staples, Frank W. Swanson,
Margaret E. Thrasher, David S. Unkefer, Tom Walton, Steven
Westland, Robert Wiqgins, Anne S. Young, and Kevin L. Zondervan.
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Finally, 17 individuals- who reportedly made excessive

contributions but then received the entire amount of their

contributions back in "bank refunds" (e.g., payments from IDL's

frozen assets by IDL's bank without IDL's consent).

this Office will recommend

9/
further action aainst three individuals- and will recommend

takina no further action aaainst the remaininQ 14Q.

C. Findinas Aoainst IDL

O The Act provides that no political committee shall knowingly

accept any prohibited contribution. 2 U.S.C. s 441a~f). Any

contribution from a person to a candidate or his committee

areater than Sl,000 is a prohibited contribution. 2 U.S.C.

S § 441a~all) (A). Therefore, each time IDL accepted a

* contribution from an individual areater than $1,000, it violated

S 2 U.S.C. 9 441atf). Therefore, this Office recommends that the

S Commission find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for

LaRouche and Gerald Rose~ as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f).

8/ Dorothea Charles, Alex Chervitz, Mario Cristoforo,Arthur
Driver, Richard Dutchick, Jaiipe g. Gibbens, Paul A. Glass,
B. Thomas Hale, Sharman B. Hurimrel, Rinaldo Millan, DeMilt Morse,
Lillian Perry, Richard Peterso", Robert Ranck, Janet Sate, Dan L.
Schwartz, and Keith Zondervan.

9/ James Horn, Judy Nemenz, and Helen T. Cortazzo.
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If it is shown that IDL reported receipts as "contributions'

which were not voluntarily made by the individuals (and are

therefore not contributions within the meaning of the Act) then

IDL has incorrectly reported these receipts. The Act provides

that reports reauired by 2 U.S.C. S 434 shall report several

distinct categories of receipts, including both "contributions'

and "other receipts". 2 U.s.c. S 434(b) (2). TDL apparently

reported items as "contributions" which should have been

reported as "other receipts". Therefore, IDL appears to have

violated the Act's reporting requirements. This Office

~recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose as treasurer

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

RUCOV6H3DATIOUS

1. Open a MtTR.

2. Find reason to believe that the following individuals
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441afa) (1) (A):

Dr. Sergio M. Acosta, Robert S.
~Albee, George L. Alexander, Robert D.

Allen, James K. Anderson, Mary
Anderson, William R. Beck, C.J.

~Beringer, Craig Bettandorff, Emma Bobo,



Wendell Elliott Boyce, James W.
Bradford, G.U. Bennet Bradley, Lyle E.
Brown, Ethel M. Bruner, Dr. Raymond M.
Burgison, Howard H. Burroughs, Bonnie
Cadwell, Donald Carnes, Irvin Chapman,
Dorothea Charles, John Cheakalos, Alex
Chervitz, Joe Cinaari, Mark Clark,
Robert Clark, J.L. Claxton, Ruth Ann
Coats, James H. Coker, Helen T.
Cortazzo, John Cox, Mario Cristoforo,
Phillip Dahl, Clyde H. Dallas, Frank G.
Darlington, Jack Day, Georqe Del Homme,
Alexander Der, Donald Dietrich, Eugene
Dodd, David Dodge, Robert G. Donaldson,
Arthur Driver, Mae E. Driver, Richard
Dutchick, William J. Eberle, Stoney D.
Elmore, James M. Everett, Lillian
Ferracone, C.H. Fletcher, David
Frackelton, Dr. Richard P. Francis,

cO Albert J. Franck, Fred W. Freshour,
~James S. Gibbens, Adlene S. Gibson,

George Gillis, Paul A. Glass, Carmen V.
__ Goss, George D. Greenwade, Robert

Grindley, B. Thomas Hale, Brent
C Harrington, Arthur B. Hart, Thomas W.

Hart, Jr., Dwight Hayden, Barbara L.
Heintz-Hannan, James Hinkle, George

"O Holtzner, James Horn, George Hovick,
Melvin C. Hudson, Sharman B. Hummel, J.

. Robert Hummer, David Janssen, Robert L.
Jared, Max Jarman, Albert H. Jones,

.r Garcia P. Kather, Dr. Joseph Katz, Dr.
John F. Kennard, Martin J. Knapp, Jr.,
Mrs. Terry Kupfer, George Lappas, Linda

, LeBoutiller, Mary E. LeFriant, David
Phil Lord, Harry J. Lyons, Charles D.

~Mahon, Jr., Betty Makowski, Ernest
Matin, Alex Maruniak, Mrs. Oleg
Mattiash, Henry Mayberry, James
McDonald,
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Roderick D. McFarlln, William McKnight,
Jr., Georqe B. Meyer, III, Rinaldo
Millan, Wilfred Morqan, DeMilt Morse,
William E. Morton, William N. Moule,
Gerald Mullins, Paul Munch, Carl Neff,
Judy Nemenz, Roland E. Nicht, Dale
Nishimura, Stuart D. Ogilvie, Marilyn
Pearson, Jack W. Pepper, Lillian Perry,
Thomas J. Peters, Richard Peterson,
Allan Pierson, Norman Porche, George
Porto, Alan Rabinowitz, Robert Ranck,
Mildred H. Read, Peter F. Rice, Janet
Sare, Jeanette Schioderback, Walter A.
Schmid III, Dan L. Schwartz, Charles
Shooster, Charles S. Shumete, Harris
Silverman, Frank W. Skinner, Dr. John M.
Snyder, Juan B. Sosa, Michael W.
Sperry, D.C. James Staples, Greg Stark,
Fred A. Steiner, Jr., Patricia
A. Steiner, Virginia Stevens, Frank W.

O Swanson, Margaret E. Thrasher, David S.
Unkefer, John R. Vollmar, Tom Walton,
Lesley G. Watkins, Steven Westland,
William Wieman, Robert Wiggins, Donald

-- Wilson, Emil S. Wuertz, Anne S. Young,
& Keith P. Zondervan, Kevin L. Zondervan

~3. Take no further action against the individuals listed in
Recommendation 2, except for :James Horn, Judy Nemenz

~and Helen T. Cortazzo.

4. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche
~and Gerald Rose as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a~f).

S 6. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

S 7. Approve and send the appropriate Factual and Legal Analyses
(samples attached).
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8. Approve and send the appropriate letters (samples attached).

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

___ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ BY: K n et

Associate General Counsel

Attachments:

I. RAD Referral
II. Proposed letters to Respondents (3 samples)
III. Proposed Factual and Legal Analyses (3 samples)

cN
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN'GTON, D C 2044)3

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ CHERYL A. FLEMING

JANUARY 2, 1986

OBJECTION - RAD 85L-40 - First General Counsel's
Report
Signed December 23, 1985

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Thursday, December 26, 1985, 4:00 p.m.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Comniss ioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commis sione r

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Harris

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session
agenda for Tuesday, January 7, 1986.

X



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

In the Matter of

Independent Democrats for LaRouche, ) RA Referral(24t

and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, ) #85L-40
et al.)

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of

January 6, 1986, do hereby certify that the Commission

took the following actions in the above-captioned matter:

1. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to open a MUR.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
CN McDonald, McGarry, and Josef iak voted

'0 affirmatively for the decision.

S2. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to reject the
General Counsel's recommendation #2 in

r the report dated December 23, 1985, and
~instead take no action at this time with

respect to those individuals named,
! O with the exception of Helen T. Cortazzo,

James Horn, and Judy Nemenz.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Harris
dissented.

(continued)
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Certification for RAD #85L-40
January 8, 1986

3. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to find reason to
believe that Helen T. Cortazzo, James Horn,
and Judy Nemenz violated 2 U.S.c. S 441a(a)
(1) (A).

Commissioners Aikens, Harris, Josef iak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Elliott
dissented.

4. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

a) Find reason to believe that Independent
. ) Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,
~as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

Sb) Find reason to believe that Independent
Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,

: as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

~Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak,
\ McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for

the decision.

5. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to direct the
T Office of' General Counsel to send appropriate

C letters.

, Comissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
Josefiak, McDonald, and McGarry voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Mar jorie W. Emn
Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASHINGTON. D C 20463!

February 7, 1986

Tracy Roach, Esqu ire•
Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place #216
Boston, MA 02114 RE: MUR 2125

Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

On January 6 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that Independent

~Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and 434(b) (2), provisions of the Federal

c.. 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

, i nformat ion.

C Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against your clients. You may submit

" any factual or legal mterials which you believe are relevant to
*: the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any

such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this

" letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

c In the absence of any additional information which
'c demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your

clients, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
~violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,



Independent Democrats
for LaRouche
Page 2

requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent wiii not be
entertained.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that your clients
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 any questions, please contact
Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

~376-8200.

-- Since rely,

Joan D. Aikens
© Chairman

" Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

cc: Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
' and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

~AW~ I



rEDERAL EILECTION COI3IISS ION

GENERAL COONSEL' S FACTUA AN LEA AINALYSIS

MUR NO. 2125
STAFF MEMBER & TEL. NO.
Laurence B. Tobey
(202) 376-8200

RESPONDENT: Independent Deocrats for Laaouche, and Geral] Rose,

as treasurer

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as

treaure, (erenaferIDL") allegedly violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting excessive contributions from as

~many as one hundred and fifty-two (152) individuals.

~IDL also allegedly violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) by stating

- in its reports to the Commission that it received as

c "contributions" numerous receipts (the precise number of which

C will be determined) which were not 'contributions" as defined by

. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i) and vhich therefore should have been

- .- reported as "other receipts".

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

' No person shall make contributions to any candidate and his

- authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office which in the aggregate exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (i)(A). Accordingly, no political committee may

knowingly accept any contribution in violation of this

limitation. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).
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Reports filed by IDL with the Commission disclose that XDL

accepted excessive (and therefore prohibited) contributions

during the 1984 presidential general election campaign from 152

individuals as follows:

September 1984 Monthly Report: $ 2,210
October 1984 Monthly Report: 18,950
1984 12 Day Pre-General Election Report: 32,255
1984 30 Day Post-General Election Report: 24,915
1984 Year End Report: 550
total apparent excessive contributions:$7,8

Insofar as IDL knowingly accepted contributions from 152

individuals which exceeded the limitations of 2 U.S.c.

S 441a(a) (1) (A), which are therefore prohibited contributions,

. the Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission open

-- a Matter Under Review (MUR) in this case and find reason to

believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,

(N
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

NO
Each report filed with the Commission by a political

S committee pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 434 shall disclose the total

C amount of contributions and the total amount of any other

L receipts. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2). A contribution includes any

gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or

anything of value made by any person fOr the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C.

% 431(8)(A) (i). Therefore, to report a receipt as a contribution

which does not meet the definition of a contribution in 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (A) is a violation of 2 U.S.C. s 434(b) (2) because this

section requires the separate reporting of "contributions" and

mother receipts".
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Allegations have been made by numerous individuals that IDL

obtained money from those individuals by making charges to credit

card account numbers in IDL's possession without the consent of

the card owners. Such receipts may not be permissibly reported

as "contributions" because they are not bona fide contributions

vithin the meaning of 2 U.s.C. S 431(8)(A). IDL has filed

reports with the Commission which give evidence that such

receipts obtained without the consent of the putative donor have

been listed as "contributions". Therefore, the Office of General

Counsel recommends that the Commission open a Matter under Review

. (MUR) in this case and find reason to believe that Independent

__ Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated

S 2 U.S.C. s 434(b).

(N



.41 .

- .

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNGTON, 0 C 20*

February 7, 1986

Helen T. Cortazzo
126 E. Brinkerhoff Avenue
Palisade Park, NJ 07650

RE: MUR 2125
Cortazzo, Helen T.

Dear Ms. Cortazzo:

On January 6 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
$ 441a(a) (1) (A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act

C 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 you. You may submit any

factual or legal materials vhich you believe are relevant to the
c Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any

such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this
o letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

.... In the absence of any additional information which
~demonstrates that no further action should be taken against you,

the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
2 violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

tO If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
r. conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be

entertained.



Helen .T Cor tazzo

Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

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.S.C. SS 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.

a For your information, we have attached a brief description

c of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations

of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact
04 Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely,

: ; Joan D. Aikens

Cha irma n

rEnclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

. Procedures
~Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEKDERAL ELECTION CODIISS 101

GENERA L COUNSEL'S FACTAL AND LEA ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 2125
STAFF MEMBER & TEL. NO.
Laurence 3. Tobey
(202) '376-8200

RESPONDENT: Helen T. Cortazzo
StDIR OF ALL TAIOUS

Helen T. Cortazzo allegedly violated a U.s.c.

5 441a (a) (1) (A) by making contributions to Independent Democrats

for Laflouche (hereinafter "IDL", the principal campaign committee

of Lyndon LaRouche in the 1984 presidential general election

campaign) which in the aggregate, exceeded $1,000 in 1984.

FARCTUAJL BASIS AND LEA ANALSIS

No person shall make contributions to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 u.s.c.

$ 441a(a) (1) (A).

IDL's 1984 October Monthly Report disclosed a $1,000

contribution from Helen T. Cortazzo. IDL's 12 Day Pre-general

Election Report disclosed an additional contribution of $1,000

from Helen T. Cortazzo. In addition, IDL's reports disclosed

that Helen T. Cortazzo made additional unitemized contributions

of $100.

Insofar as Helen T. Cortazzo made contributions to IDL in

1984 which totaled $2,100, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission open a Matter Under Review (MUR)

cN:
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in this case arnd find reason to believe that Helen T. Cortazzo

violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441a (a) (1) (A) .

cxl

(N

'K)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASHINGt'ON, D C 20463

February 7, 1986

James Hor n
RD. 2
Stone Rows Farm
Stockton, N.J. 08559

RE: MUR 2125
Horn, James

Dear Mr. Horn:

On Jmuary 6 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.C.
5~) 441a(a) (1) (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 you. You may submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any

" such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this

: letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

= In the absence of any additional information which

demonstrates that no further action should be taken against you,

the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a

violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause

conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Offic e of General

Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-

probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,

requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on

probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.



James Horn.•

Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

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.S.C. SS 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 any questions, please contact
Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

! 376-8200.

C Sincerely,

Jo D.Aikens
I : Cha irma n

Enclosures
" General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
! Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELC'ION COSUIISSION

GENERAL COUNISEL' S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 2125
STAFF MEMBER & TEL. NO.
Laurence E. Tobey
(202) 376-8200

RESPONDENT: Jams Horn

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

James Horn allegedly violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by

making contributions to Independent Democrats for LaRouche

(hereinafter "IDL', the principal campaign committee of Lyndon

t!, LaRouche in the 1984 presidential general election campaign)

which in the aggregate, exceeded $1,000 in 1984.

C , FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

" No person shall make contributions to any candidate or his

c authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C.

-- S 441a(a) (1) (A).

: IDL's 1984 September Monthly Report disclosed a $250.00

: contribution from James Horn. IDL's 1984 October Monthly Report

f%. disclosed a $1,000 contribution from James Horn. IDL's 12-Day

Pre-General Election Report disclosed an additional $1,000

contribution made on October 5, 1984 from James A. Horn.

Insofar as James Horn (aka James A. Horn) made contributions

to IDL in 1984 which totalled $2,250, the Office of General

Counsel recommends that the Commission open a Matter Under Review

(MUR) in this case and find reason to believe that James Horn

(aka James A. Horn) violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

February 7, 19 86

Judy Nemenz
121.1 Boardman-Poland Road
Youngstown, OH 44514

RE: MUR 2125
Nemenz, Judy

Dear Ms. Nemenz:

On January 6 , 1986, the Federal Election Comission
determined that there is reason to believe you violated 2 U.S.c.
S 441a(a) (1) (A), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act

\c 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 you. You may submit any

c: factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this

-C' letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
S demonstrates that no further action should be taken against you,

the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
... violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

' If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
$ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on
probable cause have been mailed to the respondent will not be
entertained.



Judy Nemenz
Page 2

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely

granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

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.S.C. SS 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 any questions, please contact

C Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely,

an D.Aikens
Cha irman

Enclosures
- General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
" Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDRAL, ELCION COSISSION

GENRAL CO)UNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LEA A&NALYSIS

MUR NO. 2125
STAFF MEMBER & TEL. NO.
Laurence E. Tobey
(202) "376-8200

RESPONDENT: Judy Nemeux

SWUARY OF ALEGTIONS

Judy Nemenz allegedly violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by

making contributions to Independent Democrats for LaRouche

(hereinafter "IDL", the principal campaign coiumittee of Lyndon

LaRouche in the 1984 presidential general election campaign)

co which in the aggregate, exceeded $1,000 in 1984.

-,r FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANLYSIS

No person shall make contributions to any candidate and his

authorized political committees with respect to any election for

Federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a) (1) (A).

7 IDL's 1984 September Monthly Report disclosed a $1,000

~contribution from Judy Neiuenz. IDL's 1984 October Monthly Report

"I) disclosed an additional $250 contribution from Judy Nemenz.

IDL's 12-Day Pre-general Election Report disclosed an additional

$500 contribution from Judy Nemenz. Finally, IDL's 30 Day Post

General Election Report disclosed a $750 contribution from Judy

Nemenz.

Insofar as Judy Nemenz made contributions to IDL in 1984

which totaled $2,500, the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission open a Matter Under Review (MUR) in this case
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and find reason to believe that Judy Nemenz violated 2 U.s.c.

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



U. RICHARD BURDMAN CO.. L.P.A.
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TRUMBULL COUNTY

4424 WARREN - SHARON RD.
P.O. BOX 492

VIENNA, OHIO 44473
216/394-1700

February 21, 1986

Laurence E. Tobey, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

(~0

RE: MUR 2125
Nemenz, Judy

Dear Mr. Tobey:

C': Enclosed herewith is a duly executed Statement of Designation of
Counsel with respect to the above noted matter.

Further, pursuant to our conversation of February 20, 1986, you are
•- advised that pre-probable cause conciliation is hereby requested.

... look forward to hearing from you at your earlies t convenience.

ARK/vfr
Enclosure

//

BURDMAN, GILLILAND, rLECK,MOISTD:V & KRETZER
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1200 WICK BUILDING

YOUNGSTOWN. OHIO 44503 - 1475
216 / 747-8621
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blR 2125

ADDREBSS:

?NLEPDOUE:

ALAN R. KRETZER

1200 Wick Building

youngstown, Ohio 44503

216/747-8621

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Date

RUSPOUD N' S RMI:

HONE PHENE:

BUSINESS PH(NE:

Judith A. Nemenz

1211 Boardman-Poland Road

Youngstown, Ohio 44514

216/757-0771
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ANDERSON& ASSOCIAJPC& Gc.~
ATTORNEYS AT LAW .... "

O(f P. AHoENSON ON PLAC.E

A. OAVIODVS USTTO21

TRACY R OACH (617) 742-6200

February 28, 1986 -

Joan D. Aikens, Chairman -

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. V.

Washington, D.C. 20463 .

Re : MUR 2125 -

Dear Chairman Aikens:

This letter is in response to notification from the
.'O Commission of a January 6, 1986 finding of reason to believe that

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer
-- Gerald Rose have violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441a(f), by knowingly

accepting as many as one hundred and fifty-two (152) excessive
04 contributions, and 2 U.S.C. Section 434(b) (2), by reporting as
.'2', contributions receipts which were not contributions and which

therefore should have been reported as "other receipts."

While the campaign acknoviedges the receipt of excessive
" contributions, it does not agree that it received those

contributions knowingly. The actions of the campaign in regard
to contributions over the legal limit have been reasonable, in
gOOd faith, and completely in accordance vith the rules and
regulations prescribed and interpreted by the Commission. 2

*- '.S.C. Sections 437f(c) (2) & 438(e).

'F> Commission regulations allow deposit of a contribution that
may be unlawful under the Act pending a final determination of
its legality. 11 C.F.R. Section 103.3(b)(l). The campaign's
treasurer is to ". . . make his or her best efforts to determine
the legality of the contribution." 11 C.F.R. Section
103.3(b)(l). When the status of the contribution is determined,
any illegal contribution is to be refunded ". . . within a
reasonable time." 11 C.F.R. 103.3 (b) (2) Clearly the Act
recognizes the difficulty of knowing the contribution's legality
at the time of receipt and therefore allows the campaign to
deposit the funds pending a determination of its legality. The
campaign is therefore allowed some latitude in its practices, as
long as there is evidence of good faith efforts by the campaign
to be in compliance with the Act.

The Commission states no factual basis in the notice of the
reason to believe finding in support of an allegation that the
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campaign acted in any way contrary to these rules and
regulations, much less in a knowing and willful manner. See, 2
U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (2); 11 C.F.R. 111.8(b) & 111.9(a). In
actuality, the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis omits
several facts of utmost relevance to the propriety of the
campaign's actions with respect to overlimit contributions. On
April 3, 1985, an exchange of correspondence was precipitated by

a letter to the campaign from the Commission's Reports and
Analysis Division ("RAD"). At that time, RAD asked that the
campaign address itself to a number of excessive contributions
which the campaign had reported to the Commission and recommended
that the excessive portions be refunded where necessary and said

repayments noted in subsequent reports. (Exhibit 1) Treasurer
Rose responded that many of the necessary refunds had already
been made and that those that had not would be made as soon as
funds were available; an additional response to RAD was made to
inform of the progress the campaign had made towards total

- reimbursement. (Exhibits 2 - 5) Attached to this response is a
schedule indicating the current status of these contributions.

-- (Exhibits 6 - 7) To my knowledge, RAD has made no additional
comments to the campaign in regard to the campaign's actions in

OJ this regard.

04 A standard of reasonableness has always been used to measure
Oj a campaign's actions following confirmation of the existance of

illegal contributions, particularly where the campaign has
"0 exhibited a record of using its best efforts to discover and then

refund such contributions. Commission advisory opinions
: 0 consistantly state that M. . . as a general rule contributions
%_ prohibited by the Act shall be returned by the recipient once

their unlawful nature is discovered." (emphasis added) Advisory

0Opinion 1984-52, CCH para. 5797. This practice has in two
particular circumstances allowed one campaign to take the time to
write to a contributor seeking reattribution of the excessive

portion to a spouse and another a delay of the refund for several
~months while funds were raised so that the refund could be made

without wiping out the campaign coffers. See Advisory Opinions
1985-25, CCH para. 5825, and 1985-8, CCH para. 5836.

The campaign has most certainly acted reasonably. As the
campaign's reports and the attached documents indicate, the
campaign and its treasurer have at all times been forthright in

their reporting obligations and made their best efforts to
determine whether monies received from contributors were within
the legal limits. Some contributions were deposited pending
determination of the legality, as is allowed by the Act, and to
the best of its knowledge the campaign satisfied all reporting
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requirements in this regard. It is furthermore clear that the
campaign and Treasurer Rose made their best efforts to refund the
excessive portions once it was determined that it was necessary
to do so. Documentation provided in response to queries from the
Reports Analysis Division exhibits that the campaign had made
refunds of excessive contributions prior to RAD's expression of
concern over the problem and have continued to do so to date.

Had IDL ignored the excessive contributions when discovered,
refused or neglected to refund the monies, and failed to respond
to the recommendations of RAD and otherwise fulfill its reporting
obligations, impropriety would be conceded, but in these
circumstances, certainly not. Funds were not and have not been
available to retire the entire repayment obligation without
damage to the campaigns financial position. The Commission has
been informed of this circumstance and the campaign has assumed
that its actions were in accordance with those rules, regulations
and advisory opinions cited here. Despite this compliance with
the letter and spirit of the Act, the campaign is now alleged to
be in wilfullit violation of the Act simply because legitimately

-_ received contributions were later determined excessive and some
of the necessary refunds remain outstanding. The Commission is

C [ without justification for this finding.

In regard to the alleged violation of 2 U.S.C. Section
0,.! 434(b)(2), the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

alleges that the campaign obtained money from individuals by
~making charges to their credit cards without authorization and

impermissibly reported the receipts as contributions. Statute
i; and regulation mandate that notice of a reason to believe finding

shall set forth the factual basis for an alleged violation of the
"< Act. 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a) (2); 11 C.F.R. Sections 111.8(b) &

l111.9(a). No such factual basis is provided in either the
notification letter or the attached staff report. The campaign

. is informed only that such violation is evidenced by its own
reports and allegations which have been made by numerous

~individuals. The respondents are not told what the substance of
those allegations might be or the particular reports which
indicate such a serious violation. In fact, if allegations of
individuals are the basis for this enforcement action, it would
appear that this matter is complaint generated and should have
been openned pursuant to the procedure set forth in 11 C.F.R.
Section 111.4 - 111.7 and not as an internally generated matter.

For the notice provisions of the Act to have any meaning and
a respondent thereby afforded the due process to which it is
entitled, it is necessary that the particular things done by the
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campaign in apparent violation of the Act be stated with some
substance and particularity. Wo such meaningful facts are given
in this instance. The General Counsel states only allegations
and conclusions and a promise that the precise number of
unauthorized receipts "will be determined." The notice is thus
woefully inadequate and of no meaningful value to the respondents
in the preparation of a response. It is requested that further
detail be provided so that a proper response can be provided.

It is requested that the portion of this matter relating to
excessive contributions be dismissed and/or concilliated prior to
a finding of probable cause and that a proper factual basis for
the allegations of unauthorized credit card charges be provided
forthwith.

Very truly yours,
Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, Gerald Rose, Treasurer
By Ther Attorney,

1. w>

TR/wp

Enclosures



1 ~fIlDERlAIL ELECIKIN COMMISSION

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats for

Laftouche 16
P.O. lox 85
New York, NY 10101

Identification Number : CO018S8S8

Reference: 19S4 Reports ((//S12/31/S4)

Dear Kr. Rose:

This letter is prompted by the Cmiision's preliminary
reviev of the report(s) referenced sboe. The revie raised

r questions5 concerning certain imnhimation Coaed in the
~report(s). An itemization folows

O -Schedules A-P of your repurts (pertinent port ions
attached) disclose contributions u lears whic appear

I,} to exceed, the limits set fath in the Lot. An
indiidal or-a--litieal amittee other thea a

' multicandidate committee -y 1o salt m~tribtims to
to a candidate for Federal of f ie Sm ea ,e of *iw per

election. If you have received a mtuibeio.6e)which
P7 exceeds the limi ts, the Cis8em rossema thtyou

refund to the donor(s) the emiet is cusoes ee $l1eh0.
P7 Thb Commission should be moif LeO in writJ~mg if a

€ refund is necessary. In edition, any refeads or
repayments should appear - Limes 25 and 27,

t respectively of the Detailed Ninary Page of your next
report. (2 U.S.C. 441a(a) and (f))

The term "€ent riabutions includes any gift,
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or
anything of value made by any person for the purpose of
influencing any election for fteral office.

If the contributions in question were incorrectly
repor ted and/or you have adi titonal i nformt ion
regarding the contributors, you may wish to submit
documentation for the public record. Please amend your
report with the clarifying imffintion.

The Commission also notes your repayment of excessive
loans from Fred Freshour, David Lord Jams Stow III,
Phillip Ulanovsky, and Eric Rettunen and the refund of
an excessive contribution from the National Democratic
Policy Committee.

EXHIBIT 1
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prompt actlion by you to refund the excessive amount

rill be taken into consideration.

-Schedules C-P at your reports include 2,695 loans vith

outstanding balances totalling $1,343,|45 that have due

dintes ranging from 9/9)/64 througjh 12/3l/iS4. Please

disclose the current terms, conditions and any changes

in the due dates of these loans.

* An amendment to your original report(s) correcting the above

5rbem(s) should be tiled vith the Federal Election Codmissioni

5,ithi fifee (15) day of. th dhate. a this letter. Failure to

brid n dqut r.. spo..se may esult in legal action taken by

th oisaf. ifyuneed assistanc, ples feel free to

t act me on our toll-free number. (600) 424-9530. Ny loca

umber is (202) 523-4046.

C. 
Sincerely.

0
lenita K~arcus Adler

qF Senior Reports Analyst

Reports Analysis Divsion

o



I DEMOCRlATS

LllRouch_e

April 17, 1985

Benita Marcus Adler
senior Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N4.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

BY HAND

Dear Ms. Adler:

your letter dated April 3, 1985 came to my attention on
April 15th, after a campaign volunteer saw it on file at rEc
offices in Washington, D.C. IDL has been experiencing delays In

mail service recently. I believe your letter raises significant
details which must be addressed.

x therefore request due to these circumstances * 15 day
extention of time to facilitate IDL'5 ability to fully and

adequately respond. Thank you for your co)nsideration.

sincere] y,

Gerald Rose, Treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche

cc : Tracy Roach, Esqj.
ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES
One Longfellow place
Boston, Mass. 02114

EXHIBIT 2

C\4

Dam ~ 0w~mm

0. Box 659. Radio City Station, New Yorkc. N.Y. 10101 (212) 247-682t'.q



THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION1325 K Siret, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463

14

RECEIPT FOR HAND DELIVERED DOCUMENTS

FROM:

7WV

DATE & TIME

NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS :.J

RECEIVED BY :

C'I~ 6 A 6 91: £
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FEDE RAL ELECTION COMMISSION RQ-3

WASHINCION, DC 20,3

April 25, 1985

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats for

LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
New York, NY 10101

Identification Number : C00188888

Reference: 1984 Reports (8/1/84-12/31/84)

Dear Mr. Rose:

on April 3, 1985 you were notified that a review of the
-- above-referenced report (s) raised questions as to specific

S contributions and/or expenditures, and the reporting of certain
information required by the Federal Election Campaign Act. --

(N
The Coission notes your letter of April 17, 1985, which

- indicates that you are preparing a response. In addition, this !
c: letter requests an extension of time in order to respond. While
: the Comission as a rule does not grant extensions in order to

respond, this additional notice from the commission serves to give
you more time to respond.

If this information is not received by the Commission within
"- fifteen (15) days from the date of this notice, the Comission
S may choose to initiate audit or legal enforcement action.

' If you should have any questions related to this mtter,
please contact Benita Marcus Adler on our toll-free number (800)
424-9530 or our local number (202) 523-4048.

Since rely,

AssantiStaf f Director

Reports Analysis Division

EXHIBIT 3



INDPENDjILEaI1
DEMOCIIATh

Lu lo ch PO. Box 859. Radio Cit Station. New 'Vbrk, N.Y. 10101 (212) 2474e820

I, April 26, 1985

Denita Marcus Adler
Senior Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

~Federal Election Commission
• - 1325 K Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20463
Re: IDL Response to April 3, 1985 Letter

from Reports Analysis Division
Identification Number: C00188888
Reference: 1984 Reports (8/1/64-12/31/84)

Dear Ms. Adler:

Independent Democrats for LaRouche has now reviewed in

~detail the items raised in your letter of April 3, 1985.

With respect to the instances highlighted for Schedules

A-P of over limit contributions and/or loans, enclosed 
please

find a table shoving the current status of the items identified

! in your attachments. This table shows 1) the actual current

~aggregate and 2) a cross reference of instances which 
are

~duplicated in your attachments, thereby reducing the numbr 
of

%9 apparent over limit aggregates. As has been ref lected in the

Committee's reports (including that covering the first quarter

: of 1985) many over limit contributions and/or loans have been

repaid. The Committee will reimburse any remaining over limit

items as rapidly as it can raise the funds to do so.

c With respect to Schedules C-P in our reports you are

I correct that. many loans original due dates passed without full

repayment. In many cases, lenders have agreed informally to

~change the terms of the loans. However, in absence of any

signed documentation to this effect, IDL has felt that it would

be inappropriate and potentially misleading to report such

verbal agreements as formal changes to the conditions of these

loans. As shown in the Committee's reports, IDL. is raisins

funds to retire this and all other debts as rapidly as possible.

Please contact me at the above address if any further

clarification is needed.

Sincerely,

Gerald Rose
Treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche

EXHIBIT 4
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R Ieport Scheqs: ate Numb',

1. 9/20/84 1'

i. 2. 1

i 3. 1

:; '4. 1

5.". 1

6. 1

7. 9/20/64 1

10. 1

12.

4k4.

TS.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Independent Democrats for LaRouche
Currrent (4/85) Disposition of Over *1000 Items

Per FEC 4/3/85, Letter

dule Aggr. Current
mr/Page ,Last, ; ,First ,..ame I .shown ,. gr ,

7A/4 Bruner, Ethel N. 1010 Si

7A/5 Carnes, Donald 1250 850

7A/12 Hereford, James D. I 1200 1000

7A/20 Ranck, Robert 1100 0

7A/27 Westland, Steven 1200 1200

7A/27 Wilson, Donald 1050 1050

9B/4 Beringer, C.J. 1500 1500

9B/7 Bruner. Ethel M. 1010 Se

95/10

90/14

9B/22

Clark, Mark

Dutchick, Richard

Hereford, James D.

190/38 Ranck, Robert

19B/50 Wilson, Donald

10/20/84 17A/1,

1 7A/2

1 7A/3

1 7A/ 4

17A/5

17A/9

17A/9

17A/11

17A/13

17A/14

Alexander, George L.

Bobo, Emma

Bradford, James W.

Burgison, Raymond M.

Champman, Irvin

Everett, James N.

Fletcher, C.H.

Glass, Paul A.

Hayden, Dwight

Horn, James A.

1100

2000

1200

1100

1050

1500

1050

1100

1025

1200

1300

1010

1250

2000

1250

#)

:omments
De f181

me instance as
L: see #181

1100

0

Same instance as
.3

Sam instance as
#4

Same instance as
#6

1500

1000

975

1025

1200

1300

1010

0

2000

See #62
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Report Schei
Date Numbi

•24. 10/20/84 1

•25. 11

k26. 11

28. 11

29. 10/20/84 1'

Independent Democrats' for LaRouche
Currrent (4/85) Disposition of Over *l100Items

Per FEC 4/3/85.Letter

dule .Aggr. Current
mr./Page Last. & First Name !Shown C

7A/21 Munch, Paul 2000 2000

7A/22 ?Iemenz, Judy :1250 Si

7A/23 Pearson, Marilyn 1005 1005

7A/25 Sare, Janet 2000 0

7A/26 Shooster, Char les 1250 500

9R/9 Bobo, Emuna 1050 S

.ommie
:nts

.e #132

lie
1L5

19B/10 Bradford, James W.

19B/12 Burgison, Raymond M.

19B/18 Cortazzo, Helen T.

19B/19 Cristoforo, Mario

198/20 Day, Jack

198/21 Dodge, David

198/22 Driver, Arthur

198/23 Eberle, William J.

198/25 Perracone, Lillian

198/26 Fletcher, C.H.

19B/27

19B/29

19B/32

19B/43

19B/44

19B/45

Pranck, Albert J.

Gibbens, James S.

Grindley, Robert

Jones, Albert H.

Kennard, John F.

Knapp, Martin J. Jr.

1100

1025

1100

1750

2000

1075

2000

1250

1150

1010

2000

1800

1500

1500

1400

200

Same inl#16

Same insi
#17

See #143

Lanlce as

tance as

0
2000

See #129

0

550

1000

Same instance as#20

2000

0

500

1500

1400

2000

-2-

instance as

.o30.

34.o

'.

3..

39°

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

lr v w -- -- f

#]
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Report Sch@4
Date Nuab,

46. 10/20/84 1'

47. 1'

48. 1'

49. 1'

50... 1!

Independent Democrats for LafloucheCurrrent (4/85) Disposition of Over *1000 Items
Per FEC 4/3/85, Letter

dul1. Aggr. Current
erPq Last & First Name !Shown .Agr. C

9B/47 Lappas, George 2000 2000

9B/51 Makowski, Betty 1050 1150

9B/52 Mattiash, Mrs. Oleg 2000 2000

9B/56 Morse, De Milt 2000 0

9B/59 Pearson. Marilyn 1005 Sa

10/21/ 84

19B/76

19B/78

19B/82

19B/84

hW/l

17A/l

17A/2

17A/6

17A/7

17A/11

1 7A/l12

17A/13

17A/13

17A/13

17 A/16

17A/17

17A/21

1 7A/ 22

17A/22

Stow, James P. III

Thrasher, Margaret

Walton, Tom

Wiggans, Robert

Acosta, Sergio K.

Allen, Robert D.

Anderson, Mary

Darlington, Frank

Dietrich, Donald

Hart, Thomas W. Jr.

Hinkle, James L.

Horn, James A.

Hudson, Melvin C.

Hummer, J. Robert

Le Friant, Mary E.

Mayberry, Henry

Nemenz, Judy

Perry, Lillian

Peters, Thomas J.

1500

:. 1500

1160

2000

1250

1050

2000

2000

1075

1050

2000

2250

1100

2000

1020

1500

1750

2000

1250

500

1500

250

1000

See 9183

See 9126

2000

2000

850

1050

2000

2250

1100

51.

52.

53i.

54.

SOs.
59.

"60.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

20

1000

See 1132

See 9134

-3-

:omments

ime instance as

See 1154

v 
w

-- v

12
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0

Report Sche4Date nuinb;

70. 10/21/84 1

71. 1'

72. 1"

73. 1

74.. 1

75. 1

76. 1

7 . 10/21/84 1

Independent Democrats for LaRouche
Currrent (4/85) Disposition of Over *ioo0 Items

Per FEC 4/3/85. Letter

dul .Aggr. Current

mr/Page Last & First Name Shown . qr ,(

7A/23 Rice, Peter F. 2000 1750

7A/25 Silverman, Harris 1200 1200

7A/25 Steiner, Fred A. Jr. 2000 2000

7A/26 Steiner, Patricia A. 2000 2000

7A/26 Swanson, Frank W. 1100 1100

7A/28 Zondervan, Keith P. 2000 0

7A/29 Zondervan, Kevin L. 1200 900

QR/1 Acosta. SerQio N. 1250 S

Albee, Robert S.

Allen, Robert D.

Bettandorff, Craig

Bradley, G.U. Bennet

Brown, Lyle

Cheakalos, John

Cingari, Joe

Clark, Robert

Claxton, J.L.

Coats, Ruth Ann

Coker, James H.

Cortazzo, Helen T.

Cox, John

Dallas, Clyde H.

Del Hoinie, George

1450

1050

1200

2000

1500

150

2000

1100

1100

1125

2000

2100

1250

1050

2000

1150

Same instance as156: see 1126

1200
2000

340

1500

1000

1000

See 1142

1125

1000

See 1143

650

1050

78.

80.

81.

3.

4.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

-4-

:ommnents

amn instance as
55: see 1183

190/1

190/1

See 1145

190/6

190/8

190/9

19B/14

19B/14,

19B/15

19B/15

19B/15

19B/15

19B/17

19B/17

19B/19

19B/20

I



0
Independent Democrats' for Laflouche

Currrent (4/85) Disposition of Over 81000 Items
Per FEC 4/3/85. Letter

Report Schedule
Date Ngumber/Page LaSt & First .Name

93. 10/21/84 19B/20 Der, Alexander

94. 19B/21 Dietritch, Donald

SShown

1050

1075

1050

Comments

Same instance as
.59

198/24 Elmore, Stoney D.

198/27 Francis, Richard P.

19B/29 Gibson, Adlene S.

198/31 Greenwade, George D.

19B/34 Hart, Arthur 8.

198/35 Heintz-Hannan, B.A.

198/36 Hinkle, James L.

198/38 Hudson, Melvin C.

198/38 Hummel, Sharman B.

19B/38 Hummer, J. Robert

19B/40

198/40,

19B/42

198/44

198/45

19B/51

19B/52

1 9B/ 54

19B/57

19B/62

Jared, Robert L.

Jarman, Max

Kather,-GraCia P.

Kupfer, Mrs. Terry

LeBoutiller, Linda

Mayberry, Henry

McDonald, James

Meyer, George B. III

Morton, William E.

Peterson, Richard

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

1C.

1500

510

1500

300

1050

1025

Same instnnce as161

Same instance as
163

1500

1010

1500

2000

1050

1025

2000

1100

1025

2000

1500

1100

1975

2000

1350

1500

1500

1850

1100

2000

1500

1100

1975

2000

1350

Same instance as166

1500

850

1100

0

- 5-

Same instance as164, see 1154

Is.

1 7.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.



0

Report Sche4Date Nibi

115. 10/21/84 1'

116. 1

0
Independent Democrats for LaRouche

Currrent (4/85) Dispositiop of Over *1000 Items
Per FEC 4/3/85.Letter

dule Aggr. Current
sr/Page Last & First Name Shown &qr C

9B/63 Porto, George 1100 1100

9B/65 Rice, Peter F'. 2000 Si

117.

118.

119.

120.

1.

Z2.

t2Z3.

i--4.

126.

fl7.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

19B/74

19B/75

19B/75

19B/77

19B/81

19B/83

19B/84

19B/86

19B/87

17A/I

17A/l

17A/4

17A/9

17A/17

17A/24

17A/24

17A/25

17A/26

17A/29

19B/2

1250

1000

2000

Same instance as.74

See 1179

See 1185

v w f --

Snyder, John M.

Staples, James

Stark, Greg

Swanson, Frank W.

Vollmar, John R.

Watkins, Lesley G.

Wieman, William

Young, Anne S.

bondervan, Keith P.

Allen, Robert D.

Anderson, James K.

Dahi, Phillip

Dodge, David

Katz, Joseph

Neff, Carl

Nemenz, Judy

Ogilvie, Stuart D.

Peters, Thomas J.

Sperry, Michael W.

Anderson, James K.

1250

2000

2000

1100

1500

2000

1250

1025

2000

1250

2000

1100

1375

1100

2000

2500

1025

1750

1200

2000
Same instance as#127

-6-

:omments

ime instance as

Same instance as.75

1250

1025

12/7/84

12/7/84

F •

1050

2000

1100

75

1100

1000

2500

25

1750

1200

#i



0

Report Scheq
Dat.e Numb'

137. 12/7/84 1!

138. 1!

139. 1

140. 1

141. 1

142. 1

143. 1

144. 1

Independent DemDocrats for LaRouche
Currrent (4/85) Disposition of Over $1000 Items

Per FCC 4/3/65' Letter

du le Aggr. Current

mr/Page Last & Firt Haute !Shown .Agr. C

9B/5 Beck, William R. 1500 1500

9B/10 Burroughs, Howard H. 2000 2000

98/11 Cadwell, Bonnie 1075 1075

98/14 Charles, Dorothea 1250 0

98/14 Chervitz, Alex 2000 0

9B/15 Claxton, J.L. 1250 1250

9B/17 Cortazzo, Helen T. 1100 1100

Q /iQ f ahl.. Philliv 1100 Si

t]

Del Horne, George

Dodd, Eugene

Donaldson, Robert G.

Driver, Mae E.

Frackleton, David

Goss, Carmen V.

Hale, B. Thomas

Harrington, Brent

Hovick, George

Hummer, J. Robert

Jansen, Donald F.

Lyons, Harry

Mahon, Charles D. Jr.

Matin, Ernest

Maruniak, Alex

McFanlinl, RoderiCk D.

-7-

.olmenta

tue instance as
L28

5.

) 46.

DIT.

i49.

150.

1-52.

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

198/21

198/21

19B/22

198/22

19B/27

198/29

19B/31

19B/32

198/36

19B/36

19B/38

19B/40

19B/49

19B/49

19B/50

19B/51

1500

2000

2000

2000

1050

2000

1700

2000

1050

1500

1300

1200

2000

2000

2000

1200

1500

1375

1000

1000

1050

2000

0

1800

50

1500

1300

1200

2000

2000

1D0

5O0



S

Report SChe4
.Date Numb4

161. 12/7/84 1'

162. 1'

163. 1'

164. 1'

165. 15

166. 15

167. 15

c168. 15

169. 15

1:70. 15

171. 19

,!72. 19

-73. i9

"17 4. 19

p175. is

176. 19

177. 19

178. 19

179. 19

180. 01/29/85 17

181. 17

182. 17

183. 01/29/85 19

184. 19

185. 19

Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (4/85) Disposition of Over $1000 Items
Per FEC 4/3/85' Letter

dule ,Aggr. Current
mr/Page Last & First Name !Shown Agqr. C

9B/52 McKnight, William Jr. 1250 1250

9B/53 Millan, Rinaldo 1100 0

9B/54 Morgan, Wilfred 1500 1000

9B/55 Moule, William N. 1100 1100

9B/55 Mullins, Gerald 1500 1400

?B/57 Nishimura, Dale 1030 1030

9B/59 Pepper, Jack D. 2000 2000

PB/61 Pierson, Allen 1050 1050

PB/61 Porche, Norman 1100 1100

PB/62 Rabinovitz, Alan 2000 2000

PB/65 Read, Mildred H. 2000 2000

PB/67 Schloderback, J. 1250 1250

P8/67 Schmid, Walter A. III 1250 1250

IB/68 Schwartz, Dan L. 1350 0

)B/70 Shumete, Charles S. 1100 1100

)B/72" Sosa, Juan B. 1900 1800

8B/73 Stevens, Virginia 1050 1050 Se,

8B/77 Unkefer, David S. 1025 25

)B/79 Volimar, John. R. 2000 2000

rA/l Boyce, Wendell E. 1250 1250

A/2 Bruner, Ethel M. 1010 1010

'A/6 Nicht, Roland E. 1300 1300

B/l Acosta, Sergio 1150 150

B/14 Stevens, Virqinia 1050 1050

B/15 Watkins, Lesley G. 1500 1500

:omnt8

e *184

-8-



THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463

RECEIPT FOR HAND DELIVERED DOCUMENTS
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4
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bueigFms.ns~, C

rimrniJ!DPATflhi4 IF
4 1 a,4JE, i 8M JJ4 V m w,,~a -DEMOCRATh

inf orLlouchle
P.O. Box 17707,

vshinwof, D.C. 200414707

July 15, 1985

Benita Marcus Adler
Senior Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: IDL Progress Report:
Regarding Issues Raised in
RAD April 3, 1985 Letter to IDL
Identification Number: C00188888
Reference: 1984 Reports (8/1/84-12/31/84)

Dear Ms. Adler:

This cover letter to Independent Democrats for LaRouche's

July 15, 1985 Quarterly Report to the Federal Election

Commission constitutes a further response by IDL to your letter

of April 3, 1985.

As I stated in my first reponse to you on April 26, 1985,

the campaign committee is reimbursing over limit contributions
as rapidly as it can raise the fund to do so. With respect to

Schedules A-P of the referenced reports, as of June 30, 1985,

IDL has been able to reduce its over limit items as is

reflected in the accompanying Quarterly report.

With respect to Schedules C-P of the referenced reports,

you will notice from the enclosed Quarterly report that the

campaign commnittee continues to retire its debts to the extent

that it has funds to do so.

Gerald Rose
Treasurer

EXHIBIT 5

imm-



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages: 4/30, 12/31/85, & 2/14/86
Source: *Currrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over *1000 Items' Schedule

NOTE: Item numbers correspond to item numbers on source schedule

. 2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

:e 10.

... 11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Last & First Name
Bruner, Ethel K.

Carnes, Donald

Hereford, James D.

Ranck, Robert

Westland, Steven

Wilson, Donald

Beringer, C.J.

Brunet, Ethel H.

Clark, Mark

Dutchick, Richard

Hereford, James D.

Ranck, Robert

Wilson, Donald

Alexander, George L.

Bobo, Emma

Aggr.Shown

1010

1250

1200

1100

1200

1050

1500

1010

1100

2000

1200

1100

1050

1500

1050

250

200

100

200

50

500

X

100

1000

x

X

X

500

50

$2,950

4/30/85

850

1000

0

1200

1050

1500

X

1100

0

X

X

X

1500

1000

Overage

x

0

0

0

200

50

500

X

100

0

X

500

0

$1, 350

12/31/8 5
Aggr.

x

1000

1000

1000

x

1000

X

x

1000

$0

£ 6 ~XI~B~6 ~,

Overage

X

2/14/8 6
Aggr.

x

Overage

X

BSAL. FWD.



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWD.

16. Bradford, James W.

17. Burgison, Raymond N.

S18. Champmaan, Irvin

19. Everett, James N.

20. Fletcher, C.H.

21. Glass, Paul A.

22. Hayden, Dwight

23. Horn, James A.

24. Munch, Paul

25. Nemenz, Judy

* 26. Pearson, Marilyn

27. Saree Janet

28. Shooster, Charles

29. Bobo, Emma

30. Bradford, James W.

31. Burgison, Raymond N.

Aggr.Shown

1100

1025

1200

1300

1010

1250

2000

1250

2000

1250

1005

2000

1250

1050

1100

1025

Overage

$2,950

100

25

200

300

10

250

1000

x

1000

X

5

1000

250

4/30/85
jqq. Overage

$1, 350

975 0

1025 25

1200 200

1300 300

1010 10

0 0

2000 1000

x

2000

x

1005

0

500

x

1000

X

5

0

12/31/85
Agg r.

100

1000

1000

1000

2000

x

1000

x

905

SA.FD 7,090 $3,890$1000

Page 2

2/1 4/86
Aggr.

OverageOverage

1O0

x

0

x

0

1000

x

$1,000 $0LL. PWD.



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Aggr.
Last & First Name

SAL. FWD.

32. Cortazzo, Helen T.

33. Cristoforo, Mario

* 34. Day, Jack

35. Dodge, David

36. Driver, Arthur

37. Ebgrle, William J.

38. Ferracone, Lillian

39. Fletcher, C.H.

40. ?canck, Albert J.

41. Gibbons, James S.

* 42. Grindley, Robert

43. Jones, Albert H.

44. Kennard, John F.

45. Knapp, Martin J. Jr.

46. Lappas, George

47. Makovaki, Betty

Shown

1100

1750

2000

1075

2000

1250

1150

1010

2000

1800

1500

1500

1400

2000

2000

1050

Page 3

Overage

$7,090

X

750

1000

X

1000

250

150

x

1000

800

500

500

400

1000

1000

50

4/30/85
Aq1LLL. Overa..

$3,890

x x

0 0

2000 1000

x X

0 0

550 0

1000 0

x

2000

0

500

1500

1400

2000

2000

1150

x

1000

0

0

500

400

1000

1000

150

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggjr. Overagje Agr Overage

$1,oo0o$

X X X X

2000

x

1000

x

1000

x

x

1000

1000

1000

2000

800

1000

0

0

1000

0

0

1000

SAL. PVD.$1,40$,4$3000 o$15,490 8,940 $3,000



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWD.

48. Mattiash, Mrs. Oleg

49. Morse, De Milt

* 50. Pearson, Marilyn

51. Stow, James P. III

52. Thrasher, Margaret E.

53. Walton, Tom

54. Wiggans, Robert

55. Acosta, Sergio M.

56. Allen, Robert D.

57. Anderson, Mary

* 58. Darlington, Frank

59. Dietrich, Donald

60. Hart, Thomas W. Jr.

61. Hinkle, James L.

62. Horn, James A.

63. Hudson, Melvin C.

Aggr.
Shown Overage

415, 490

2000 1000

2000 1000

1005 x

1500 500

1500 500

1160 160

2000 1000

1250 x

1050 x

2000 1000

2000 1000

1075 75

1050 50

2000 1000

2250 1250

1100 100

Page 4

4/30/85
AU.2.r. Overage

$8,940

2000 1000

0 0

x x

500 0

1500 500

250 0

1000 0

X

2000

2000

850

1050

2000

2250

1100

X

x

1000

1000

0

50

1000

1250

100

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overage Aggr. Overage

43,000 $o
2000 1000 2000 1000

1000

x

x

2000

1000

1000

2000

1000

640

x

x

1000

0

0

1000

0

0

x

x

2000

2000

x

x

1000

1000

SAL. IFWD.

9 6 ~t 9 ~2 ~

$24,125 $14,840 46, 000 $3,000



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWD.

64. Hummer, J. Robert

65. Le Friant, Mary E.

* 6. Mayberry, Henry

67. Nemenz, Judy

68. Perry, Lillian

69. Peters, Thomas J.

70. Rice, Peter F.

71. Silverman, Harris

72. Steiner, Fred A. Jr.

73. Steiner, Patricia A.

S74. Swanson, Frank W.

75. Zondervan, Keith P.

76. Zondervan, Kevin L.

77. Acosta, Sergio K.

78. Albee, Richard

79. Allen, Robert D.

Aggr.Shown Overage

$24,125

2000 x

1020 20

1500 500

1750 x

2000 1000

1250

2000

1200

2000

2000

1100

2000

1200

1250

1450

1050

x

1000

200

1000

1000

100

1000

200

x

450

X

4/30/85
Agr Overage

$14,840

x x

20 0

1000 0

X

1750

1200

2000

2000

1100

0

900

X

1150

x

x

750

200

1000

1000

100

0

0

z

150

x

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overage Agr Overage

$6,000 $3,000

x x X X

x

1000

1000

1000

1000

800

x

400

x

SAL. FWD. $30, 595

/ 661:;; I C.

Page 5

$18,040 $6,000 $3, 000

c



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

SAL. FWD.

80. Bettandorff, Craig

81. Bradley, G.U. Bennet

* 82. Brown, Lyle

83. Cheakalos, John

84. Cingari, Joe

85. Clarke Robert

86. Claxton, J.L.

87. Coats, Ruth Ann

88. Coker, James H.

89. Cortazzo, Helen T.

.d, 90. Cox, John

91. Dallas, Clyde H.

92. Del Homme, George

93. Der, Alexander

94. Dietrich, Donald

95. 31.oce, Stoney D.

Page 6

Shown Overage

$30,595

1200 200

2000 1000

1500 500

1500 500

2000 1000

1100 100

1100 x

1125 125

2000 1000

2100

1250

1050

2000

1050

1075

1500

x

250

50

x

50

x

500

4/30/85
±.22.L. Overage

$18,040

1200 200

2000 1000

340 0

1500 500

1000 0

1000 0

X

1125

1000

x

650

1050

X

1050

x

1500

x

125

0

x

0

50

x

50

x

500

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overage Agr Overage

$6,000 $3,000

500 0--

2000 1000 2000 1000

1500

x

1000

1000

x

550

X

1500

500

x

0

x

500

1500

x

1500

500

x

500

BAL. FWDo 3,80$046 800$,08,000 $5,000$35,870 $20,465



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWD.

96. Francis, Richard P.

97. Gibson, Adlenie S.

* 98. Greenvade, George D.

99. Hart, Arthur B.

100 Heintz-Hannan, B.A.

101 Hinkle, James L.

102 Hudson, Melvin C.

103 Hummel, Sharman B.

104 Hummer, J- Robert

105 Jared, Robert L.

106 Jarman, Max

S 107 Rather, Gracia P.

108 Rupfer, Mrs. Terry

109 LeBoutiller, Linda

110 IMayberry, Henry

111 McDonald, James

SAL. FWlDo

Page 7

Shown Overage

$35, 870

1500 500

2000 1000

1050 50

1025 25

2000 x

1100 x

1025 25

2000 x

1500 500

1100 100

1975 975

2000 1000

1350 350

1500 x

1500 500

4/30/85Aggr. Overage

$20,465

510 0

1500 5O0

300 0

1050 50

1025 25

X

K

0

x

1500

1100

1975

2000

1350

K

1500

X

x

0

X

500

100

975

1000

350

X

500

12/31/85 2/14/86Aggr. Overage Agr Overage

$8,000 $5,000

1000

1000

1000

X

x

X

750

1000

1000

2000

1000

K

1000

K

0

0

0

1000

0

x

1000

$40,905 $24,465$9005,0 $9,000 $5,000



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWD.

112 Meyer, George B. III

113 Morton, William E.

* 114 Peterson, Richard

115 Porto, George

116 Rice, Peter F.

117 Snyder, John M.

118 Staples, James

119 Stark, Greg

120 Swanson, Frank W.

121 Volimar, John R.

.e 122 Watkins, Lesley G.
123 Wieman, William

124 Young, Anne S.

125 Zondervan, Keith P.

126 Allen, Robert D.

127 Anderson, James K.

Page 8

Aggr.Shown Overage

$40, 905

1850 850

1100 100

2000 1000

1100 100

2000 x

1250 250

2000 1000

2000 1000

1100 x

1500

2000

1250

1025

2000

1250

2000

X

250

25

K

250

1000

4/30/85
Aggr. Overage

$24,465

850 0

1100 100

0 0

1100 100

K

1250

1000

2000

x

x

K

1250

1025

X

1050

2000

x

250

0

1000

x

250

25

X

50

1000

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overage Ajgr Overage

$9,000 $5,000

100

1000

x

950

2000

x

X

1000

1000

x

400

2000

x

0

1000

x

x

0

0

x

0

1000

2000

2000

1000

1000

$46, 730 $27,240

0 9 : ~ Q

Lr., hIkD. $11,000 $;7,000



Independent Democrats for LaRouche
Changes in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

SAL. FW'D.

128 Dahi, Phillip

129 Dodge, David

*O 130 Katz, Joseph

131 Neff, Carl

132 Nemen:, Judy

133 Ogilvie, Stuart D.

134 Peters, Thomas J.

135 Sperry, Michael W.

136 Anderson, James K.

137 Beck, William R.

. , 138 Burroughs, Howard H.

139 Cadwell, Bonnie

140 Charles, Dorothea

141 Chervitz, Alex

142 Claxton, J.L.

143 Cortazzo, Helen T.

Page 9

Shown Overage

$46,730

1100 100

1375 375

1100 100

2000 1000

2500 1500

1025 25

1750 750

1200 200

2000 x

1500 500

2000 1000

1075 75

1250 250

2000 1000

1250 250

1100 100

4/30/85
A11L. Overage

$27, 240

1100 100

75 0

1100 100

1000 0

2500 1500

25 0

1750 750

1200 200

x x

1500 500

2000 1000

1075 75

0 0

0 0

1250 250

1100 100

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggjr. Overagje Ajgr Overage

$,11,000 $7,000

1000 0-

800

2500

1750

1000

x

1000

1550

275

1000

1000

1500

750

0

x

0

550

0

2500

1750

1550

1500

750

x

550

SAL. FWD. $53,955 $31,815

1 7 7 / 0(A " >

$13,800 $9,800



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last. & First. Name

SAL. FWD.

144 Dahi, Phillip

145 Del Homme, George

* 146 Dodd, Egn

147 Donaldson, Robert

148 Driver, Mae E.

149 Frackleton, David

150 Goss, Carmen V.

151 Hlale, B. Thomas

152 Harrington, Brent

153 Hovick, George

. 154 Hummer, J. Robert

S 155 Jansena, Donald F.

156 Lyons, Harry

157 Kahon, Charles D.

158 Marln, Ernest

159 Malruniak, Alex

SAL. FVD.

G.

Jr.

Page 10

Aggr.Shown Ove rage

$53,955

1100

1500

2000

2000

2000

1050

2000

1700

2000

1050

1500

1300

1200

2000

2000

2000

x

S 500

1000

1000

1000

50

1000

700

1000

50

500

300

200

1000

1000

1000

$64,255

4/30/85
Aggr. Overage

$31,815

X X

1500 500

1375 375

1000 0

1000 0

1050 50

2000 1000

0 0

1800 800

50 0

1500 500

1300 300

1200 200

2000 1000

2000 1000

1000 0

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr,. Overage ..ALjr Overag.e

$13,800 $;9,800

1000 0-

850 0--

950

2000

800

1500

1000

850

1800

1000

437, 540

0

1000

500

0

0

800

0

$16,100

2000 1000

1500 500

1000

$111,300

C ~ ~ 9 ;~ C



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

BAL. FWDo

160 Mcl~arlin, Roderick D.

161 McKnight, William Jr.. 162 Millan, Rinaldo

163 Morgan, Wilfred

164 Moule, William N.

165 Mullina, Gerald

166 Nishimura, Dale

167 Pepperw Jack D.

168 Pierson, Allen

169 Porche, Norman

. 170 Rabinowit:, Alan

171 Read, Mildred H.

172 Schloderback, J.

173 Schaid, Walter A. III

174 Schwartz, Dan L.

175 Shumete, Charles S.

SAL. IWD.

Page 11

Aggr.Shown Overage

$64,255

1200 200

1250 250

1100 100

1500 500

1100 100

1500 500

1030 30

2000 1000

1050 50

1100 100

2000 1000

2000 1000

1250 250

1250 250

1350 350

1100 100

$70o,035

4/30/85
Aggr. Overage

$37,540

500 0

1250 250

0 0

1000 0

1100 100

1400 400

1030 30

2000 1000

1050 50

1100 100

2000 1000

2000 1000

1250 250

1250 250

0 0

1100 100

$42,070

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overage Aggr. Overagje

$16,100 $11,300

1000

1000

1000

1000

2000

1000

1000

1000

2000

1000

1750

0

0

0

1000

0

0

0

1000

0

750

2000

2000

1750

1000

1000

750

1000

$18,850 $14,050

£ , g 6 :; .C;



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheChanges in Contributor Overages

Last & First Name

SAL. FWD.

176 Sosa, Juan B.

177 Stevens, Virginia

* 178 Unkefer, David S.

179 Voilmar, John. R.

180 Boyce, Wendell E.

181 Bruner, Ethel N.

182 Nicht, Roland E.

183 Acosta, Sergio

184 Stevens, Virginia

185 Watkins, Lesley G.

S TOTAL

Aggr.
Shown Overage

$70,035

1900 900

1050

1025

2000

1250

1010

1300

1150

1050

1500

x

25

1000

250

10

300

150

50

500

$73,220

4/30/85
Aggr. Overage

$42,070

1800 800

x

25

2000

1250

1010

1300

150

1050

1500

x

0

1000

250

10

300

0

50

500

$44,980

12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Overagje Agr Overage

$18,850 $14,050

1000 0 - -

2000

1000

1000

1000

1000

1500

1000

0

0

0

0

500

2000

1500

$20, 350

1000

500

$15,550

6 6 6 9 ~' [. &~
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Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000 Items
Per FEC 4/3/85 Letter

NOTE: The most current aggregate column is filled in only if the column to its left shows
an aggregate exceeding $1000.

Report ScheduleDate Number/Page

9/20/84 17A/4

17A/5

1 7A/1 2

17 A/20

1 7A/27

17A/27

9/20/84 19B/4

19B/7

Last & First Name

Bruner, Ethel M.

Carnes, Donald

Hereford, James P.

Ranck, Robert

Westland, Steven

Wilson, Donald

Beringer, C.J.

Bruner, Ethel M.

Aggr.
Shown

1010

1250

1200

1100

1200

1050

1500

1010

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Aggr. Agr Comments

See #181

850

1000

0

1200

1050

1500

1000

1000

1000

Same
instance as
#1; see #181

Clark, Mark

Dutchick, Richard

Hereford, James D.

190/38 Ranck, Robert

1100

2000

1200

1100

0

1000

Same
instance as
#3

Same
instance as
#4

1100

~, ~EX~I~T~7 C; c

1.. 2

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

19B/l0

19B/14

19B/22

12.



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

13. 9/20/84 l9B/50 Wilson, Donald

Items

Aggr.

Shown

1050

Page 2

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aq.Aggr. j Aggr. Comments

Same
instance as

14.. 15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

. 23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

10/20/84 1I7A/1

1 7A/ 2

1 7A/3

1 7A/ 4

17A/5

17 A/9

17A/9

1 7A/ 11

17A/13

1 7A/1 4

1 7A/21

1 7A/2 2

1 7A/ 23

1 7A/ 25

17 A/26

Alexander, George L.

Bobo, Emma

Bradford, James W.

Burgison, Raymond M.

Champman, Irvin

Everett, James M.

Fletcher, C.H.

Glass, Paul A.

Hayden, Dwight

Horn, James A.

Munch, Paul

Nemenz, Judy

Pearson, Marilyn

Sare, Janet

Shooster, Charles

1500

1050

1100

1025

1200

1300

1010

1250

2000

1250

2000

1250

1005

2000

1250

1500

1000

975

1025

1200

1300

1010

0

2000

1000

1000

1000

1000

1000

2000 i000

See #62

2000 1000

See #1 32

1005

0

500

905

(Y : V rI i" /, . C



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrront (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First ,Name

29. 10/20/84 19B/9 Bobo, Emma

3.19B/10 Bradford, James W.

19B/12 Burgison, Raymond K.

I tems

Aggr.
Shown

1050

1100

Page 3

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/1 4/86
Aggr. Ag.E Aggr. Comments

Same
instance as
#15

Same
instance as
#16

1025 Same
instance as
#17

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

. 37.

38.

39.

19B/18

19B/19

19B/20

19B/21

19B/22

19B/23

19B/25

198/26

Cortazzo, Helen T.

Cristoforo, Mario

Day, Jack

Dodge, David

Driver, Arthur

Eberle, William J.

Ferracone, Lillian

Fletcher, C.H.

1100

1750

2000

1075

2000

1250

1150

1010

See #143

0

2000 2000 1000

See #129

0

550

1000

Same
instance as
#20

Franck, Albert J.

Gibbens, James S.

Grindley, Robert

0
31.

40.

41.

42.

193/27

19B/29

19B/32

2000

1800

1500

2000

0

500

1000

;1

30.



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

43. 10/20/84 19B/43 Jones, Albert H.

44. 19B/44 Kennard, John F.

45. 19B/45 Knapp, Martin J. Jr.. 6 9/7 Lappas, George

47. 19B/51 Makowski, Betty

48. 19B/52 Mattiash, Mrs. Oleg

49. 19B/56 Morse, De Milt

50. 19B/59 Pearson, Marilyn

Items

Aggr.
Shown

1500

1400

2000

2000

1050

2000

2000

1005

Page 4

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Aqr Aggr. Comments

1500 1000

1400 1000

2000 2000 1000

2000 800

1150 1000

2000 2000 2000

0

Same
instance as
#26

51.

52.

. 53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

10/21/84

19B/76

19B/78

19B/82

19B/84

17A/1

1 7A/1

17A/ 2

1 7A/ 6

1 7A/7

Stow, James P. III

Thrasher, Margaret E.

Walton, Tom

Wiggans, Robert

Acosta, Sergio M.

Allen, Robert D.

Anderson, Mary

Darlington, Frank

Dietrich, Donald

1500

1500

1160

2000

1250

1050

2000

2000

1075

500

1500

250

1000

1000

See #183

See #1 26

2000

2000

850

2000

1000

1000

4 6 6 >' C:



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrnt (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

60. 10/21/84 17A/ll Hart, Thomas W. Jr.

61. 17A/12 Hinkle, James L.

62. 17A/13 Horn, James A.

' 63. 17A/13 Hudson, Melvin C.

64. 17A/13 Hummer, J. Robert

65. 17A/16 Le Friant, Mary E.

66. 17A/17 Mayberry, Henry

67. 17A/21 Nemenz, Judy

68. l7A/22 Perry, Lillian

69. 17A/22 Peters, Thomas J.

70. 17A/23 Rice, Peter F.

* 71. 17A/25 Silverman, Harris

72. 17A/25 Steiner, Fred A. Jr.

73. 17A/26 Steiner, Patricia A.

74. 17A/26 Swanson, Frank W.

75. 17A/28 Zondervan, Keith P.

76. 17A/29 Zondervan, Kevin L.

Items

Aggr.
Shown

1050

2000

2250

1100

2000

1020

1500

1750

2000

1250

2000

1200

2000

2000

1100

2000

1200

Page 5

4/30/85
Aggr.

1050

2000

2250

1100

12/31/85

1000

2000

1000

640

2/1 4/86
Aggr. Comments

2000

See #154

20

1000

See #132

See #134

1750

1200

2000

2000

1100

0

900

1000

1000

1000

1000

800

6. ~ 9 £ (



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000 Items

Report Schedule Aggr.
Date Number/Page Last & First Name Shown

77. 10/21/84 19B/1 Acosta, Sergio M. 1250

19B/1

19B/1

Albee, Richard

Allen, Robert D.

1450

Page 6

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
....Aggr. Agr. Aggr. Comments

Same
instance as
#55; see #183

1150 400

1050

First name
corrected
from 'Robert'

Same
instance as
#56; see #126

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

. 85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

19B/6

19B/8

19B/9

19B/14

19B/14

1 9B/1 5

19B/15

1 9B/ 15

19B/15

19B/17

19B/17

19B/19

Bettandorff, Craig

Bradley, G.U. Bennet

Brown, Lyle

Cheakalos, John

Cingari, Joe

Clark, Robert

Claxton, J.L.

Coats, Ruth Ann

Coker, James H.

Cortazzo, Helen T.

Cox, John

Dallas, Clyde H.

1200

2000

1500

1500

2000

1100

1100

1125

2000

2100

1250

1050

1200

2000

340

1500

1000

1000

500

2000

1500

2000

1500

See #142

1125

1000

1000

See #143

650

1050 1000

e

78.

79.



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

92. 10/21/84 19B/20 Del Homme, George

93. 19B/20 Der, Alexander

94. 19B/21 Dietrich, Donald

19B/24 Elmore, Stoney D.

19B/27 Francis, Richard P.

19B/29 Gibson, Adlene S.

19B/31 Greenwade, George D.

19B/34 Hart, Arthur B.

19B/35 Heintz-Hannan, B.A.

19B/36 Hinkle, James L.

19B/38 Hudson, Melvin C.

19B/38 Hummel, Sharman B.

19B/38 Hummer, J. Robert

Items

Aggr.
Shown

2000

1050

1075

1500

1010

1500

2000

1050

1025

2000

1100

1025

2000

Page7

Aggr.

1050

12/31/85 2/14/86
Agr Aggr. Comments

See #145

550

Same
instance as
#59

1500

510

1500

300

1050

1025

1500 1500

1000

1000

1000

Same
instance as
#61

Same
instance as
#63

Same
instance as
#64; see #154

19B/40 Jared, Robert L. 1500

I ~< ~; 9 K ~'

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

S
102.

103.

104.

105. 1500 750



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000 Items

Report Schedule Aggr.
Date Number/Page Last & First Name Shown

106. 10/21/84 19B/40 Jarman, Max 1100

107. 198/42 Kather, Gracia p. 1975

108. 198/44 Kupfer, Mrs. Terry 2000

* 0.1B4 LeBoutiller, Linda 1350

110. 198/51 Mayberry, Henry 1500

198/52

198/54

198/57

198/6 2

198/63

198/65

McDonald, James

Meyer, George B. III

Morton, William E.

Peterson, Richard

Porto, George

Rice, Peter F.

1500

1850

1100

2000

1100

2000

Page 8

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aq.Aggr. Aggr. Comments

1100 1000

1975 1000

2000 2000 1000

1350 1000

Same
instance as
#66

1500

850

1100

0

1100

1000

1000

1000

Same
instance as
#70

Snyder, John M.

Staples, James

Stark, Greg

Swanson, Frank W.

1250

2000

2000

1100

1250

1000

2000

950

2000 2000

Same
instance as

#74

/~ . , ;

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

198/74

198/75

198/75

198/77



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

121. 10/21/84 l9B/81 Volimar, John R.

122. 193/83 Watkins, Lesley G.

123. 19B/84 Wieman, William. 124. 198/86 Young, Anne S.

125. 193/87 Zondervan, Keith P.

Items

Aggr.
Shown

1500

2000

1250

1025

2000

Page 9

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Aq .. Aar. Comments

See #1 79

See #185

1250

1025

1000

1000

Same
instance as
#75

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

O 131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

12/7/84

12/7/84

17A/1

1 7A/l

17A/4

1 7A/9

17 A/17

17A/24

17A/24

17A/25

17A/26

1 7A/ 29

198/2

Allen, Robert D.

Anderson, James K.

Dahi, Phillip

Dodge, David

Katz, Joseph

Neff, Carl

Nemenz, Judy

Ogilvie, Stuart D.

Peters, Thomas J.

Sperry, Michael W.

Anderson, James K.

1250

2000

1100

1375

1100

2000

2500

1025

1750

1200

2000

1050

2000

1100

75

1100

1000

2500

25

1750

1200

400

2000

1000

2000

800

2500

1750

1000

2500

1750

Same
instance as
#127

6 6 6 7 ~i;



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000 Items

Report Schedule Aggr.
Date Number/Page Last & First Name Shown

137. 12/7/84 19B/5 Beck, William R. 1500

138. 19B/10 Burroughs, Howard H. 2000

139. 19B/11 Cadwell, Bonnie 1075

* 4.1B1 Charles, Dorothea 1250

141. 19B/14 Chervitz, Alex 2000

142. 198/15 Claxton, J.L. 1250

143. 19B/17 Cortazzo, Helen T. 1100

144. 198/19 Dahl, Phillip 1100

Page 10

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Agjr Aggr. Comments

1500 1000

2000 1550 1550

1075 275

0

0

1250 1000

1100 1000

Same
instance as
*i128

145.

146.

O 147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

19B/21

19B/21

19 B/ 22

19B/22

19B/27

198/29

198/31

19B/32

198/36

Del Homme, George

Dodd, Eugene

Donaldson, Robert

Driver, Mae E.

Frackleton, David

Goss, Carmen V.

Hale, B. Thomas

Harrington, Brent

Hovick, George

1500

2000

G. 2000

2000

1050

2000

1700

2000

1050

V C: . : i '

1000

850

1500

1375

1000

1000

1050

2000

0

1800

50

950

2000 2000

800

(



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000 Items

Report Schedule Aggr.
Date Number/Page Last & Pirst Name Shown

154. 12/7/84 19B/36 Hummer, J. Robert 1500

155. l9B/38 Jansen, Donald P. 1300

156. 19B/40 Lyons, Harry 1200

* 157. 19B/49 Mahon, Charles D. Jr. 2000

158. 19B/49 Matin, Ernest 2000

159. 19B/50 Maruniak, Alex 2000

160. 19B/51 McFarlin, Roderick D. 1200

161. 19B/52 McKnight, William Jr. 1250

162. 19B/53 Millan, Rinaldo 1100

163. 19B/54 Morgan, Wilfred 1500

164. 19B/55 Moule, William N. 1100

* 165. 19B/55 Mullins, Gerald 1500

166. 19B/57 Nishimura, Dale 1030

167. 19B/59 Pepper, Jack D. 2000

168. 19B/61 Pierson, Allen 1050

169. 19B/61 Porche, Norman 1100

170. 19B/62 Rabinowitz, Alan 2000

171. 19B/65 Read, Mildred H. 2000

I-- I' 6'.~,

Page 11

4/30/85 12/31/85 2/14/86
Aggr. Aqr Aggr. Comments

1500 1500 1500

1300 1000

1200 850

2000 1800 1000

2000 1000

1000

500

1250 1000

0

1000

1100 1000

1400 1000

1030 1000

2000 2000 2000

1050 1000

1100 1000

2000 1000

2000 2000 2000



Independent Democrats for LaRoucheCurrent (2/14/86) Disposition of Over $1000

Report Schedule
Date Number/Page Last & First Name

172. 12/7/84 19B/67 Schloderback, J.

173. 19B/67 Schmid, Walter A. III

174. 19B/68 Schwartz, Dan L.

* 175. 19B/70 Shumete, Charles S.

176. 19B/72 Sosa, Juan B.

177. 19B/73 Stevens, Virginia

178. 19B/77 Unkefer, David S.

179. 19B/79 Voilmar, John. R.

180. 1/29/85 17A/1 Boyce, Wendell E.

181. 17A/2 Brunet, Ethel M.

182. 17A/6 Nicht, Roland E.

* 183. 1/29/85 19B/1 Acosta, Sergio

184. 19B/14 Stevens, Virginia

185. 19B/15 Watkins, Lesley G.

Items

Aggr.
Shown

1250

1250

1350

1100

1900

1050

1025

2000

1250

1010

1300

1150

1050

1500

Page 12

4/30/85
Aggr.

1250

1250

0

1100

1800

12/31/8 5

1000

1750

2/14/86
Agr Comments

1750

1000

1000

See #184

25

2000

1250

1010

1300

150

1050

1500

2000

1000

1000

1000

1000

1500

2000

1500

9 x, ~ ~ 9 ~?



February 26, 1986

Federal Elect ion Commission
Washilngt on, D.C. 20463

Reu MU, R 215
Cortazzo, Helen T.

Dear Chairman Pikenum

This is my response to the Federal Election Commission's January 6,
1986 determination that "there is reason to believe" I violated 2 '- ,Z
U.S.C. section 441a(a) (1) (A).

I first gave *100 on or about August 7, 1984 to Independent,,
Democrats for LaRouche.

C4'

I then lent *1000 on September 17, 1984. At the time I lent this
money I had forgotten that I had previously given *100. So thiso w' 'lO3

'.mistake on my part. IDL discovered this mistake and refunded 1R
to me on June 8, 1985.

Shusband lent $1000 on or about October 16, 1984. From speaking
with representatives from IDL I have learned that my husband's loan
ms wrongly attributed to me. In all likelihood this occurred
simply because I had signed the check. However, I also learned that
C)OL corrected its error by the time it sent you their subsequent

reprt

. believe that this whole situation should be seen as a series of
m*istakes or accidents and that no further action should be taken

gainst me. I do request that you enter into pre-probable cause
conciliation with me.

9SincerelIy,

Helen T. Cortazzo

I swear that the foregoing is a true and accurate account of my

knowledge of the issues raised in the FEC's MUR 2125 against me.

Hee-T ira

Signed an~d sworn to before

me this day o'f February, 1986.

IMARGARET J. Gj EE ,, '
",c'c',j Fjbh;c, S'.e of {'ew "

r.:- riston Expires Febrbirf S,•
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Dear Contributor;

Thank you for your contribution. We are writing because weneed you to provide certain information to enable us to comply
with federal campaign funding laws.

The Federal Election Commission requires additionaldocumentation regarding contributions submitted which are drawnon a joint checking account, but which are signed by someone
other than the contributor.

YOUr contribution of $/d ,O , dated !Jand drawn on check *j/ on the account of"..

was signed by another signer on the account. Please confirm
that the contribution was from you by signing the statement
below.

"- " "Sincerely,

.: Independent Democrats
for LaRouche

C THE FOLLOWING TO BE VERIFIED AND SIGNED BY THE CONTRIBUTOR.
(1) ___The contribution described above represents my;personalfunds, and is a contribution from me.

NAME fAi6 / "1, , ' _-.

ADDRESS J1 6 . Ei'J 15 Hf/ 4,

AMOUNT: /O . _

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS for LAROUJCHE
AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0 C 20*43

April 22, 1986

James Horn
Stone Htovs Farm,
R. D. 2
Stockton, NJ 08559

RE: MUR 2125

Dear Mr. Horn:

On February 7, 1986, the Comission mailed a letter to you
--- notifying you that the Comission had found reason to believe
... that you violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , a provision of the

Federal Electlion Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A duplicate
~copy of the Cmilssion's notification is enclosed.

c As of this date, we have received no response. In the
absence of any materials from you, the Comeission vill have to

~decide vhether to take further action solely on the basis of
\3 information from other sources. If you vish to supply any

information, please do so vithin fifteen days of your receipt of
this notification.

" : If you have any questions, please direct them to Laurence B.
, .... bey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

~~Charl _s N. Stee]l

Enclosure
Duplicate letter of
February 7, 1986



3! - Vgbn&the1AMatter of )g

~)

Lafl ouche, and Gerald Rose, )
as treasurer, et al.)

I * BAC GRD

This matter was brought to the Commission's attention by the

Reports Analysis Division (hereinafter, RD) RDincae

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer (the principal capaign committee of Lyndon La~ouche

during the 1984 presidential general election campaign,

. hereinafter, =IDL') accepted excessive contributions of $78,880

.. from 152 individuals and misreported an undetermined amount of

- t funds as contributions which should have been reported as 'other (i

reeps

: DOn January 6, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and 434(b)(2). On the same

--- date, the Commission found reason to believe that three

~individuals, Helen T. Cortazzo, Judy Nemenz, and James Horn each

, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by making excessive

contributions to IDL.

This report pertains to IDL and to two of the individual

respondents, Helen T. Cortazzo and Judy Nemenz. James Horn has

not replied to the Commission's reason to believe notification.

A. IDL

Counsel for IDL submitted a letter which was received on

March 4, 1986. Attachment I. Respondents acknowledged that



-2- L

IDL received excessive contributions, but contended that their

actions were permissible under the Act and regulations.

Respondents requested (in the alternative) that the alleged

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) either be dismissed or that the

Commission enter into pre-probable cause conciliation on this

issue.

Respondents also contend that the General Counsel failed to

state a factual basis for the Comission's finding that there is

reason to believe that IDL. violated 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) by

r') reporting funds as contributions which should have been reported

as tother receipts'.

O B. Helen T. Cortazzo

~Respondent Helen T. Cortazzo submitted her response to the

Comission's reason to believe notification on March 3, 1986.

, See Attachment II. Respondent Cortazzo requested pre-probable

r cause conciliation. However, she asserted that she made

C' contributions of only $1,100 to IDL, instead of $2,100 as alleged

t by the General Counsel. She admitted that she had forgotten that

she had made a $100 contribution on or about August 7, 1984 when

she made a $1,000 loan to IDL on September 17, 1984. However,

Respondent Cortazzo further asserted that an additional $1,000

was a loan made by her husband to IDL which was incorrectly

attributed to her.

C. Judy Nemenz

Counsel for Judy Nemenz submitted a designation of counsel

statement and a request for pre-probable cause conciliation on
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Fe~bruary 24, 1986. See Attachment IV. i

U . LUA ANALYSIS

A. IDL.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the

Actw) provides that

No candidate or political committee
shall knowingly accept any contribution

.. in violation of [2 U.S.C. S 441a].

2 U.s.c. S 441a(f). Respondents admitted in their letter that

IDL received excessive (and therefore prohibited) contributions.

~Notwithstanding this admission, Respondents contend that they

"4 have coplied with the Act and regulations, and therefore request

that this matter be dismissed, or in the alternative, that the

COmmission enter into pre-probable cause conciliation.
(C%

Respondents first contend that IDL did not mknovingly"

receive the prohibited contributions. However, this matter is

r based on reports filed by IDL with the Commission. The fact that

C IDL reported these contributions to the Commission demo~nstrates

Y that IDL had knowledge that it had received them. It is vel

settled that specific knowledge that the contributions were

prohibited is not required for the violation to be complete.

M4URs 1360 and 1393; Federal Election Commission v. California

Medical Association, 502 F. Supp 196 (N.D. Cal., 1980).

Therefore, Respondent's contention is without merit.

Respondents next contend that IDL acted reasonably and

within the limits of the regulations by depositing contributions

pending a final determination of their legality. Respondents



correctly state that 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (1) requires the

treasurer to make his (or her) best efforts to determine the

legality of a contribution. However, Respondents omit a further

requirement of that regulation, which is that where a

contribution suspected of being illegal is deposited, the

treasurer shall make and retain a written record noting the basis

for the appearance of illegality, and that a statement that the

legality of the contribution is in question should be included in

the report filed with the Commission. A review of IDr.'s reports

> show that no such notations were made.

"? Respondents next cite 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (2) and state it

as follows: 'When the status of a contribution is determined, any

~illegal contribution is to be refunded '... within a reasonable

!:: lengtb of. tme' ." This statement seems to suggest that the

!-; ~j. reasonable time' begins to run when the contribution is

: determined to be illegal, and not from the time the contribution

C is received. In fact, 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (2) reads as follows:

t When a contribution cannot be determined
, to be legal, refunds shall be made

within a reasonable time...

The plain meaning of 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b) (2) is that a

contribution cannot be used until it has been determined to be

legal, and that the time for determining the legality begins to

run when the contribution is received. Respondents state that

Funds were not and have not been available to retire the entire

repayment obligation without damage to the campaign's financial



position'. This merely confirms that Respondents in fact

disbursed the questionable contributions on behalf of IDLe

instead of complying with 11 C.FR, S 103.3(b) (2) by returning

contributions which were known to IDL. to be excessive.

Respondents state that RAD contacted them on April 3, 1965 .

regarding the excessive contributions, and that RAD's letter

"recoiuended" that the excessive amounts be refunded.

Respondents contend that some refunds had already been made, and

that those which had not "would be made as soon as funds were

~~available." It should be noted that this correspondence took ,

- .-. place in April, 1985, five months after the 1984 election.

~~Respondents' contentions of reasonableness notwithstanding, the

' ommisionhas required in similar cases that refunds of i

C questionable contributions be made within 30 days of recitpt. In l

1KUR 1360, the Oommission held that there was probable cause to

believe a committee violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f) where refunds ~~

were not made within 30 days.

, In the present matter, Respondents appear to state that 47

" percent of the original excessive amount of $78,880 had still not ii

been refunded on February 14, 1986, fifteen months after the

November, 1984 election. Given that the excessive contributions

were received in September, October, November, and December,

1984, these excessive contributions have remained unrefunded for

periods between fourteen and eighteen months.
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~Because these prohibited contributions have not been

refunded for such a long period, it is clear that there is no,

merit to the contention that IDL acted reasonably within the

meaning of 11 C.IF.R. S 103.3(b)(2). On the contrary, IDL ignorin

the language and purpose of that section by depositing,

~disbursing, and receiving the benefit from these prohibited

contributions despite knowledge of their excessiveness.

~Therefore, the Office of General Counsel cannot recommend that

• this matter be dismissed as Respondents have requested. Rather,

N. r- this Office recommends that the Commission consider Respondents'

" letter as a request for pre-probable cause conciliation.V

• O This Office would point out that the issue of whether !DL

C accepted excessive contributions is intertwined with the issue of

-. whether IDL obtained funds through unauthorized credit card
'0

transactions. The Com~mission is considering allegations b7y

i individuals that the various organizations supporting Lahmohe

(7 (e.g., The LaRouche Campaign, the Los Angeles Labor Committee,

the Fusion Energy Foundation, Caucus Distributors and Campaigner

Publications, as well as IDL) obtained funds from individuals

without their consent by making unauthorized charges to credit

card numbers. See ?4UR 1852; see also, Memorandum to the

1/ Respondents' counsel states that "Despite this compliance with
the letter and spirit of the Act, the campaign is now alleged to

be in willfulit [sici violation of the Act simply because
legitimately received contributions were later determined
excessive and some of the necessary refunds remain outstanding".
The General Counsel has not alleged that the violations were

willful or knowing and willful.
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Coumission, March 20, 1985. As noted in the First G3eneral

i Counsel's Report in this matter, if it is true that sme of the

~items reported as contributions by IDL were actual l? unauthorised

by the putative contributors, then these items cannot be

considered "contributions' within the meaning of 2 U.s.c.

5 431(8) (A).

i! This Office regards the voluntariness or lack of i

?:, voluntariness of the purported contributions as central to the

questions of whether IDL violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and

i: cO434(b) (2). Pre-probable cause conciliation on the excessive

contribution issue would involve the Commission agreeing with IDL

iI II  that the transactions listed in the RAD referral were

'contributions' within the meaning of the Act. Until it is

resolved whether the contributors intended to contribute to WDL,

~or in the alternative, whetber IDL extracted money from tbhem by

r making unauthorized credit card charges, it would be

C inappropriate to ratify IDL's assertion that the transactions in

to question vere bona fide contributions by entering into pre-

probable cause conciliation. Therefore, this Office recmmnds

that the Commission decline to enter into pre-probable cause

conciliation with IDL pending further investigation.-
/

2/ IDL's contention that notice was inadequate in the Factual
and Legal Analysis on the misreporting issue is without merit.
IDL is on notice of the credit card issue because it is a
respondent in ?4UR 1852. The Factual and Legal Analysis is

sufficient to notify IDL that the alleged conduct may have the
additional consequence that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).



This Office is preparing compulsory process to be sent to

!DL and questions to be sent to the individuals listed as

~contributors in the R&D) referral as part of its investigation in

~this matter, as was done in MUR 1852.

• B. Helen T. Cortazzo

The Act provides that no person shall make contributions to

any candidate and his authorized political committees vith

respect to any election for federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

C>. Respondent Cortazzo admits that she made contributi!ons" of

.....C, $1,100 to !DL in 1984. She states that she had forgotten that

~she had made a contribution of $100 to IDL when she later made a

i~i: C loan of $1,000 to the same committee. Therefore, it is ocear
C 4
iil that Helen T. Cortazzo has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (l)(A} .

Respondent Cortazzo contends that an additional conributiOn

i .: : of $1,000 to IDL on October 16, 1984 was actually a loan by her

•C husband Angelo Cortazzo. Respondent Helen T. Cortazzo admits

to that she signed the check, and has provided a copy to this

Office. However, she contends that because her husband Angelo

Cortazzo executed a statement (on a form provided by IDL) stating

that he made the contribution, that this contribution should not

be attributed to her. Attachment III. By this reasoning,

Respondent Helen T. Cortazzo would have exceeded the contribution

limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) by $100, and not by

$1,100, as the General Counsel has alleged.



Commission regulations provide that even though a spouse

from a single incm family has contributed $1,000 to a candidte

for an election, the other spouse may similarly contribute $l,*O0

to the same candidate for the same election. 11 C•F•R.

S 110.1(i) (1). °

However, Commission regulations also provide that absent

evidence to the contrary, any contribution made by check shall be

reported as a contribution made by the last person signing the

instrument prior to delivery. 11 C•F.R. S 104.8(c). Commission

0 regulations further provide that a contribution which represents

. . contributions by more than one person shall indicate on the

C\I written instrument, or on an accompanying written statement '!

C signed by all contributors, the amount to be attributed to each•i 0

C4 contributor. 11 C.F.R. S 104.8(d).'
'0 i

In this case, Respondent signed the check but made, no

notation on it, and submitted no accompanying written statemnt

c ... indicating that the contribution was from her husband Angelo:

in Cortazzo. Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 104.8(c) and (d), this -

' contribution must therefore be attributed to Respondent Helen T. ,

Cortazzo, in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A).

The reattribution statement signed by Angelo Cortazzo is not

sufficient to cure the violation for several reasons. First, the

statement does not appear to have been made contemporaneously

with the contribution. The language used in the printed form

suggests that IDL sent the statement to contributors after
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acceptance of the contributions. The statement does not show the i

date it was executed or the date it was received by IDL. The .

statement apparently was executed and delivered some time between

October 16, 1984 and December 7, 1984, because IDL's monthly

report to the Commission dated December 7, 1984 reflects the

reattribution to Angelo Cortazzo. In closed enforcement cases,

the Commission has held that excessive contributions must be

reattributed (or refunded) within 30 days following receipt. MUR

1360 and 1393. In this present case, Respondent has failed to

-- show that the reattribution took place within 30 days as

.' required.

i C The reattribution statement here also fails to meet the

C J
.... requirements of a subsequent advisory opinion which permitted

i~ii Oreattribution by spouses as a remedy for excessive contributions.

In Advisory Opinion 1985-25, the Commission approved a political

r committee's proposal to reattribute apparent excessive

C contributions to the spouses of contributors. However, the

tO Commission limited permissible reattribution to those cases where

the combined contributions by the spouses did not exceed $2,000, ,;

and further required that the letter to contributors must inform

the contributor of the statutory $1,000 limit per election and] of

the contributor's alternative to receive a refund of the

excessive amount instead of reattributing it. Advisory Opinion

1985-25. IDL's form letter signed by Angelo Cortazzo does not

meet these requirements. Although the printed reattribution

statement cannot be expected to meet the technical requirements
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of a subsequent advisory opinion, it should be noted that the
Commission has not extended reattribution to couples where the

total amount of the contribution exceeded $2,000.

This Office believes that the reattribution statement

submitted by Respondent is not sufficient to cure her violation

of 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but that it is a mitigating factor

This Office recommends that the

© Commission enter into pre-probable cause conciliation with

~Respondent Helen T. Cortazzo. A proposed conciliation agreement

CgJ is attached for the Commission's consideration. Attachment IV.

C C. Judy Nemenz

Counsel for Respondent Judy Nemenz submitted a request for

pre-probable cause conciliation, which was received on

February 24, 1986. Attachment V. Because of the unresolved

factual issues outlined above concerning the voluntariness of

' ' payments to IDL, this office believes that it would be

appropriate to send interrogatories to all contributors (other

than Helen T. Cortazzo) including Judy Nemenz to ascertain

whether the transactions took place voluntarily. Therefore, this

Office recommends that the Commission decline to enter into pre-

probable cause conciliation with Judy Nemenz pending receipt of

her answers to interrogatories.



iii. Ritc3UMmaIn~l

1. Decline to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation with

Independent Democrats for LaRouChe and Gerald Rose, 
as

treasurer.•

2. Bnter into pre-probable cause conciliation with Helen T.

Cortazzo.

3. Approve and send the attached conciliation agreement 
to

Helen T. Cortazzo.

4. Decline to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation with

Judy Uemenz.

5. Approve and send the attached letters.

Charles 14. Steele

General Counsel

Date K~ . r one
Associate Genera one

~Attachments
I. Letter from IDL (with exhibits)

II. Letter from Helen T. Cortasso
. III. Check and reattributionl statement from Helen T. CortazzO

__IV. Proposed conciliation agreement for Helen T. CortasZo

V. Letter from counsel for Judy Nemenz

VI. Proposed letters to Respondents
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH#N GTON, DC 204bH3

MEMORANDUM TO :
FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CEARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL

MAPoRI W EwMONS CHERY A. FLEINGk
MAY 7, 1986

OBJECTION TO MUR 2125 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
Signed May 2, 1986

The above-named document was circulated to the

Coission on Tuesday, May 6, 1986, 11:00 A.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:
CN

Conmniss ioner

Commissioner

Conumiss ioner

Commnissione r

Commissiloner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

flarris

Josefijak

McDonald

McGarry

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, May 13, 1986.

the Executive Session

e

X



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMtISS ION

In the Hatter of )

Independent Democrats for ) ~22
LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, )
as treasurer, et al. )

CERTIFICAT ION

I, Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

Counission executive session of Hay 13, 1986, do hereby certify that

the Commiission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 2125:

1. Decline to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation

L with Helen T. Cortazzo.

--. 2. Take no further action against Helen T. Cortazzo.

C< 3. Close the file as it pertains to Helen T. Cortazzo.

4. Decline to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation
~with Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald

Rose, as treasurer.

5. Decline to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation
" with Judy Nemenz.

6. Direct the Office of General Counsel to send

~appropriate letters pursuant to the above actions.

' - Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak, McDonald, and

McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest :

v DateAdmini rat ive Assistant



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONU WASHINGTON. D.C 2043)

May 1.6, 1986

C1-.3--.NAIL C31P-Y :---

Helen T. Cortazzo
126 3. Brinkerhoff Atvenue
palisades Park, NJ 07650

RE: MUR 2125

Dear Ms. Cortazzo:

On January 6, 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that you violate4,
2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (At), a provision of the Federal Election

\ Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On March 3, 1986, you requested
that the Commission enter into negotiations directed toward

' , reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement of this matter
~prior to a finding of probable cause to believe. However, after

considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission
c determined on May 13, 1986 to take no further action against you,

and to close its file as it pertains to you.

The file will be made part of the public record within 30
~days after this matter has been closed with respect to all other
.... respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to

appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days of your
.:- receipt of this letter.

~The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 55 437g (a) (4) (8)
and 437g (a) (12) (At) remain in effect until the entire matter has
been closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file

, has been closed.

The Commission reminds you that no person may make
contributions to any candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any federal election which, in the
aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) . Although
the Cmission has decided to take no further action against you,
your contributions in this matter appear to have exceeded the
limit of 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (l)(A) . You should take imediate
steps to insure that this activity does not occur in the future.
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If you have any questions, please contact Laurence B. bey, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-6200.

Sincerely,

C:harles N. Steel

BY X eth A. Gohea one
AssociateG raCone



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON. DC. 20463

May 16, 19 86

d Z1Zlr3TD M TL - I l PY'! TlJ 33 _13S€T3,
E eg son & Asociates, P.C.
Attrn Tracy Roach
1 Longfellow Place #t216
Soston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 2125
Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Ms.* Roach:

On March 7, 1986, the Federal Election Commission received
~your request to enter into conciliation prior to its

consideration of vhether there is probable cause to believe that
your clients violated 2 U.S.C. ss 441a(f) and 434(b) (2).

On May 13, 1986 , the Commission declined to enter into
: conciliation because it has not yet completed its investigation

of this matter. Please be advised that the Commission viii
~reconsider your request to enter into conciliation as soon as it
~completes its investigation.

:- You state in your letter that facts were not recited in the

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis in support of the
" allegations that your clients violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2). As

you are aware, your clients are respondents in another matter,
MUR 1852, which arose from the same allegations. Your clients

,n have been given notice of the specific facts of these
transactions in I4URs 1882 and 1991, which are now merged with MUR

~1852. In light of the fact that Independent Democrats for
Laflouche has already been advised of this issue in MUR 1852, this
Office considers notice to be sufficient.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COM4MISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C.24

Nay 16, 1986

Muster and Kretzer
Attns Allen R. R~retzer
1200 Wick Bldg.
Youngstown, OH 44503-1475

RE: I4UR 2125Nemenz, Judy

Dear Mr. Kretzer:

On February 24, 1986, the Federal Election Coinission
received your request to enter into conciliation prior to its
consideration of vhether there is probable cause to believe that
your client violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (l) (A). OnI y 13, 1986 the
Coamission declined to enter into conciliation because it has not
yet completed its investigation into this matter. Please be
advised that the Coiuiasion viii reconsider your request to enter
into conciliation as soon as it completes its investigation.

It you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 37648200.

Sincerely,

(N ,

",J

'f-

BY:



THOMAS J. BEETEL AS '

20 MAIN STREET
P. 0. SOX 187

FLEMINOTON, NEW JERSEY 06822

(201)768-1921

May 13, 1986 173NO. UNj0N8TR ET
LAMBERTVILLE. NEW Jr~rEY 06830

(609)37.96
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463 .

Att: Laurence E. Tobey,Staff Member c

RE: James Horn, Stone Rows Farm, R.D.# 2, Stockton, N.J.
08559- MUR 2125

Dear Sir :

cD
In response to yours of April 22, and that of Kenneth A.

- Gross, Associate General Counsel concerning possible
violation of the Federal Election Laws, by Col. J. Horn,

CN please be advised that upon investigation the following has
been ascertained:

©: 1. The contributions of $2,250.00 alleged to have been made
were in fact made by Col.J. Horn and his wife Nancy Horn,
individually, in the amount of $1,000.00 each; while $250.00

• ,, was for the payment of a Campaign Publication. Therefore,
there should be no violation of the law in that regard.

°' 2. Assuming there was a joint contribution, then enclosed
find a refund from the LaRouche Campaign, in the form of a

~photostatic copy of a check (# 3967) in the amount of
:i $1, 250.00 on October 11, 1985, which was deposited in the

farm account of the citizens in question. Therefore the
, contribution amount, even if considered jointly made,

resulted in a $1,000.00 contribution.
~3. Your attention is invited to Sec. 441 (a) l (B) which

would allow contributions to political committees in the
amount of $20,000.00, as well as to Section (C) allowing
contributions to any other political committee in the amount
of $5,000.00, neither of which provisions have been violated
by the amounts in question, but would further exempt any
contributions made by these citizens, even in the aggregate.

We trust this provides sufficient information to close this
matter, but thanking you for drawing the matter to the
attention of Col. J. Horn and his wife, I remain

cc: Col. J _i4rn
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ANDErRSON & ASSOClATET.C. UN; l:1
AIORNmr AT LAw " JU -~P:0

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE. SUITEc 216
BOSTON. MASSACHUSSrTS 02114

(617) 7424200

O00N P. ANO(R'SON OF" COUNIH[L:
RoOWT L Ross,
A DAVID DAVIS ELEANOR W. PE[NNER
TRACY ROACH June 12, 1986

Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission a-,..,

99E Street, N.W. - "
Washington, D.C. 20463 -

RE: MUR 2125 - Independent Democrats for LaRouche..D-

Dear Mr. Gross:

4 In regard to your letter of May 16, 1986, in which
....-- notice was given of the Commission's unwillingness to

conciliate the above referenced matter, the following
C': inaccuracies must be corrected:

<"- 1. Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL or 'the
campaign") and its Treasurer Gerald Rose are not respondents

C-.: to MUR 1852. To the best of my knowledge, the only
, respondents to MUR 1852 are The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC")

and its Treasurer Edward Spannaus. Although IDL was
:"-. informed in the notices of a reason to believe finding in

MURs 1991 and 2013 that those matters had been merged into
- MUR 1852, there was no indication that IDL and Mr. Rose
~where thereby rendered respondents to MUR 1852. The factual

and legal basis for the allegations have never been
, communicated to IDL nor has there been any information

provided as to the significance of the merger of the two IDL
" MURs into MUR 1852. Requests for further information have

typically been ignored.

2. The merger of matters into MUR 1852 is merely for
the administrative convenience of your office. This is the
explanation which you have provided to my other client, The
LaRouche Campaign. The implication of this statement is
that no substantive importance should be placed upon a
merger but the practical effect for TLC has been that no
procedural rights have been afforded on the occasion of a
merger. IDL and Mr. Rose now find themselves in a similar
position; they are respondents to a matter of which they
have been given no notice or other procedural safeguards
whatsoever. The assertion that merger is merely form and
not substance is absolutely false.



3. MUR 1852 and MUR 2125 do not arise from the same
allegations. MUR 1852 was an internally generated matter
resulting from an audit of The LaRouche Campaign. There Is
no mention whatsoever of IDL in the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis which accompanied notice of MUR
1852 received by TLC In December of 1984. No further
exposition of the factual and legal basis of MUR 1852 has
been provided. If one is to believe that merger is for
convenience alone and does not alter the substance of the
matter, additional facts must be articulated by the
Commission or the Office of General Counsel to support your
statement that the matters arise from the same allegations.

4. MUR 1882 has not been merged with MUR 1852. This
matter was internally generated and a reason to believe
finding made on January 23, 1985. Notice of that finding
was sent on January 29, 1985. It contains no mention of MUR
1852 whatsoever. IDL responded to the reason to believe
finding on February 18, 1985, after receiving from you an
extension of time to respond. IDL has received no other
communication from the Comm ission in regard to MUR 1882,
other than the statement in your letter of May 16, 1986
which states that MUR 1882 has been merged.

5. The substance of the complaint in MUR 1991 is an
overdue loan to the campaign not an unauthorized charge.
The only mention of MUR 1852 in any correspondence from the
commission in regard to MUR 1991 is the phrase "This matter
has been merged with MUR 1852 and will henceforth bear that
designation."

6. In MUR 2013, which is the only other matter to
which IDL is a respondent which has been merged into MUR
1852, it stated that "This matter has been merged with MUR
1852 and will henceforth bear that designation." No other
mention of MUR 1852 is contained therein nor has there been
subsequent communication from the Commission relative
thereto.

7. There is a perplexing inconsistency in the
treatment of overlimit contributions in the cases of IDL and
TLJC. A separate matter designated MUR 2092 was opened in
regard to the overlimit contributions allegedly received by
TIC. This matter was not merged into MUR 1852 and therefore
is apparently considered to be a separate issue. In the
case of IDL, the issues of overlimit contributions and
allegedly unauthorized contributions have been combined in
MUR 2125.

8. If MURs 1852, 1882 and 1991 are the specific
factual circumstances giving rise to the transactions at



issue in that portion of MUR 2125 which alleges a violationof 2 U.S.C. Section 434(b) (2), does that mean that MUR 2125
is merged into MUR 1852, or that MUR 1852 is merged into MUR
2125, or that MURs 1991 and 1882 are unmerged from 1852 and
merged into 2125, or that MUR 2125 exists as is and
therefore without any specific facts of its own? And, what
happens to MUR 2013, which has been merged into MUR 1852 but
which apparently has no connection with MUR 2125?

Please advise.

Sincerely,

/tr

cc: Joan D. Aikens



Februiary h, 1986 :

Ann 0. Seistad r " r

I, Ann Seistad, do swear that the accounts and statements containaed ~ -

in this docuent are true to the best of my knowledge.

EAnn 0. Seistad personally appeared before me, a notary public, on

04!, her owen free and voluntary will.

a gn

C



Aug 13 - I was approacat the airport on a business i by a well-dressedt
gentleman who holding some publicaticns. sked me if I believed
in a Str'ong national defense, arnd began telling me about some scientific
research which was explained in a bi-monthly magazine called Fusion. He
wanted to sell me a subscription, but I tc-ld him I had no tire to read
it and did not want to be on a mailing list. I told him I would make a
one-time donation if this was a non-profit organization. He said It was,
so I wrote him a check for the same amount a 2-year subscription would
have cost. He gave me some literature.

Sept 22 -A girl nmed E.izaoeth called to ask it 1 had had a chance to read any
of the literature I had been given. I said no. She seemed pleasant and
knowledgeable, and spent quite a while explaining that Fusion stood behind
preserving the democratic republic our forefathers founded, and making
Americans aware of what they might lose. She said she was busy trying to
raise money for an add to be run on TV next week, and they were asking all
their supporters to purchase a subscription to ETR (Executive Trntelligence
Review), or contribute $300.90. Alter the lengthy conversation, I agreed
to give a donation to 'usion Eniergy Foundation, but told her I did not
want the subscription. She said since the money for this add had to be
paid for on Monday, that they woAuld send someone by to pick up my check
that day.

date? I was contacted during the week by a gentleman who asked if I would
please remember to watch this television special, which was going to
run j hour, and then asked e if I would call some friends and neighbors

'0 to view also. I did watch the TV program which seemed to be odd. It was
on the Russian Orthodox Church arnd the omunnist Party, etc. Then at
the end I was surprised to see a ca zpaign ad for LaRouche for President.

~It wa. the first time I had ever heard of LaRouche.
Sept 29 -A lady nard Tony (or Toni) called me to ask if I had watched the program

O and find out what I thought of it. I told her for one thing, I wes really
disgusted that I was niot told that this was a campaign solicitation I That

C I had made a donation to Fusion and that never had anyone mentiened to
that I would be supporting a candidate I did not intend to vote fori I
thog i that was misrepresentation, if nothing else. fTny quickly defended

:, : the on that point sayn that the FUsion oney was separate, then spent
quite a while explaining the worthiness of the whole organtution. She

:7 said that if I gave oney to Fusion, that it wouldn't be used the for
campig, but that it would 'free up some other money' that they could use

Sfor Lma ch. I told her I thought that the 2 major candidates in the
, Presidential race were Reagan and Mondale, so I couldn't understand why

they would waste their vote on Lao.che.
. Oct 6 -Tony called again and spent a great defil of time on international affairs

and the serousness of the political situation in eriany, etc. She
sounded so truly patriotic and interested in educating Americans regarding
the price of freedcm, and preserving the free America from which we had
deviated. She controlled the conversation, since she had all this'knowlede'.
She said that money was urgently needed right now, and that they were taking
loans. She declared that money was Just as safe with them as it was in the
bank; that they had a small group of 'good people' who were z'iving to their
cause; and that sm people were giving their 'life savings'.' She said the
banks were on the verge of collapse and that the truth si, ply had not been~
told. liar advice to ,people was to get their money out of the bank arnd out
frmunder the mattress (or wherever), and invest it where it would be best
used. She said people could make loans of any amount for 30, 60, or 90 days
at 10, 12, 15% interest. She then asked me if I would loan some money. I
said no, that I was not in that position, out she pressed the issue to the
point where I felt guilty not loaning any of my abundance. I finally told
her I would give it some thought. She asked n'e when I would krow for sure,
and I said not before Thursday.

Oct 11l- (?M) Tony called for me while 1 was o't.



Oct 1? Tony left i~rC again that are had called while I was at the ballet.
Oct 13 -Tony called for ,rie no less than 3 times during the day, but I vas not

irs. .Jnei she was finally aale to r'ch me, she asked if I had given
thi further thought. I said I wol neped some more time, then I
asked what sort of a wiltteni agrmot they used fow these loes .Si
said they just had a standard fam iioh their mwaer sipeld. I simd ,
then maybe I oculd cos down to their office arnd leek it ever, but she OWA
it really waasn't anything to see. I said well, I vented to thn it
over and give her a call back, so I needed her phone number. Well,
she said she was very hard to reach and it would be easier for her to
call me. Finally when I insisted that she give me their address and
phone nuzTber, she gave it to me.
After further discussion, I agreed to lend $1000.00 for 30 days at 10%.
She askei if the loan coulo be for a longer period of time, but I said
no. I told her after 30 days I would re-assess the whole situation, but
30 days was now the maxiwmur.
(After I made the loan, I mentioned it to a friend who made the statement:

'If it' the kind of jroup I think it is, you'll have a fun time trying
to collect.' I was nopirg %0 prove him wrong)

:'-.o? A r:an called to ask if I would :.lease remember to watch a TV program
on Oct 23. (It turned out to be another LaRouche speech. )

~(There were no other attmts 'to contact me)
(Note due on Nov 13)

JNoy 12 -I called to speak with Tony but she was not available. I left word to
have Tony return my call, anda informed them that I ould be p quite late.

C (No call received)
o~v13 -I called my hore to see if anyone had called for me. Since they had not,

I called Nusion and asked to t alk with Tony; but was told she could not cme
to the phone. The man I walked with was to give her the aesage tha% my
note was due that day, and I wished to pick it up afe business hours.

'C He said 'All right, finel' (i told them I had a class at 7:30 PM~)
I called again in the evening to verify the check would oe ready, and got

v:: ERichar--d whno said Ton.y' ws at dinner...and that I should try back at 6si&5.
. .:.(61 :i6 )I called again and Mar'k answered. lie said Tony was in a meeting.

I said that I probably really didn't need to talk with her anyway; he
.would oe Just fine since all T wanted was my loaned money returne. He

quickly responded N' , he didn't know anything about that and I would need
LO to talk to "ny personally. I asked what he meant...that he was the man

whc signed my note, he could also sign the check: He decarlled he could not
do that, out that he woulc have Tony call...was that OK? I said I didn't
kn~ow if that was OK or not. H4e retorted that it would have to be OK, and
slammerd dowin the phcne.
(9:30 ?1M) Tony called my hcr while I was ir. class, and asked my grandmothu
for my ousiness phone number. Since that niumoer was not available, Tony aske1

her to get the number so that when she called the next day, she could obtar.

it then.
(lu: C PI cal ledi and returned Tony's 9:30 ca li, but the man who answered

sajo she was on th~e phonc. I asked for her tc call me back that evening

when che wa. through, sinoe would oe uo late.
(No '-s' received

N:cv-_" - I called hone from work ar.Z lo arned that :ony. had called for my work phone
number, t hen called Toniy, out get - .iza :et instead. She told me that
'ony was not ava .laoe, out that she wu'li relay in': message. I stated again
that wanted rry 'rmney nack from the loan, and that T' wanted Tony to call se

at hone etw'een 5:3O an: 5: 5, since iwu7Ld oe away after t at.
(no call)
(6:L.5 ? :) I called an got Tonyi. She e~:a'; giving me the update on the

national ! I international scene. I exrlained that I didn't really have time
for this because of a clas but I did have a few other things to cover.
tc1J her I iIn' t n ersta.: ho; everyc:e wT, at tha t office could be so



I S
IGNORANT of the affairs. She said they" weren't ignorant, ju, t under

lots8 of pressuare. I said that in my opinion all I had gotten was a big

rwiron. She asked if I cld extend the loan, and I seid 14 that I

neidthe money NOW. I reminded her that I made it very clear when I

3 1 tt9 that St was aaly to be for 30 dayso, and tht sh.e shuln't hsve

ta it if that wasn't isig enough. I also told hwr that if that orgaesuaton

wa aeting to do any good at all, that they would have to begin by keepin

th wrd. She sheepishly said she would call N.Y. in the morning to see

whtthey could do about repayment.
(No calls received)

Nv19 - I called for Tony at 10t35 AM but was told she was not in yet, try again.

(12:20 P M) I called again and got Elisabeth, who told me Tony was on the

poeto N.Y.. I said good, Tony was supposed to have asked them to r~eturn

mymoe, so please leave a message of reminder under her nose while she is

oni the phone. I read to her a message whicn I had written out, and she said

she iould deliver it.
(1,00 PH) I called and got Don Pilsori who said he was the only one in the

office, and that he thought he saw everyone going to lunch a rev min~utes

earlier. The reason he didn't go was that he was on the phone when they

left. I said you mean Tony cwies in at ii:00 and goes to lunch at 1:00?

lie said...Yes, about 11:00 or so, he guessed. He suggested I call again.

(2:10OPH) I calledwad asked for Tony buat was told she wason the phote.
I sad I would wat, but he sad Oh no, that she would be awhile....thenl

.. he.. he ed for a moment and banded the phone to Tny . She began a story

of the awful suits that had beaen nged against 'tke', and that because
Lamceo was being sied, that all their mouy was tied up...over $300O(.

I reminded her that I had loaned money to Fusion Rheagy, not the Laftoche

cOaig which they were all working on, and IT should be a totally separate

CN. acout. I also reminded her that the loan was for 30, not 140 or 45 days...

and that I needed it now... They should honor their coemtamts.

She said 'Oh the accounts are separate. We are watched like a hawk.' But

ubt had taken place here was an illegal siesiare of all assets. They were

""""not able to access any of the funds in Chmical Bank because of the unfair

... and illegal actions taken against 'tiesi'.
" I told her I was going to be late for a 2:30 dioctor's appointment , so I

~would need to call her back.
(I ceme down with a cold and laryngitis)

- Nov 23 - I took an informed business friend as a s pokesperson and went down 
to talk

with Topy. She happened to be the one in the office. de rationally discuassed

~the situation stressing how dissatisfied we had been with, the poor treatvment,

and lack of commnication. My friend saia we would prefer not tc have to

take legal action, arnd that we expected to be kept informed cn the status cf

this loan. She agreed to call N.Y. on M.onday morning and contact me with the

results. That waS the best she could do since all the folks in N.Y. were

involved in a bi weekend conference. ( e met YFark Gairey who dropped in

briefly) She said as far as the loans were concerned, theoy were asking if

people could forgive them - in whole or in part, or e'tenc the Sue dates;

since they were havin this difficulty with repayment.

(I had explained before, that i would not conbider t is because 
i felt the mtter

had been handled so poorly. I! they had called me and said e.. .. ,we realize

your loan is due tomorrow, but we arm having this series of 
prcble.ns. Would

you consider extending this for...' I would have considered it. 3ut under

the circumstances, I w s going to require repay.ient.)

Nov 2 - 142 Tony oelled ne at home anod said she needed to find out if they could pay

me in inustallments since they didn't have a2l ±he money then. I reluctancily

agreed to a check for $500.00 NC;4 and tne oalance spread cve~r nc more than

2 months. Sh.e said, '7zOC, then if that is acceptable I'll call N.Y. and

let theu know.' Sh~e stated, 'they need to -et it tu he buzget this week,'

and they woul send a -h, ck hopefully no i~ter than nevt week.



Dec 8 - I c ailed for Tony and Don answered.* He informed m that Tony was
out sick...that he had taken her to the emergency room that morning
because there was a doctor there. He did not know wghen she would be
back. I asked about the status of my loan. He said he didn't know...
but that they were having a tough time re-paying right now.

Dec UI - 'Hunter Cobb' called to see if I would come and support the., in a
motorcade at Denny Park on the following Saturday at noon. I gave him a
briefing on what I had been through with then over the past several
months and indicated that I was very unhappy with my treatment. At on point
he became quite hostile and said 'Lookl I don't have the money to pay you
and you've mentioned this several times...now are you coming down or not?'
I told him that I heard what he said, but that I didn't think he heard what
I said: If your own supporters couldn't even honestly support you, how
could you ever expect to win others to your opinion?? He nearly hung up
saying 'Fine, if that's the way you feelil' Then he backed off, and said
they needed supporters and asked if I'd come.
(stiUl waiting for a call, or letter, or check)

Dec lJ - (9t50 PM) I called for Toni and Elizabeth answered. She said that Tony
was on the phone. I told her I would wait for a few minutes for her to
finish. She put me on hold...and I waited till 10:30
I hung up angrily and called back, getting Mark. I said 'Is Tony off
the phone yet?' He said 'Oh yes she went home.' I said she was told I was

CN on hold for her, He said glibly 'Sorry, I didn't know you were on hold.'
(They only have 2 lines) He said it was past business hours and I would
need to call back tomorrow. I said I wanted him to take a message for

C her. He said 'Look, it's past business hours and you can Just call back
tomorrow" I said Yes it was past business all right, but he had better

C'< give her this message: If she didn't call me by 9AM in the morning, that
I thought the TV stations should be down there at their motorcade with

- my side of the storyl He made a few retorts and hung up.
<. Dec 15 - (10:00AW') I called both KIRO and KING talking with reporters to give then

a glimpse of what I had experienced. They were Interested in a story, but
since neither was planning to cover their motorcade, I opted to wait for a
week or so to make a decision.
(They suggested I call the Sec. of State and the Public Disclosure Commssion.

~The Public Disclosure Commission suggested I call the Federal Election
Commission, Gjen'l Counsel, and the Attorney General, state & federal)

! . The motorcade tuirned out to be Li vehicles for Schiller Institute.
_Dec 20 - (LiPM) Called and asked Mark for Tory but she was as usual on the phone.

I told him I would wait, but he said she would be a long time and they
needed the line. I asked him to have Tony call me when she got off the
phone.
(5f1) Called again and asked Mark for Tony, but she was supposedly on the
phone. I said: 'Now really, Mark, I think the cat and mouse game is over,
don't you?' lie said he didn't have a cat and mouse game. He said too
many people's lives depended on wh-t they did there. I said I thought he
was fooling himself and asked him to have her call. His response was 'I'm
not the fool rna~ar. ', 2nd hung up.

Dec 22 - Went down to talk with Tcny a final time, and was met at the doer by a man
named Paul Gluznez. Paul informed rie that he has now been charged with clearing
the loans made to ThO (The LaRouche Campaign) and IDC (Independent Democrat
Cai'paign). I made several things clear: that I had never money to
a political campaign, that I had not ] n money to their campaign...but
rather Fusion, and that I was quite disgusted with the treatment I had
received. While he did not seem to know anything about my particular set
of circumstances, he said he would check into it and call me Sunday evening.
I pressed him for a time, and he said 9:00 PM.



Q S
De 23 - Paul called at 9:20 PM after he had a chance to get background ito

from Tony, and call N.Y.. supposedly. He told me that he several options
to suggest: 1. that I turn my loan into a gift, 2. that their headquarters
repay the Joan beginning with $250 at the end of January, followed by $100
monthly. He didn't seem to have a third option, but I said that was not
satisfactory; the first option I already gave my answer on, and the second

would require most of 1985 for repayment. I told him I would need at least

$500.00 right now. He promised to get back to me after Christmas on Wednesday

evening, or Thursday morning after he had a chance to call N.Y.

Dec 26 - Paul called as he promised, and said the situation was even worse than he
thought...the FBI and the Federal Government were on their case and they
had virtually no money. The very best he could promise was $250 interest

Jan 7th or 8th, then $150 + interest Feb L4th or 5th, followed by the same

Mar l4th or 5th, April 8th or 9th, May 6th or 7th, and June 10th or Ulth.

I reluctantly agreed onily if he would personally give me his word that he

would see to it's fulfillment. I reminded him that it was he who had

originally contacted me at the airport. .. so I hell him responsible; especially

since I had asked not to be on any list.

1985
Jan. 3 Paul called me to say he talked to New York and that he was upset to find that

Fusion was over-deployed and they were pulling together monies and trying to
centralize. So they wouldn't have any money at all until February 7th or 8th.

~He stated that in his conversation with them, that he was 'demanding' $500,0

instead of $250 for me since I had to wait. I told him that I had loaned this

money in rood faith for 30 days, not 45S or 60 or 90. I made that clear when
OJ I loaned it, and was tired of getting a stall and a runaround. Then I told

him that if that organization planned on doing any good whatsoever, they needed
~to begin by honoring their commitments.

4Feb. 6 Paul called to say he had contacted Wayne Hintse in New York and last week"
.. the committee decided they couldn't pay more than $200.00. He said that

he let them know that I was very mad about this and that I wouldn't settle for

>¢ less than $500.00 by Feb 15. I asked him how it felt to be working for an
organization that couldn't be trusted, and that I thought maybe it was

" past time to let the public know about this sham. I did tell him that I
. apopreciated his personal sense of responsibility in contacting me, though.

That waS the .vly responsible thing I have seen in the whole sod wtory.

date? When shopping at Northgate Mall, I noticed 2 gentlemen behind a table which was

filled with books & pamphlets. One I recognized as Richard, and the other I
had never met before. I strolled up the the table, and as my eyes scanned the
literature, I said casually, 'You know, it's just a shame you folks don' t pay

your bills.' That led to a lively discussion with the gentleman whom I had not
yet met. He said that I should talk to a fellow by the name of Paul who would
put me on steps. I then informed him that I knew Paul well, but had no faith in

any repayment progress.., and I continued with my disappointments. This just

caused Richard to lose his temper, and he retorted something like 'Yeah, you're

just like the rest of them. Why don't you just do what you have to--just turn

us all in':' At that, I stated that they just never know who I might contact

about this. I also told them that it was the kind of attitude which Richard

disnlayed that told the true character of this organization. The~y both seemed

unnerved by my earlier comment, and inquired if I was with the FBI or planned

to contact the gove.rnment. I sinply told them that if I was with the FBI, that I

would have dcne something long before now. I was trying to be fair and reason-

able about this, but that now I might have to take further steps. I commented

that I thought maybe they should work at regular jobs donating their extra time t,

this effort. Thus they would not be draining the organization's runds so that

they were unable to pay their bills'I This gentleman informed me that he had

donated THOUSANDS of dollars personally to this cause.



Approximately 10:30 the same evening: Paul called to tell me that he had Just spoken
with some fellows who had apparently seen me at the Northgate Mall. I!e seemed
very nervous about the situation as he asked me if I was with the FBI. However
he settled down when I calmly explained that I was an ordinary citizen wto was
trying to give them every chance to me'et their obligations, and had never mis-.
represented anything. Yet I had to make it clear that I was very serious in
my stated intention to follow through with my complaint. I reminded him that I
warned him in person that I was planning to call and talk with any government
representative necessary.

Probably as a direct result of this development, I received 2 small payments
over the next three months from the New York office. The monetary information
is at the bottom of this page.

1986
Feb. Since that time, I have not been contacted by any of these individuals whom

I had seen or talked with from Fusion. My subsequent attempt to call them,
ended with a disconnected phone number for which there w . no referral. But
But on a previous business trip, I did see Paul from a distance soliciting
for funds at Sea:ic Airport. It must be true that there is a sucker born
every minuteS

19814 Contributions:

8/13

9/22

10/13

$ 38.00
$150O

$ 80.00

Loan:

10/13 $1oo0.00

Repayments:

March 1985

May 1985

1 check from First American Bank of New York
signed by Dorothea Brunnell

1 check from Dominion Bank
signed by Wayne Huf

Note: I was interested that the envelopes were from
Caucus Dis tributors
Campaigner Publications

$250.00

$10O.00
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VOTER REGISTRATION INFORMATION
If you are not now registered to vote you will be unale tovote in the Septembe 17 Pimar Election. Registration

for the Primary closed on August 17. However, you still have time to register to vote in the November 5 General

,0 Election. Registration for the General Election dloses on October 5.

~You may register to vote ift

C,: •~ you area dtzen of the United Stat ;

* youwflbe 18or olderon the day ofthe ti

c * you have not been deprived of your cii rights.

~~You can register to vote 'a the following locations:

* King County Records and Elections

, * An branch of the Seattle Pubic Library.

c: .Any City of Seattle Fire Station.

.c ,If you have any questions about voter registration call King County Records and Elections, 344-2565.

~VOTING INFORMATION
You may vote in person at your precinct pollng place. The name and number is on ycur Voter Registration Card.

Locations of polling places will be published in the Friday, September 13 editions of the Seattle Post-Intelligencer

and the Seattle Times. You may also obtain this information by calling King County Records and Elections,

344-2565. The polls will be open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

If for any reason you will be away from home or otherwise unable to vote in person on September 17, you may apply

for an Absentee Ballot. Since the Primary Election is just a few days away it is suggested that you apply in person at

King County Records and Elections, 553 King County Administration Building, 500 Fourth Avenue, Seattle.

To vote by Absentee Ballot in the Primary Election you must make application before 4:30 p.m., September 16.

"Your Absentee Ballot must be voted and post-marked no later than September 17.

For further information, call King County Records and Elections, 344-2565.ft



r Of6ceof EJection Administration

September 6, 1988

~Dear Voter,

Tis sthe first of two Cit y of Seattle Voters' Pamnphleta you will receive this election season.
The second winL be for the November 5 General Election.

PubLishing a prfrmar as well as a general election voters' pamphlet, and providing forthe inclusion of candidates for County, Port, and School District offices were the, two most frequent suggestions received regarding the City's 1983 general election voters'
~pamphlet experiment.

~The opportunity now exists for other Jurisdictions to include ballot issues and candidatesin Seattle's voters' pamphlets. However, at this time they have chosen not to do so.

This year you will be choosing a mayor, & city attorney, and four people to serve on Seattle's( nine member City Council. Included in this voters' pamphlet you will find statements from&.:those candidates who are involved in primary election contests. A primary is required Ifmore than two people file for a particular office. The two candidates who receive the mostC votes in that election advance to the general election.

In addition, please note on the next two pages the details ofra major election campaign: reform program. It Is designed to limit campaign expenditures and reduce candidate"reliance on special interest groups and others making large campaign contributions.

~I hope you find this pamphlet helpfu. If you have any comments or suggestions, I would be
most interested in hearing from you.

~Very trujy yours,

Alan W. Miller, Administrator
Office of Election Administration

Atr ,c~ . r31O ,oyrn ert o~o rtjty-a'irmatve actor: e -i:eOffice of Etect~or- Admrstg1: u, - .8 Murcpai Bu.'tdn.g Seattle. Wasd',ngron 98104 (206) 625-4238



* reduce the influence of special interest money in municipa
elections.

w imut caqma spening~J

* encourage candidates to rely on small campaign contributions

Your city with the help ofCommo Cause the Legu of Women, Voters. and other groups and iniidas ha adoted a majo

~HOW IT WORKS:
,.-, "No candidate may accept a contribtion of more than $350 from any person in any year.

A campaign fiac reform fund will be created from otherwise unappropriated General Fund revenues. From that find, indiviual

C making sml capag cotiuin will have theicnribtin matched. Only contrbtions to candidates agreeing to abide by

expenditur-e limits will qualify to be matched.

C' ontrbtin to caddtes not agreeing to those limits ontribtions from organizatio, contribuions in excess of $50, and

(Ni c to i received more than 12 months before the aplcal general electio wil not be matched.

'0 CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIMITS:
The expnitr limit for City CounciL City Attorney, Treasurer, orm ptrle is $ 5000. The limit for Mayoral candiates is

, 25,oo.O 2/ oth wr~ r~tmay he spent prir to the Prmaection.

RESULTS OF TETIG:
The program was tested in the 1979 and 1981 municipal elections. By coniparuig the contrbtos received in closely contested city

council races in those years to the same for 1977 and 1983 the effectiveness of the program can be demonstrated.

AVG. NO. OF CONTRIBUtrORS AVERAGE CONTRIBUTION

1200 $70

1100$6

500 $40

... .... ,-., ,, 1o7 1 TQ 1t 1 g_0

1977 1979 ~ l t I



PIN...:AN E FoRM IO GRAM
2"; :,THE REFORM FUND:
i: ,,Just as you can direct a portion of your federal income tax obligation to be paid to the fund that finances presidential election campaigns,
:: :.,you carn direct a portion of already collected General Fund revenues to the Seattle Campaign Finance Reform Fund by returning a

':: _::coupon you wil receive in your September/October City ligt billing. No City Light revenues are involved.

.: : On the back of the City Light remittance envelope you will find a detachable coupon. If you return it with your City Light paymlent, $4
3. .;will be transferred from the City's General Fund to the Campaign Finnc Reform Fund. If you choose not to return the coupon the $4

:,,,it represents will remain i the General Fund to be spent at the dir'ection of the Mayor andCuni

:'- 'If you believe it is important to reduce the influence of special interest mopey in our
::,.:' ,.elections, limit campaign spending, and encourage candidates to rely on small
: ',": . campaign contributions, then look for this coupon on the back of your City Light

': remittance envelope..

f- .... ASMPL~~
; : I IF YOU RETURN THiS COUPON WITH YOUR CITY UGHT PAYMENT I

I: y(JU WULL HELP IMP.EMEN A MAJOR ELE-CTION CAMPAIGN REFORM IN SEAITII I
I By rtumw thi coupon, you will direc a portion Candidlates who do nrA age to limits on their

', ::!: I of City Geea Fund revenue to be paid to the campaig spending will nrt have the contnbltions I
iI Seatl Cmpaig Reorm Fud. thyreevemtce. I

: trnse $4 to the Reor Fund. reuc special intres inluen~mit cpi g

.. I spe id. asdrencuaecniatsl eyo
cmI n'I o will have thirI

I Seattle I
S:I : Ific of Election Amlinnstration i
: ', ':i I THIS PROGXRAM HAS NO EFFECT ON CURRENT OR FUTURE CITY LUGHT BILLINGS OR PAYMENTS. I

:-.. :'% FO I0 SOE r-£ NI.Y AK£-DQUESTIONS ADOUT THIS REFORM PROGRAM,.E H AKOFTEOUO

;::... and return it when you make payment on your City Light bill.

S"The Seattle CiyCuclinelgnl and craieypassed an"odinance poingfor avoluntary limit of spending and prilpubli

financing oif candidates so the average person would have some chance of equal representation in the City of Seattle. .. There is... a
i: tremendous benefit to the general public, in more representative government by the City Council and Mayor of their city."

. . Tht Cl!) oj Seattke, ,t at. t,. State of Washingtn. dt at.
i'i!' \Wash!ngtnn Supreme Court No. 47752-3 :

f,5



~MAYOR
Markt Calney is a se-employed consulta
served the last 5 years as the Northwest
Coordinator and Washington State Chairman of
the National Democratic Policy Committee. He is
an active member of the Schiller Institute, and the
Club of Ife. Born on Sept. 5, 1950, he attended
Essex County CollUege and Uipsala College and
received a science degree.

I delivered on my 1982 City Council caan
prom-ise. The Strategic Defense hnitiative is now
ofiilU.S. prolicy, and thousands of Seattleites
are now employed in this historic project, offering
us hope against a Soviet missil attack while, de-
veoigthe laser beam/plasma fusion technolo-
gies which can create an industrial revolution and a
scientific renaissance. However, if we are to truly
reopen the flodaes of technoogca and cultural
optinisan, to ensure a future for our children, we
rmis 1) neutraliz General Ogarkov's ambitious
preparations for Moscow to launch a full scale
nuclear attack against the US and Europe by MO
later A.,9L; 2) bury the International Monetary
Fund and its usriu policies which are destroy-
ing our ecnm and nmrdering milos, and
3) declare a ruthless w'aron drugs.

To solve the cause of the flandi r obe isg
city we must increase the revenue base, aid thI
means.ending the usufltiuS hugh interest rate pol-
icy of the Federal Reserve, which has cofhpsed
o-ir industry and agricult ure, and dramatical sn-
creased unemploymet:nt Likewise, the Port a
Seat tle can not significantly expand to hlp with
the mutual development of the Pacific Rini ass
tions, whle the Intenational Monetary Fund CU,
tinues its imposition of brutal austerity pokcies.;
which, in Afc alone, has wiiul codene
100s of millions to death by starvation and disease.
We must join our" Ibero-American ales bled b
President Alan Garcia of Peru, who are hghkig
bury the IMF, and implement the new lowk ktregt
rate, gold backed monetary system prpoe by!
economist Lyndon LaRouche. We sbOhouae OJlC -- -

with President Garcia, who is leading a menes
war on drugs, aimed at the top level eof Dapa,

Friedrich Sdle, 'let not a great momentsi
history find a little people."

Bob Hegamin wm born in Shanghai, Chn on 28
Deee, 1926. He graduiated from Seattle Urn-
versit in 1966 with Bachelo of Scec degrees
in Electrica Eniern and in Genesil Science.
He served in the U.S. Air Force and is currentl
an engineer at Seattle City Liln. where he has
worked for the past seventeen years.

The Seattle Bob Hegamin wil work for wil be a
world-class city where. its people comre first: its
government as resxwzve, accountable and ision-
ary: its beauty comes from the people and its own
natural surroundings.

BbHegii has ben most recenty, an advo-
cate for the people of Seattle on two very im-
portant issues (1) He has actively protested es-
calating City Light rate increases before the City
Coniand (2) He has worked against the ids
Criminate use of bonds for projects that do not add
to the general assets of Seattle.

This year. Bob co-chaired an effort to change the
City Charter by establishing City Light as a non-
profit utility operated as a revenue supported bus-
mess. This would have de-politicized City Light
and allowed its rates to reflect the true cost of
providing power to the rate-payers. As .Mayor, he
wil continue his attempt to attain this goal

Bob is conened by the city's e-ver~m=bonded inetenss. In 1983, the Shaelwldeu:i

total of $250 rmlion for a very qusiial bamd
issue.

Bob Hegatin is alarmed by certain synwptam a
decay appearing in Seattle Like the proverbial
apple Seattle looks "great" on the ontaid, bit is
deca'ilg on the inside. Somne othese nsxeob oi
symptoms are: a. Concessions made by w -
ment to the financial power of the city: h. Loss at
single-fail residential neighborhod: e.. Sa
businesses driven out of the city, .t Repars aidi
rninemne of the ciys streets. paks aid bi
neglected- e. "Hidden" taxes in the gwe ol bds,-
higher utility rates and service fees / More tma
collected but fewer sermces providedi g. A dead
and crime-ridden "downtown" at night.

Bo)b Hegamnin recognizes and a knowledge the
existence of these problems and is coimted to"
resolving them. He will appreciate yor vote ha '!

MR XCALNEY

0-

BOB HEGAMIN

li ill i ill I



MAYOR
Chris Homer is a 35 year old mahiit at GenralrElectric. a member of the .Soc.ialist Workers Party
and the Internationad Union of Electrornic Workers
(IIJE) Local 1002. lIe attended Brown University,
Providence, RI.

U.S. Hands Off Central Amcrea and the Carib-
beam. Stop the U.S. war on Nicaragua. End the
economic embargo. End Rupport to the Salvado-
ran dictatorship. Wirthdraw U.S. troops from Gre-
nada. End the blckd of Cuba.

Stop Union Bust/rag. No governet interference
in union afais Solidarity with wtorkers" on strike
for a deent standard of living.

Jobs FovALL Shorten thework week with no cut m
pay. With the blions spent on war., launch a public
works program to build schools, hospitals, roads
and dud care centers to provide jobs atuno
wages.

Stop Racist Altacks. For afrnatrve acin indud-
,mg quotas, in edaaro and emlyt Jail th e
cops who murdered Robert Badwn Ablh the
det penaty. Stop the deotain of Central
American refugees and other undocumented
workers.

D)€fe,4 Wo Rights. Defend the right to safe
legal abortios. Jail the terrorists who attack abor-
tion clinics. Pass the Equal Rights Aniendmnent.

No Goveuserut or Coo, ol Stitf to Somit
ricew Aprud Close the South Afican co
ate. Divest city funds from corporations (
business in SouthAria

*

Stop Farm Forecloures. For a moratorium on dl
debts. Extend low-interest credit for all faisK
necessities. Guarantee fuul farmers c income
adequate to meet costs and sustain a decent liviaW

Tazike Rich Noa Workers erte Poor. Abolis d
city, state, and federal taxes on working people
and fantay farmers. Tax the profts of giant corpo-
rations, Ilce Boeing. that paw itle or no taxes.

Usie For Peoce. Jot .udfua. On Apri 20tusnsprotested in Seattle and other de
ag-inst the U.S. war" in Cetra America. againt
U.S. support to the ixist apartheid regime ha
S€outh Afric, and f lix ob ad justice. More de-
monstrations like tis me needed to ujite babor
and other opponents f the U. S governmnt's
war against working people at home and aboad.

For Wo,*ieng-Class Potlical Pooe. For indepen-
dent poiia action by brakn with the pate of
the rich - the Democrats amd Republicas. For a
labor pm for a Black puty. Replace the present
capitalis government with a workersc farers

For Soda/isnL For a socialist society based os
human needs, not profits

BJ. Magoz is a retired public employee, afomermn glxus worker. Sie Ires been an
active pmicipaat in mnyeq strugeg ainstm jo
ascrisition, police bruty, wwan-Iinstin ef-
for ts amd Mcasyite repesim. She is oo of
the over-200 rrested in the struggle to dtose the
racist South African consulae in Seattle. She is
currently Chair of the Washington State District.
Cotmmunist Paty USA. Born September 22,
1915. and raised in the Seattle area. BJ" is a
hoor graduate of the University of Washington.
She lhau two daughters and five grandchilren.

B.J. Mangaoang believes people in this city come
before profits. If there is money for new down-
town office towers there can be money for decent.
low-cost housing and meiical care for Seattle's
homeless. unemnployed, young couples and people
in need. The crisis in the cities as a prodluct of the
Pentagon budget- We see our standard of living
eroding before our eyes. For the first time an the
history of American capialim, today's young
pepe cannot look forward to a better future than
their parents had.

.An emergency program to revitalize the c-ity as
n eeded - one that pm' s people before prrtfs t o
rmpru'.e the qualhty of lie for all

This emrec prop.. incdudes jobs- Enat memergency pubic work m n to f,, up Set-
tie's stre,ewers brkdes md pu'k This wi
create tlumuua ijobs H-Bs-d tiummnk
of new housing wuts T1ia woMm provide fir the
homeless and boost the derse tiber .d
constmction inustries.
ctsou - Establish a conimuiyaffrmtie ct

review board to apl to private and pubic em-
ployment. housin mid heath care. Uuwa-
Establish a fair wage poky, no bidder to pay less
than city wages. Enact stong local laws against
union busting ad nwa shps Bar uprto
of stric breakers. CW~d case- Al emlyr i
Seattle to provde free qumizy child care. Pear -
Make Seattle a nulerfree zone. End all city
investments in ompanies doing business with
South Africa. Add Seattle to the growing hit of
sanctuary cities which provide refuge for victims
of right-wing terror. President Reagan has slash-
ed federal aid to cities to save the arms budget for
fat-cat arms contractors. Defend cities' needs and
liviLng standards by cutting the bloated military
budget and restore federal matching funds.

I

HORNER

A JENE(B.J.)
IGAOANG

nu'
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City c i Prsidet Norm ice has servedthe Seattle city Cae mi 1978, md h--
d~ied its Fnane anl Bdet Committee. Born
in 1943, be received lhs BA. anrd MaUsers
Pidh Agknistration from the U.W., them
worked as aae with Riie Bank Seattl
Urbsn League and Puget Sound Cowuni o

Elected Seattle Freelder, be was Presidento
Mt. Baker Community Club; Allied Arts and PIPE
Board Member:, and serves on the City/Schools
Joint Committee and ,METRO Council

He arid his wife (who owsm anaemnt consi-
ing inn) have a teenage son who attends Garfield

The central question in this election for Mayor s:
Can Seattle do better?

In my vision of the future, we must meet the
challnge of shrinking state and federal revenues
wih a bold, new initatve for et'noi dek-
mew and economic justacs Wit leadership, we'!
market our city's assets: its geography, its beauty
and splendor, a Port ripe for expansion. By be-
coming a trndy international city, Seattle can bring
trade and tourism, investment and , here!

With compassion phas efficet management. we
wiD met thme challenge of hu man needs: survival
ser'vces for the homeless and hungry; Projet
Lifeline for the el&'rty; early intereentk'n for
youth- at - risk.

ration. We omit hower our anne rite (sow lbs

have better tr a d be reee dd ~

teMoon, Pmin er Sum- neede-sit
We have yet to rea the potentid of r

My A ~itriio w work wit ie Ulin,
coiimte to solve cuuo problems, wcb m
trnsportatio and cleani uq Pet Smait

consistbuds hivolvii them earl hiom-
mkn.We imut strengthe the vitnit ti f

businsa

My agenda for the city's future is de sound
fiscal anngmr suvia sevcs ecoomic
develomi bettr regional relations more t-'
tenion to basics (knproivg the condition of owe
streets, keein down utilit costs, and icesn
public safety); closer involvemet "with
neighborhoods.

Your choice, as voters, is between corung the
past or meeting the challenges of the future. I
have the energy and experience to be Mayor. r've
made the conmrrtaent. With your help, we'! make
our city even greater!

JOHN H. RALLIS

CM

NORM RICE

~MAYORS
Johni H. Rs the son of Greek iixunigrants, was
born on Mayli th. 1939, at Yakima, Washinton.
lie went to the Yakim Public 'Schools thru junior
high level The family then moved to Lewiston,
Idaho, and John graduated from Lewiston High
SchooL After graduation John worked througii
the West before entering the United States Army.
Upon being honorabl d iscrged from th Army
he came to Seattle Johinited the ciy and it peopl
so much that he stayed That was 25 years ago.
For the past 12 years he has been self-employed
in the paper recycling business.

John cares very deeply about Seattl, its peopl,
and its future. As a blue collar worker for many
years and a former union member in good stadn
he knows what the working hm and woan goes
thua to feed their fannies and pay their bins md
ta=xes ney to hiss the dst hey worke vezy
hard for years toiget. The fdwn staemn
expresses the cocrs kieds and ce t
tha John wE bring to th omce of Mayor.

"As an entrepreeur I know the importance cif
protecting Sattle's economic hase: the home-
owners, innau businesses, service industries, and
the citys mauacun ari inuralt bse.

The decisons we make md the action we cauudt
ourselves to t.ake now WI shape the ktd odtl '
we w'1 make for oorele adr our dde todey
andt for o'w rardide tomorrow.

log the udae bE k c ovrnn to leso i.

education for it yu peopl who wi be tbe
leaders of tomorrow.

If elected, I wE be askin fra d of Serftl's
atizens - umsdeh -ad ilrn devtio to
city and from d olnmiuted tnat in esdbothwr
an an unmyre dek aid wlnis to wa
together to make Seattle' di best ud sdstctAy
to ive, work aid FI5Y hite ol Tha m y
comnirneutodebpe~eSttie.' "...• '

I I I I



of Mayor. In the last election, he received 76% of

the vote. Born on August 22. 1939, he ii a
grdaeof the University of Okregon. Charley

also studied govermn and public policy at the
Wa.shington. D.C. Journalimn Center. was

awarded an American Poiia Science Associa-
tion Fellowship, and was a visitkng aseoite at the
Harvard-M.LT'. Joint Center for Urban Studies.
Prior to becomni nghayo, he spent seven years as
a news analyst and metaor for KING-TV.

"Seattie is working wet. Simply stated, our City
government as m its best finacil conction in 20
years. Oar reserves are at record levels and oar
bond ratings are solid doubl A. We are fixing up
and clann up the city as never beor. Our
economy oitpaoes that of the atatemstd most other

American cities."

"But we stEface som tough new dadenge: to
keep Seatle's longstazdin eon net to the
elerly, uLam x new promises to our daidren,
provide more ai tn the hcxeles and restoreth
nvn ent rve recommended tha we plan a

new initiativ to tald housing for faals form
new paterha to create jobs and make a speca
city-wide eOrto elpthe scIo -.

last fall and put new energy into cleanig up our
city. The Bonds are putting people to work - re-
pairing streets, bridges, fire stations, librar'ies and
parks throughout the city. We are meeting the

threats to our environment. We cleaned up Gas
Works Park and restored water quality at Green
Lake. We began the battle to dean up F.liott Bay

"We are working hard to make Seattle the very

best city in the nation an which to raise a family. We

changed sick leave policies to benefit single, work-
ing and adoptive parents. We created a bous for

downtown dchldcare, expanded day camp prog-
rams in oan" parks and strntee Head Start
and chlrn's health programs. 70% of the cit as

now zoned for residentia negbrod onl."

"1)espite Jwisished federa support. we have ac-
complished ar enormous amunt in the last few

years. We have bdt more publi housing for the
elderl per capita thn wy Other city imerca
We built l,(000 Senior Homing wmits as promised.

with !5msion let to meet special .ho~asing needls-
Pacifi Meical Center and oar omnauriy crinics
have stepped up their services for seniors."

wiiam .~S a i an es,,m, b,pnba a is

tabral o £q itiea hs whce uro witin.d At

time of dwitasln federal support the corn-
munities wlidn are to maintain and iniprove the
lives of the citizenry must :ake efficiet ad

reasonable uses of resources.

My are has been rase by wht I consider an

unauthorized utizuation of resources and a sense
of diaremn with those lnokrgoffice Several
years ago the voters approed iM increase in the
sals tar ostensibly for capita impovements to
the transi system. I had thought this to mean
a da park and ride lots, addtional buses and

generally improved service. Instead we now wil

have the most expensive public projec an Seattl's

history. This comes at a time when it has been

mandated that we provide additional treatment to
protect our waters. This wil mean the concurrent
development of the two most expensive projects

inMetr.'s istory. Deenhon the uitiiate coitof the transit project mad asociated equimsaet,
aid th~e level of feder'l ssupos actinl reevd
it is oareivabl that the anual inerest on thne
local hamded -mi ny exceed the amui
fariebos revenue of the entire transit system. The
trnsit systemncurreatl wire no debt "ra wE
soon -mge This - -o ariec d coce
should be voed on by those who must pay for it.
Public debt as a shacklde on every resient wi-ha
the couurt wit the burden bing modest fo
some and extreme Lir otes

our country in the name of improving or city. It

has indluded the cod itsr of private Property
in the name of the puli god t is unfrt'unate
thtthe public good i f result in private profit at

public expense.

On issues, the city has neither the time nor the
right to attempt to influence natinal policy not
specifi to the city. Governments do not elect
representatives and any such ac-tions dminish the
influence of those who dsge. The people with

legitimate concerns shul be encouraged to di-
rect their energies toward those properly elected

and responsile.



~CITY ATTOI

No one filed againstincumbent City Attorney Doug Jewett

*1

C~4
CITY COUNCIL POSITION ONE.

NO

I

No one filed against incumbentGeorge Benson for Seattle City Council, Position 1



.... COUNCIL POSITIO ,rwo
S Born: 6/811945

Occupation: Consultant
Background: Attended Lincoln High School in
Seattle and the School of Architecture at the Uni-
versity of Washington.I In February 1983, when I aanouced my previous
candidacy for Seattle City Council, I put forth
Lyndon LaRouche's prpoa that the nation must
embark on a crash program to achieve a defensive
energy beam system capable of destroying
ICBMs in tngh The advantages for Seattle
were obvious. On March 23, 1983 President
Reagan delivered his famous speech anucn
the Strategic Defese Initiative of Mutual and As-
sured Survival. He even offered the Soviets tech-

n~cal coaorto hi order to end the threat of
nudear war. The Russis refused.
Since I deal with the~se matters daily, it is my,
resposbt to infono you that Moscow. by it

)' own defti b hradyi a shooting waragainsa
U.S. and NATO fores This is occwinthroqgh
Soviet Sptzntaz (special forces) which are direct-
ing the a.rct nerntina wave of tenrtism,

S"just as theyrn trecentTWA hijacking. Under

Marshall Ogarkov's direction, the entire Soviet
ecoomy is on an unprecendented war mobiliza-
tion. The Russian leadership is preparinrg to launch
a nuclear strike against the West by 1988. if
NATO does not "peacefully" capitulate to Henry
Kissinger's "Niew Yalta" deal,.ILe. 5ur'rendering
political/economic control of Europe, Africa. and
the Mideast to Moscow. While their lae defense
program presently surpasses ours, Z new Russian
ICBMs are being deployed nzm Any &pq! The
U.S. has not xult anew ICBM in~fl.s! vsYet
our modemn day Ne,.,lle Chamberlains seek to
appease the Soviets bv sunenderin the SI)1 lad
ensuring Western Ci' ation's destruction by the
Soviets in Worid War .IL Thisis whyIanmi~
for the emergency production of 1,000 MX mis-

11, our adc and tehooia suprirtyw
allow us to, not only cut short the Soviet driYe
for world emi and prevent Wold War Ill but
usher in a new scientific revolution, destroywrgthe
Malthusian lies of over population" and "lmt to
resou-ces." Thus we will have "increased our
power to do good-to develop the Third Would
and colonize space.

Jane Noland. an attorney, was boar October 21.1941 and has Ered at the Seattle area for 17 years.
She and her attorne hasbaid of 23 years. Fred
Noland, have twtor tage daughters, Alson and

Jane earned a B.A. in history from the Women's
College of the University of North Carolia. 1982;
an M.A. in gcwenhuenr from Columbia University,
1965; and a law degree from the University of
Puget Sound, 197.
1)uring law school Jane was a legal intern in Gov-
ernor Evans' office and served as judge for the
Nzsqualy Inha C, smasit. After graduti i,
1975, she prcie with the Perkcins, Cole Law
F'inn. She then served as attorney and staff to the
King County Caucd. From these experiences,
she learned to deal with coplx issues and gained
a thorough understanding of the loa legislative
process.
Jane gets involved and gets things done. Her
career is notable for effective leadership. A few of
her accomplishments incdude rewriting comrnun-

-ity property laws to give equal management pow-
ers to women, providing leadership in the drive for
a state ERA, and rewriting the state's rape laws to
gwc protection at trial to vidjns. Before corning
to .Seattle, Jane served in the Peace Corps and
worked as a community organizer and davcare
administrator in East Harlem, New York.

ENOLAND

She is a trustee of the Seattle-King County BarAssociaio and the Washington Lega Fowuk
tion. She. as t Prsdn of Wasetu Women
Lawyers and the Wonsen,'s Networt, and has
served on nmwmaau smmuz tybo hslum
the Seattle Legu a Women Voters aid the
Seattle Mental Health Institute. She was an or-
ganizer of the North.west Women's Law Center
and 1luhsae (Returned Peace Corps Volun-
teers Working for Peace).

"I ann committed to ensuring that this vital and
compassionate city ares for famil and lads,
keeps seniors indpent andl pidztes E those
in need."

"We roll ra.ise the money to do this bY increasing
jobs - nourishing our smal buiess attracting
new business, encouraging a healthy central city,
and by making Seattle the gateway to the Pacific
Rim"

"We mast spend carefully and get the necessities
done: potholes filled, permits processed effi-
ciently, and adequate police protection for people
and property."

"The City must work to improve our schools, give
neighborhoods a meaningfui voice at City llall, and
look beyondl the City line for a more regional
approach to City governme~nt."

"'I ask for y'our vote on September 17th."

MML. JENNINGS



~2ITY~OUNCIL POSON ~)YO
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ROGER D. PENCE

Tutti Carter Orange, 35. was born in Seattle,Washington on May Il. 1950. She was educated
in the Seattle Public Schools and has also raised
three sonms in the Seattle Public School system.
She ii a graduate of Garfield High Scoo and the
University of Wasigtn Both of her parept,
have resided in Seattle since 1949 and have been
employed by the Boeing Company for over 40
years.

For the past ten years, Tutti has been employed
by the Seattle City Councl as a legislative as-
sistant to the entii- body of the City Counci. Tutti
reports directly to the President of the City
Counci and has served under six different City
Coun Presidents since 197
Tutti as gubedextensive experience misla
tive corati1 adminisriio of Counci meet-
in s pubic huomnation Equal Emlymn Op-
portamnt trk saety poiis ainumt t
fairs, bim ,t alsu trinn f new legslaive

variou state, maadnal and international visitin

mea in Connmity activities She is a me, * of
th, Chunkl o/ Chis, the Friends of theAsa
Counseling and Referral Service, the University

Roger Penoe wasbonJuly 25 19415. Heisan
Army vetarm. native Wasltmonm and a 17-
yea" resitlen of Seattde. He has a bahlrs de-
gree aoitica science, with a nmrr m econoin
ics, from the University of Washington. Profe-
siondy. Roger i a land ue and transortton
planner. He was a trnsit planner at Metro for
seven yeas and hes now with a co,-ulting firm.
He was the organizer and first president of the
University District Conint Coni and i m a-
mediate pst.jeidn of the Walngford Corn.
mnunity CociL Roger and his fe, Youngbmn

are, n-eower mn wdingo

All areas of Seattle wil be impacted by over
400,000 new suburan residents and 60,000 new
downtown jos over the next 15 years. However,
only one neighborhood, our downtown, has a plan
to meet the imnpacts of growth. To care for the
whole city we must care for al neighborhoods by
creating, predictable development patterns for
every neighborhoods compr'ehensive transporta-
tion plans promoting better public transit; effec-
tive pr'otections for single family neighborhoods,
parks and open spaces; and increased recognition
of our public schools as a focus of commnunity life.
To achieve these g s we r-ed k .t, ri yvr-ir,:*
concerned an effective voice in creating coin-
prehensive neighborh-,od plans tailored to the
unique needs of each corrnw'Jty.

Fairness,.justie aned di~dtv for all' re values that
must be demonstrated in Seatles programs and

of wasigton Edctoa Opotnt Pmgr
Alumni Association, the Womena Poitit
Caucus. She formerly served as Co-President
the Northwest Conference of Black Elected01
cials and as the Chairperson and Vice-Chaipes
of the 37th and 35th Dhlifocrati District orgmms
tions and was a member of the Ea Madahu-"-
Young Men's ChristinAaaocjcxtiasMl
Baker Youth Service Burewm Acou"a
Bor.Tutti Carter Orange was twe electede!
represent the state of Wasinto at the N4atiom
Presidentia Conventon. 1. 1960 ahe

Presdetial bid and ha 1964 was elected b

San Francisco. Tutti Cuter Or eIaf

sdol board, City ComcS Mayor

fies, nerthejobofaCos~mkeshe. * :

smdsinese ha thek dveonau We am

so that the entire dcit a Atouih.-" ::

or wes. We smu eaal -, eqitable

the crato um Eing-wage j or sic

and iaaroeuaaccetj0s. We utangk
strengthen the guaratees of freedon fromd
crimntia m kousn an d enaonatu
moteeqeudoppogt..sies or.!

must ensure Seattle's mm, inentlj

mental healh drug rehabiatnm ad
treatmentprograjns; cosistentmd i
potf shelterin the houles aru l
housing protections and incentives iu downtupw
and other areas of our city. ,

Roger Pence is the bestqulfecadat
cause he brings the experience and talent,
need on the counci

Roger has hands-on community

Roger hda pi ftes~oI expertise im land use
transportation planning.

Roger is dedicated to serving the interests of
Seattle neighborhoods.



W COUNCIL POSITI(
Barbara Stenson was born in Seattle on December
26. 1942. She grew up i Seattle's Montlake
neighborhoo~d arnd graduated from the University
of Waigon in94 with aB.A. inHistory. As a
pioneer for women In broadcast niews, Barbara
began reprtin for KING-TV in 196,6. She has
researched and produced Enmny award winning
news, documentaries, and special reports for ma-
jor Northwest news organizations and also served
as a consumer advocate with the Washington
State Attorney General's O e She resigned her
position as senior news pr-oducer for" KCPQ-TrV
in March 19 t5 to capag for the Seattle City
Counci

RBARA SThNSON

'EVE ZEMKE

BraaStenson believes that the City Council
must work in cooperation with other local govern-
ments to support cux baks cultural and edu-.
cational institutios and to provide a health di-
mnate to promote new jobs Barbaras vision of the
future celebrates our ctdttwe diversity ad advo-
c~tes qualt puzbem c ati euvironrenta pro-
tetias, basic Im seve fo thoe in need,
and Social justice icrd Sueis carte toman

famnlie make Seat't~ t, us.d is ralis
her chlden, 17 yer old Eric and fowr year old
Kathy, in the Marn negboho wih her
husband, retired City Plannin Director John
Spaeth.

Stevw Zernke led tie fi to ontrol WPPSSspndng hirsum to spiraling costs of the
Wasint~on Pubic Pa Suil System he
&xrrmed a statewid caotom of raeaers called
D£s'S Bazskr W iu He ra the succes-
hi hitiative 394 cuupss for voter contro of
WPPSS spending.

Steve Zeinke is a sad businessman and
homeowner in Lake City. He wa born ,March 1.
1940 and isa U.S. Army vetoras Mter receivmg a-
Masters Degree us Biolop he comple ted several
acticnal years of grarate work at the Un,-
versit of Wasigo's Coleg of Fisheries. He
owns Puli Interest Cosiat and has been
doing public interest prfuinl for the last ten
yeas. Hi-s dients have ikaded the Leagve of
Conservation Voters, Washington Citizens for
Recycling. Ruthe Ridder for Assessor andx the
Washin gton Association for Children and Adults
with Learning Disabilities.

Steve Zemke saved you lots of money on your
electric bills. In 1976 he organized citizen suppiort
to keep Seattle out of WPPSS plants 4 & 5. In
1931 while most public o il st',od on the
sidelines watching WPPSS put us deeper into debt
he acted. He led the Initiati-e 394 caraicri. Seat-
aie voters overwhelmingly supported it.

S.: e 7*e -ke proves one petson can mak,- a :f
fcr 'ri]s w,,rk t' ortr(, 2ubhic si. ndmng anid

i :dmn pubhc" cfficaJ accc,'able m.at'> h .: u-
rjrudvy qua.f5'-d f,,r City Counril. Hit. pubhk re-

, flr (!,,, proc -: :cacership.

TWO -
6

Barbara Stenson's career has talkei her throut.-
out Seattle and the Northwest and has taught her
how to listen and understand complex issues. She
believes deeply in the City's future and is commimt-
ted to public service. Barbara's dedication to Seat-
tle has been evidenced by active volunteer service
with the Mt. Bakr Cmmrlty Clb League of
Women Voters, wnd Friends of the P= ce Place
Market- She alsoll ba srved ass member of the
Board of Northwest Seaport and Lakeside School,
as a member of the vestry of Eptbi Church,
and as an oficer of the Society of Professional
Journalists and of te e attle Local-.Amerle
Feeainof Tm.Rdo rit , LCIo.

Barbar Stenson'skteit, her alTy to Iet,
and her prcia aprad to clln i

ithe King Conyao ''Council an theJk

Counci of Teanmtr #28. She wi be a strong
arid effectiv C'ity C dnen . lease inest
in a great future t Seattle. Vote for Barber.
Stenson on Septme 17.

Steve Zen e-s s oun ney on CitCd

serv icve IusIevm oss~ fod siem-u

decreasing reveue vi force the city to cut ex-
stng programs er le taxes or both.

Steve Zen e umwxk better conto ofSea-
tie's debt. He vi wo to cut waste siud save
money in the iqctui budge crunch wil ami-
taming basic beryicgs. He wants )Wr tax doars
to provid bai& ss Nie filin pothle a

Steve Zeinke wats to di the City Council En-
ergy Committee. Elcti rate increases again
loom on the hoizn Steve Zemke is someone you
can trust to work hard to keep your elect~ric bills
dow-n.

Steve Zemke is a proven leader. Judge him on his
record. He has earned your vote on Sept 17th.
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PHIL FRASER

Bcgon Recie armng degree froni Va-
ley Coiege in Van Nuzys Californla aid has 20
years nwsn experience with emhai in the
aceas of ben ayl md cartiac intensive care.
A member ci the C&db f Lie who h. been very
active hi opposin the de-unmuing concept of
the 'RliM-to-Die" mowaeni. Menthe of the
National Deniocratk Poly Con',ttee and the
SIe nstitute.

My prinsay conceuw i rtnmmg ir Cky omd ls
to inpleuse a return of thi city to growth

ready seen the benefit of te Strate D es
Outit 0er defese) pingrun in be cra-

trscta fr Doei aid othe loca cc e Th,
is onlthe be~m u i ! :
We must also gaetk huneciate measues to
develop our fnrastte progruns to eapaid
Seatttes basic fuaam cqpscies This icdd
umaini i qpuu a asi su y ad

heolth oe de, h thduespd fo e

fonchi& e nir fes a a r
wJ S~ Po m lint x0emde l ae
in Fderd St~ DWIitt t,-- wq- i o-'

Ron )are 7 1 1,, h grame from L

Pha Cwile Einm is schoo U eher mf

the Shorelin Sdaoid District. She is currently a
volmteer Cap s in the neigtbood Block
Watch Pin-u fr ccmuu't crane peventon
Phi. Batmaimd their3 sm mske their home a
the Maple imdAwea.

hasn devoted kmq hIurwato ccmmut sesvie a,
deeopn a Bock Watda Piogrun in he ig-
o od aid 'servai onucaio aid krum

Committees for hid durdh. He also served on ,,.e
Seattle Sdxioa Distzict Panning comsskin and
was the Repmuazv to the Seattl School
Board fo the Coaltion for Copehensive School

A lifelong Seatle resident. Pt3 cares dee1ly about
Seattle, its people an its future. He belives that

decisions made by the City Coun cil dwn h next
f'ur years. particularly concerning employment

hum potentia ,s or seio dds,,
bein forced Ino earl retirement uri
centers, and degradei "care" ia at a
in their lives when they shul be the inoat
dct-ve. This i,,a dehuerat poic a f
enforced dometicly by th lnera l

whose lootin of t" rotseg sector
econmy hasresute in the ciolqise ofel
service oriented sectors. Ike meded
stead, these ineet promote thmuel
crime of euthansia aid the "cout

some of the most karl meda l
ttrosuc an, di xtO~cld hat. her w
andu 9P oe* -npee* g tl

To create the cidu optm m inw
burn. rUk is cherished md in w~h
wvsh unsg w I wEm eftaqiidpo-pm
prcnm oi production mid Id-ite

wute n~pM th skm o roete

every dtiaea is onidered an kopor
owhmuancomzmity, Phis m ahocatefer~

citizens en issues of lunim rights aS

Acne~ diaen, Phb is amenbeofthe

loin rg wrtors Pue oi A i
Women Voter,. Ameria Mauea Assod.
tkx,. Wtli Afairm Counci Greater Seats
Chrhrc Coumnerce, and the Isd ec
Tra ffi nnes FPh] ma a consensus leader who
w-I readh out to aD eleentms of the cursut to
make a nmqo ifference mn the quality ofCy
Governmnt

% Wth over 0 years of "hands on" experience a"
government, public works and engineering.Ph
wt answer" Seattle's needs with imlgne
educated analysis and como sense. And, with
Phils leadeship and experience he wit work to
make Seattie secor b-t4 to none. Please vote fu
Phil Fraser September 17.

I



CI*C OUNCIL POSITIO IREE
Virginia Gale was born De'ne 19, 1925 in
Wes Vigna the da ughte o Slvation Army
officers. Seattle has been her home fo 34 years.
Her buaband. Dr. Kurt Gale. is• Professor at the
University of Washiitglon. Thi son are both
graduates of Seattle public sd20ooa and Western
Washington University.

Sehols a BA degree broms Rier Uiveruity in
Kansas. and a Master of Pti A ilsrtn
brn the University of Wasatm

V'irginia has IS years public seto experience:
Diecor, Ctiens Servic Shreau; Director,
Depatmn of Licenses and Crasmme ar s
Exeuie Director. Totem Girl Scout Councll
and City Cocecieme s ne 1951

omSinem ctino t te Ck osc t I he
teastedu ac i rt t~o t bst Wereutai o ea-

watquaiznsup. Ieu tej batnesths
aira arthe iof Councresisiiistd an-od

andbsns dommite s bya M~e lad erc
tin. repr sin protte et the andeteros-
Conyi oyoeatos ha tmd the lea on
tasshing ns" u ia oaedyi

"lEquau important are the Issues of human con-cerns. I am an advocate for the disabled, elderly,
women, ethnic and sexual minorities. My voting
record substantiates my support of business as
the back-bone of a thriving City. I'm stubborn
about ConSumer rights. ! support the preservation
of low-lncome housing and the provsono
emergency services. I strive to assue a voice for
aD people in local goverrunent."

Virgsinia is known for asking straigtforward ques-
tions and insisting upon unesanal, factual
answers Ang he thinis sh wants to accom.-
plish In her second term arebrlginto deidon -
environetaly acceptabl gauoqe dposi
system, investigatin a new maaemn sruc-
ture for Seattle Center, keeping uutiy rates and
Metro rates as low as poll wiml- nt
good servke to th conswnsr. ebku po~t-

lest ad foremst to the peopl who live her.
Citizen watch-dogs dec her ma shsasdel
remabl and corgeu yoie and vote for the
concerns of City residents

iwline~ tohe tat kidof olmchnentr."

PETER LUKE VICH

Peter Lukevich was born i Seattle on June 19.
19s Aftr atten highadioci aid two years of
cornrt adae, Peter served with the U.S.
Navy and stE custias m e" m the mnfaary
as -t officer is dh Wam'4v Aauy National
Gtwd. Upon etocii activ dotyin the
Navy, he craupleted course work at the Urn
versaty of Washington and City Umn rityui Bus.-
ness Aduisrto aid Conmmi~caticma. Peter's
professiona background includes a car'eer with
the Ofic o PersoelMm geest His duties
included: person managm performance
appraisal devdo m~ienmttir and work
with federa supervisor and umnners in labor
relations.

Peter, his w*f Linda. and son Thormas live in

Northeast Seattle where he has been active serv-
ing as President of the local youth baseball league.
board member and President of the Chamber of
C~merce and Co-Chair of a citizen's advisor"
committee to the Seattle Scoo Board. In addi-
tion Peter has served as armember ofthe Mayor's
Small Business Tasidorce. After leaving the fed-
eral service in 1983 Peter began a new project in
Seattle by successfully managing the dosed Seat-
te School District properties of Jane Addarns
J'uirr High ad l -ac City Elementary as , i
purpose community centers. 'This project began i

1981 with the creation of a board copisdotuiss athletk aid rsdn rprsnaie
who voatt rove uny urns to prsrvi a

Peters isittd to workin for a Seattle tla
inludes strong econuc developmeud. iredict-
able growth standrds kicreased focus on city
service delivery/, aid oin, aces*l, visibl
leadersip on the City Counci. Peter cares deepl
about Seattle lie wiesa the reaiosi
that most bebt heteebusnes and residents
to insure our ftue iveabatyi. The deo'aon
Peter wE make on the City Council dmg the
next four years. pauticuly u- the areas of trans
portation and solid waste disposal wi impact
generations to come.

Peter's strong leadersh p sklls, sensitivity to is-
sues of human rights, and ability to find solutions
to comnmuni: y concerns are reflected in the broad
nature of his support. He has been endorsed by
democrats and republicans, state senators anid
representatives and the King County Labor
Council and Business leaders. Peter il play a
major role in the quality of city government that
you demand. He is wiling to tackle the tough
is~ues Please vote for Peter L~kev-ih on
September 17th.



I _ *TW -OUNCIL POSI* IR

MICHAEL AkIRE.

'I

MicA ail . Ahrens, bor 5/10/55, atene college,
was a carfrntt a.,d conruk. After the economy
hat hard limes, he began stud~siag cconomncs, pobl.
ties, and histoy uss gvvat desirv to underntand
uwhat goes on behind the scones in govenmen, and
whkat is a th rrio of our nation' s ttbled ecnm.
He has, at his owe , *nu, prrtided edcational
smialrs he)l~in peoIV uwdenmdat can be
done to rem our declinieg economy. He's a
member of Seattle ElearC Vehile Asoito, en-
gin em and hobbyists pin in electic veicles
to r.diac ou weed Jfive .i pnstcae

"With high tmemp!oyment and the rate industries
are leaving Seattle, it's obvious we need to makte
changes in citymnngeet. I believe I would addi
new life to the Cotuac with fresh ideas asd insiglt
Witot jobs, people could not live in Seattle. Our
Ciysol do all posl to accommodaene
and existing business mid indstr,.sinc that w1
deterin the economic healt and prsert i
our peole Also, the aime rate is riiuos We
eed new City Cotan members who will seek

dilige-tl fo ways to deal effectively with it.

levels, federal state, and locaL has become much

B~xa: octobe 2, 1963

itself on mainainngsound financial standing with
a balanced budget, it turn around surrying, to
implement bandaid mteasures to prop up our rot-
ting *srcw and basic services which are
being cut to the bone. Meanwhil, the use oillega
narcotics soars and the kidnapping of children to
be estroyed by the porno/cug mafia increases.
The Intertional Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
Federal Reserve have been demanding increasing
reutosin livig standards, government
budgets, and nationai defense. The one item that
hasn't been reduced is debt serice paymsnts" Addi.
tiornally, IMF off cials have pulicly demanded that
countries of Ibero-America relax narcotics laws,
on the ground S that the illegal narcotics trade
brings in cash for these nations to py IMF debt
service.

As a candidate on the ND)PC slate, I endorse the
solution implemented by President Alan Garcia of
Peru, a solution which was initially proposed by
economist Lyndn LaRouche. Garcia is lmiting

too big, too expensive, and a great intruder ito.
our private lies. Because most bueurt drn't.
understand the nature of an honest and limited
government in * free and responsible so~ciety,'
they've enacted thousands of entanling and con- :
fusing laws, swamping the average mat fin a
quagmire of red tape andi bureauc~rati conttrol
and continue to lay great and heavy" tax bwttdma
upon the people and businesses, spendeg qidle::
freely and extravagantly what is reall other
people's money. Altogether it's driving our nation
into b nrpc, our privacy into ex ,nct -

"I am pro-free enterprise, believing it'. a inm'il'
ight to better himself in the marketplao andl~
erdoy the fruits of his labor. Therefon, I'm not ai
Socialist. rm a pro-American, "o ....lopatriot. Government must heetrdtkoihal position of servant to, notmatrve,&

people, pr'otecting the free enterprisytem n it
hinderig it, or your Constitutiona siht. e
cause it would be usiuinl I wi not am~i
port specia right for homsexuals r'm a devOted-I
Christia, believing good goverent is fo~undd
upon the morntegit of the people. Ou dty's
peace and prosperity is my contmitns, vot
Michael Ahrens for City Cotancit"

ec(S i. The Cit Core is suporin

iewcondmcstraffi. =:

I wi take steps to reverse the counci's dec~
which now prevents the Seattle Polic Dem ,

pushers and terrss How can we have mn4
tive crcdw an the dope mafi ithe C i
Counci won't allow Its actiiities to be rnositoed
I an also calling for at investigation of koca baiks
suspectedofia i dn g money. ,
Any action the Council taktes in isolation wosdld be:

ridiculou, since Sattle in part of the tiouiand !:i
international econmyt which is eapsinat oa i
the fastest rates in history. The 'Recoery
never hapnd We need a moiizto lie .
FDR's economic build-up for World War IL both
to counter the Soviet's historc w-ar buald-up and to
reverse the collapse of our industry and farms

My main qualificatio is that I am leader in the/
National Democratic Policy Committee, which has .
proven itself the most effective lobbying operation. :
in Washington D.C. for the beam defense and
agains,' :he IMF.

16 1



~~CI7 OuNCIL POSITIOq! UIR
Jeanette Williams is a Seattle native. Born in 1918,.she attended university here and in Chcao earn-
ing on e degree in Architecture and three more
in Music.
She's been on th. Council four terms, served a
Council President, and presently chairs the City
Operations Committee -overseeing parks, Seat-
tie Center, city personnel matters, cable TIV.
West ,Seattle Bridge, and all city-ow'ned pj'operty.

Those who love Seattle won't find it incongruous
that someone so steeped itt the arts would tackle aCity Council career. This is Teanette's rel when
asked uhy she's so con .tted to such an al-.
consuming respo sbiy

* "People who liv'e with the consequences of atca
... .shouddrectlyf ivoavedjfn lak ~S thse decision. Th'eirmdansnis the Ct

with problems and idea. And cme the have
Workig together, we'w achieved qdte a list of

Through Jeanette's efforts we new have a Cow.-
PrhnieTvw*liu Pta,. We p mk~i-tchair Puwt on street orners, pasmd a1I vs

Geo, rrbn, helped to establish Magamou Perk,and bOowd&mdPog Wrj. Our Seat Wm's
Commisio was first, natolly with aprofessioa
staff. We pushed hard to fund Grrnwo andBallard Senior C¢ .ters. We passed an Pthics Bin
that governs the pe'rformance of city ocjs
"People are frustrated by the bur'eaucracy of City
HaIl They come here looking for results; the
Council is their avenue for help."

For decades a high level West Seattle Bridge
seemed imposslbl Left to norml cdmnels we
would have been stuck with a rn oy mid-level
substitute, The problem- lack ofr funds and lack o
agreement between agencies. But with trernend
otscmuiy effort and the help of officils in
key poios Jeanette paled the neesr fungd-
mng permits, qpr OVal and agreemess toete.
The bridge today s an acoplse fac.

Wat's shea

our future. We must Write strcng polde. & the

2020"

"Thlere is mudi to do!"
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Absentee Ballot Applcatlc Drtflcatlon M fallTo BSENEE AII Roo 55, Kng Cunt ,tlminstrli~ Auktr
ai~ ~ ~50 tl AvSNTEetRo 5 Kn n etle Whintran 9i10

I W 50 4thIAenue Sette I II

TO BE FILLED OUT BY APPLICANT

I HERESY DECLARE THAT I AM A REGISTERED VOTER.

'LEASE P1

Registered Netme -- ------ __ .

,"Street Address-- _-----

oI,.
___ __ ___ __ __ Social Security No.__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

TO BE VALIRJ TUUI WRITTEN SIGNATURE MUST BE INCLUDED

nature_

sentee Ballot Application Certification r o. AB

I'JDE:PLLIUU WI itNAU'UflAN PLEASE PRI

I HERE.BY DECLARE TKAT I AM A RiEGISTERED VOTER.

gistered Name
etAddress U

Y, Zip

iphone: (Day) (Evening)

l dentification purposes only: (Optionar)

ih Date .. . Social Security No. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

TO BE VALID, YOUR WRITTEN SIGNATURE MUST BE INCLUDED

'ature

RINT IN INK IF KNOWN : -

* Registration No. KI -

Precinct

Legislatrve Dist. .... .. ..

Cong D ist .. ........ . ...... . . .

THIS APPLICATION IS FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Primary Election Only Sep ..... 19 ____

,ieral Election Only Nov ...... _-. 19

-nary/& General Election Sep ... Nov____

, Secial Election Only -19.

Bllot Code-P ____________

BalloCode-G _-___ _

Bllot Maited___ _________

By suar, e of a bai thi o ceio, that the a s t .,can t as ,a~ e has bna
:o'va e agatsa Ue aliacara 'seg~ssrato fom and that th a tkw isqn
%dto 'ece-a a hellO

E NTEE BALLOT Roo~m 553. King County Adrmiistration Budd~ing.
500 4th Avenue. Seattle. Washington 98104

INTlIN INK IF KNOWN: ,

Registration No. KI m

Precinct --__ _ __ _

Legislative Dist __ -__ __

C_.ong. Dist. ,_ _ _ __ _

THIS APPLICATION IS FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Primary Election Only Sep -__ 19 -...

General Election Only Nov " 19 ....
Primary & General Election Sep ... Nov....

Spca lcinFOR OFFICE USE ONLY. 19

S Precinctoe-

Le2y C c

Ba iotCc.sde-P

Ba! oCode-G

Ba o: Ma ;ed

I1| 1 li i I ill I I I I I I lilil l II II I I I I I I III
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:1985 PRIIh9Y ELECTION &Sad*E II4LIOT

SKING COUNTY EXECUTIVEJim Wright (R).............. ...........
Tun HiR) ..........................
Rm"-"e-veflD).......................

ig UNT COUNCIL DISTRICT 1

A :Gruger (D) .....................r  Mier (R) ......................
;": Ij'I0UNTY COUNCIL DISTRICT 5f io w))..............

! 'p!6 rtStowers(v) ....................
° RonSims().........................

M bichalK.Ross(R).........

... ...........................
R! Jaymews~nD)........................

SMaryL. Luque (D) .....................

E, COURT OF APPEALS
T. Patrick Corbett .....................

RTOF SEArTTLE COMMISSIONER,
TIN1

bJack Block ...........................
SHunter Cobb..........................

ALlred E obyo in ...........

POR OF SEATTLECOMSINR
[POSITION 4

Pat Davis .......................... ..
iPete Dolan.......................... .
gJohn Murray ......................... :
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FEeDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
'~A%tNCGTON D C 2I)4h

February 27, 1986

Ann G. Selstad
348 N.E. 120th
Seattle, WA 98125

Dear Ms. Seistad:

This letter will acknowledge receipt of a complaint
filed by you which we received on February 19, 1986, which

alleges a possible violation of the Federal Election Campaign

C Act of 1971, as amended, the (reAct"), by the Fusion Energy

C Foundation, Campaigner Publications and The LaRouche Campaign

Committee. The respondents will be notified as soon as the

~Commission takes action on your submission.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes

~final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-

tional information in this matter, please forward it to this
C office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the

same manner as your original complaint. For your

' information, we have attached a brief description of the

~Commission's procedures for handling complaints. We have

numbered this matter under review MUJR 2143. Please refer to

this number in all future correspondence. If you have any

questions, please contact Lorraine F. Ramos at (202) 376-

311g.
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Generl C~ el/

By: ennth . "Gfo ss
Associate General 'ounsel

Enclosure



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON. 0 C 20)463

February 27, 1986

Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election

Commission received a complaint which alleges that your
O clients, The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as its

< treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy
~of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter

MUR 2143. Please refer to this number in all future
C - cor respondence.

; Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

< writing that no action should be taken against The LaRouche
Campaign in 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 ac-

- tion based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
L' 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) (3) and S437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to

be made public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Mimes

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

For your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

? Associate General ounsel

Enclosures
0 Complaint

P rocedu res
' ? Designation of Counsel Statement



( . FEDERL ELECTION COMMISSIONASHINCTON D C 20)46,

February 27, 1986

Campaigner Publications
P.O. Box 17726
Washington, D.C. 20041

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election
Commission received a complaint which alleges that the Cam-
paigner Publications may have violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

, A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 2143. Please refer to this number in all future

O correspondence.

" Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
O, writing that no action should be taken against the Campaigner

Publications in this matter. Your response must be submitted
04 within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

received within 15 days, the Commission may take further ac-
'C tion 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
c under oath.

'0 This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
~U.S.C. s437g(a) (4) (3) and S437g(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 Co~nmission 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.



-2-

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Mims
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of
the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
. n Gen 1Counsel

By: Kenneth A. oss
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~~WASHlINGTON. DC 204b6

February 27, 1986

Fusion Energy Foundation
250 West 57th Street
Ste. 1711
New York, NY 10019

Re: MUJR 2143

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election

Commission received a complaint which alleges that the Fusion

Energy Foundation may have violated certain sections of the

r Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this

" matter MUR 2143. Please refer to this number in all future

cotrespondence.•

C ,  Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

writing that no action should be taken against the Fusion

C Energy Foundation in this matter. Your response must be sub-

O mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no

response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take
further action based on the available information.

~Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this

7 matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
. under oath.

," ,.This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. S437g(a) (4) (B) and S437g(a) (12) (A) unless you

notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to

be made public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter

please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form

stating the name, address and telephone number of such

counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive

any notifications and other communications from the

Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Mims
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

For your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

' ~ ~~~~By: f~~t .GS- -

Associate General Counsel

~Enclosures
Compl ai nt

~Procedures
., Designation of Counsel Statement
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March 14, 1986 ,,..

Stephen Minms 
_ ...

Federal Elections Commission P
Washington, D.C. 20463 " -,

Re : MUR 2143 "

Dear Mr. M4its :

This is in response to a letter from Kenneth Gross regarding

the above-captioned MUR dated February 27, 1986. It was received

by Campaigner Publications, Inc. on or about February 28, 1986.

Our firm has been retained to handle this and you should forward

any additional correspondence regarding it directly to my attention.

A completed Statement of Designation of Counsel will follow shortly.

I have reviewed the complaint in detail, as well as the
pertinent sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended and the Federal Election Comuission regulations.

Initially, I question the jurisdiction of the FEC to investi-

gate the business transactions of corporations which are clearly

not political committees.

Section 111.4(d) (1) of the FEC regulations (11 CFR 111.4(d)
(1) requires that the complaint "clearly identify as a respondent

each person or entity who is alleged to have committed a violation.

Section 111.4(d) (1) requires that a complaint state'"a clear and

concise recitation of the facts describing the violation of a

statute or law over which the Commission has jurisdiction". Neither

have been satisfied.

While Ms. Selstad's rambling facts are arguably "clear and

concise"' as to other entities which may have allegedly Solicit-

funds from her, the involvment of Campaigner Publications or its

employees, if any is, at best, de minimus or inadvertent. It is

clear that the major thrust of the complaint is against the Fusion

Energy Foundation. The only references to my client are the use

of a Campaigner envelope and cover letter to return proceeds from

a loan that Ms. Seistad claims she had originally made to the

Fusion Energy Foundation. Her allegations do not contain any facts
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to suggest that Campaigner Publications or any of its employees did
anything improper.

Based on the above, Campaigner Publications finds NUR 2143
totally frivolous and urges its imaediate termination.

Sincerely, yours,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF/ey

ZN
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By FEDERAL EXPRESS

March 24, 1986
5T 216
S(~mTO MASSACHUmTVS021 14
(6173 74248200

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is in response to notification of a complaTnt
received by the Commission from Ann G. Seistad which allegely

states facts and circumstances indicating that The LaRouchb
Campaign ("TLC" or "the campaign") and its Treasurer, Edwar~d
Spannaus, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Actm).

A review of TLC's records and reports indicates that no
contributions and/or loans were received from Ms. Seistad by the
campaign. I have additionally contacted my other client,
Independent Democrats for LaRouche, to see if any monies were
received by them from Ms. Selstad for Mr. Laflouche'sa general
election caimpaign. Again, a review of the records indicates no

such contributions were received. Reports on file with the

Commission should confirm this.

It is my understanding that the campaign purchased
subscription lists from various sources. These £ archases would
be detailed in reports relative to vendor transactions which are

on file with the Commission. Such purchases are a standard
practice for campaign organizations. It is therefore possible

that Ms. Seistad was contacted at some point by a TLC volunteer
seeking her support for Mr. LaRouche's candidacy. This is

entirely proper.

Since there appears to be no support for an assertion that

TLC have violated the law in regard to Ms. Selstad, I request
that this matter be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
By Their A

/Ta

TR/wp

.;.

- .T,;



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC TON, 0 C 20463

April 2, 1986

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson & Associates, P.C.
Suite 216
One Longfellow Place
Boston, MA 02114

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Ms. Roach:

~This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election
,,: Commission received a complaint which alleges that your

clients, Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,
' ... as its treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act").
" . A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this
C'.. matter MUR 2143. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
:" writing that no action should be taken against your clients in

this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days
of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within

~15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
r 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. S437g(a) (4) (B) and S437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Mims,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 376-8200.

For your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Comnission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

April 2, 1986

Fusion Energy Foundation
P.O. Box 17149
Washingtion, D.C. 20041- 0149

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election

Coiwuission received a complaint which alleges that the Fusion

Energy Foundation may have violated certain sections of the

-- Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act").

A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this

" matter MUR 2143. Please refer to this number in all future

,.,4 correspondence.•

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in

writing that no action should be taken against the Fusion

0. Energy Foundation in this matter. Your response must be sub-

mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no

response is received within 15 days, the Comission 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. S437g(a) (4) (B) and S437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to

be made public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Minus,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (262) 376-8266.
For your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

GrossCounsel

Enclosures
Complaint
Procedures
Designation of Counsel



P.O. Box 17149 Washington, D.C. 20041-0149 o

Kenneth Gross .
Associate General Counsel o .
Federal Election Commission "
Washington, D.C. 20463

so

April 18, 1986 ClS a

MUR 2143
Dear Sir:

A notice from you was brought to my attention on or about
April 5, 1986, stating that the Federal Election Commission
believes, based upon a complaint it received on either February

~19 or 25, 1986, that the Fusion Energy Foundation "may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act

'"" of 1971, as amended."

; Your letter does not specify what "certain sections" of
! the F.E.C.A. the Foundation is alleged to have violated. This

circumstance makes it impossible to adequately respond to your
~unspecified charges.

~Since Ms. Selatad's complaint discusses business
transactions between herself and the Foundation, I would like
to state the following facts for the record:

1. The Foundation acknowledges receipt of a $1000 loan
- from Ms. Selstad as documented by her copy of a

cancelled check attached to her complaint.

S2. The Foundation does not dispute that this loan is
only partially repaid.

Foundation subscriber and supporter lists were purchased
from the Foundation by The LaRouche Campaign and Independent
Democrats for LaRouche. I have inquired with those campaigns
and learned that each of them reported such purchases on
reports they have filed with the government. I have reviewed
our list and found that Ms. Selstad does appear there. Thus, I
would assume that some campaign volunteer must have gotten her
name from our list. It is well known fact that Mr. LaRouche
was a founding member of the Foundation and continues to serve
on its board of directors. These circumstances do not in
anyway confirm or substantiate the FEC's assumption that our
Foundation violated the F.E.C.A.

Publishers of Fusion Magazine, the International Journal of Fusion Energy, and The Young Scientist



Finally, I believe that your complaint against the
Foundation i. proceurally defective. The FE.C received stamp
on Ms. Seistad's complanit is both February 19, 1986 and
February 25, 1906. Your notice letter to the Foundation is
dated April 2, 1986. This is a full 41 or 36 days9
respectively, after your receipt of the complaint. I am
informd that you are required by regulation to notify a
respondent within five days of receipt of a complaint.
Clearly, you have not followed your own regulations.

Based upon the facts stated above, over which I do not
believe your commission has jurisdiction, plus the fact that
you violated your own regulations, I therefore request that you
close out this matter.

. o Sworn to before me this

A~aY of April, 1986.

C

-2-



99 . Streetw ,t.U.
Washington, D.C. 20463

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL MUR # 2143
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION: DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED BY

______________________ OC: 2/19/8,6

DATE OF NOTIFICATION TO
RESPONDENTS: 2/27 and 4/2/86

STAFF MEMBERS: Mimes and Tobey

COMPLAINANT' S NAME: Ann G. Seistad

RESPONDENT'S NAMES: The LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as its Treasurer,

Independent Democrats for LaRouche and
Gerald Rose, as its Treasurer

Fusion Energy Foundation,
and

Campaigner Publications

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b), 441a(f) and 441b(a)

INTERNAL REPORTS

CHECKED:

FEDERAL AGENCIES

None

CHECKED: None
FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

On February 19, 1986, the Office of General Counsel received

a complaint that set forth facts indicating possible violations

of the Act by The LaRouche Campaign, its treasurer, Edward

Spannaus, Fusion Energy Foundation and Campaigner Publications,

Inc.

The complaint consists of a lengthy series of statements,

set forth chronologically, showing the complainant's

understanding of how monies contributed/loaned to Fusion Energy

rIVE

U-,

'-I.
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Foundation were used to finance television broadcasts supporting.

Mr. LaRouche's presidential bid. Documentation included in the

complaint indicates a possible violation by Campaigner

Publications in that a first installm~ent on the loan repayment

owed by Fusion was sent under the cover of Campaigner.

If, therefore, Campaigner and Fusion worked together in

soliciting contributions/loans and repaying them and the proceeds

had been used to assist LaRouche's election, prohibited corporate

contributions occurred. Respondents The LaRouche Campaign, its

treasurer, and Campaigner Publications have responded to the

complaint. No response was received from Fusion. A check of the

~correspondence miled in this matter shows that the Original

C smiling to Fusion at its last address then known vas returned by

the Post Office as undeliverable. That notice and copy of the

O complaint has recently been sent to Fusion's new address.

Additionally, a closer examination of the complaint and the

c response submitted by The Lalouche Cmpaign raises the

~possibility that LaRouche's general election committee,

, Independent Democrats for Lal~ouche, may have also •accepted the

prohibited in-kind contribution. Because of the need to re-send

a copy of the complaint to Fusion, the Office of General Counsel

simultaneously mailed a copy of the complaint to Independent

Democrats for LaRouche and its treasurer.

It is our expectation that a report containing

recommendations will be forwarded to the Commission within the



near future, providing for the 15-day notification period

required by the forvarding of the complaint to Fusion's new

addre088.

Charles N. Steele

Date
Associate GeneralCose

Noo



April 24, 1986

Charles N. Steele, General CounselFederal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : MUR 2143

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is in response to notification of a complaint
received by the Commission from Ann G. Selatad which allegedly

~states facts and circumstances indicating that Independent
Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL" or "the campaign") and its

..-- Treasurer, Gerald Rose, may have violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

On March 24, 1986, I submitted a response relative to Ms.
Seistad's complaint on behalf of asy other client, The LaRouche

S Campaign, in vhich you were informed that IDL records had been
reviewed to see if any monies vere received by them from Ms.

K) Seistad for Mr. LaRouche's general election campaign. The review
of the records indicated that no such contributions were

:: received. An additional search made this week indicates the
same. Reports on file with the Commission should confirm this.

..... As with The LaRouche Campaign, it is my understanding that
the campaign purchased subscription lists from various sources.

"C These purchases would be detailed in reports relative to vendor
transactions which are on file with the Commission. Such
purchases are a standard practice for campaign organizations. It
is therefore possible that Ms. Selstad was contacted at some
point by an IDL volunteer seeking her support for Mr. LaRouche's
candidacy. This is entirely proper.

Since there appears to be no support for an assertion that
IDL has violated the law in regard to Ms. Selstad, I request that
this matter be dismissed forthwith.

Very truly yours,Independent Democrats for LaRouche
Gerald Rose, Treasurer

• ry Rjti- tony

ODIN P. ANDIERSON
RoSwrT L RossI
A.L DAVID DAVIS
TRACY ROACH

Arronwrrs A L~w
ONE LONOPELLOW PLACE, SurrE 216

BOS:)TON. MASSACHUSETTS 02!14
(617) 7424I200

Or COUNSIEL.

ELEAN ORl W. PENNER

£ r-
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In the Matter of )

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ) HR 14 c

GENERAL C( WSEL' S REPORT .

I. 8ACKGRXJND 1-' ...

On April 23, 1986, this Office submitted a First GefWra1

Counsel's Report to the Commission in this matter. This report

indicated that copies of a complaint submitted by Ann G. Seistad

(hereinafter, "Complainant") had been sent to the following

potential respondents: Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

' (hereinafter, "FEF"); The LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus,

-, as treasurer (hereinafter, "TLC); Independent Democrats for

LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as treasurer (hereinafter, "IDL') ; and

C Campaigner Publications, Inc. (hereinafter, 'CPI").

O No response was initially received from 7E7. The notice and

" complaint were mailed to 7E7's last known address in New York

~City, but were returned as 'undeliverable." The notice and

* complaint were subsequently re-mailed to FEF, now located in

Washington, DC, and a response was received.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Compl a int

The complaint consists of a lengthy narrative of

complainant's interactions with EFEF and others apparently

connected with LaRouche-related organizations. The essence of

the complaint (to the extent it raises issues within the
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Commission's jurisdiction) is that Complainant donated and loaned
money to PEP which she believes was expended by PEP in connection

with L~yndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign, or, in the

alternative, was contributed to Mr. LaRouche's campaign.

Complainant bases this belief on the statements and actions of

various representatives of PEP and other LaRouche-related

organizations. Therefore, this report will summarize the

relevant statements, conversations, and other information

provided by Complainant.

Complainant states that she was approached on August 13,

0 1984 by an individual (elsewhere identified as Paul Glumas) at an

airport, who attempted to sell her a subscription to Fusion

magazine, which is published by PEP. Complainant did not buy a

C subscription, but gave a donation of $38.

'0 On September 22, 1984, Complainant was contacted at home by

> telephone by a woman named 'Elizabeth' who spoke to her about

N~. FEP's programs. Complainant states that 'She (Elizabeth) said

she was trying to raise money for an add [sicJ to be run on TV

-I next week, and they were asking all their supporters to purchase

subscriptions to EIR (Executive Intelligence Review), or

contribute $300. After the lengthy conversation, I agreed to

give a donation to Fusion Energy Foundation..." Complainant

elsewhere stated that this donation was $150.

Complainant then stated that she received a telephone
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call reminding her to watch the television program, and

encouraging her to ask friends and neighbors to watch also.

Complainant states that she did vatch the television program,

which was on the Russian Orthodox Church and the Communist Party.

"Then, at the end, I was surprised to see a campaign ad for

LaRouChe for President. It was the first time I had ever heard

of LaRouche."

Complainant next recounts that she was contacted on

September 24, 1984 by a woman named "Tony" (who may be Tony

Jennings, an individual who was active in LaRouche-related

activities during this time). Complainant told Tny that "I had

made a donation to Fusion and that never had anyone mentioned to

me that I would be supporting a candidate I did not intend to

vote for."

Complainant attributed the following statement to Tony:

She said that if I gave money to Fusion,
that it wouldn't be used for the
campaign, but that it would 'f~ee up
some other money' that they could use
for LaRouche.

Despite this conversation, Complainant states that on

October 13, 1984 she gave a donation of $80 and made a loan of

$1,000 to Fusion Energy Foundation. The loan was due in 30 days

but was not repaid.

Complainant relates numerous conversations she had with

persons at the FEF office. Complainant related that on
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November 19, 1984, she spoke with Tony about the non-repayment of

the loan:=

She [Tony) began a story of the awful
suits that had been waged against
'them', and that because LaRouche vas
being sued, that all their money was
tied up...over $300K. [sic) I reminded
her that I had loaned money to Fusion
Energy not the LaRouche campaign which
they were all working on, and that IT
should be a separate account.

Complainant states that on December 22, 1984, she vent to

see Tony again about the unpaid loan. Complainant states that

she spoke with Paul Glumas. "Paul informed me that he has now

been charged with clearing the loans to TLC (The LaRouche

Campaign) and IDC (Independent Democrat Campaign) [sic]. I made

several things clear: that I had never given money to a political

C campaign, that I had not loaned money to their campaign,...but

rather Fusion.' Complainant's statements indicate that the

personnel of FEF's Seattle office were the same personnel who

conducted Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign activities, and

that there seemed to be a strong identity between the two

purportedly separate organizations.

Complainant related that she eventually received the

following payments on the loan: $250 in March, 1985, and $100 in

May, 1985. The repayment in March, 1985 included a cover letter

on Campaigner Publications, Inc. letterhead, which was signed

'Wayne Hintz Campaigner Publications." Complainant also notes
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that one repayment came in an envelope from "Caucus Distributors"

(another LaRouche-related organization) and one came in an

envelope from Campaigner Publications.

B. Legal Analysis of Complaint

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

provides that no corporation whatever may make a contribution or

expenditure in connection with a federal election. 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a). A contribution includes:

(i) any gift, subscription, loan,
advance, or deposit of money or anything
of value made by any person for the

, purpose of influencing any election for
Federal office, or (ii) the payment by

....- any person of compensation for the

personal services of another person
' which are rendered to a political

committee without charge for any
' purpose.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A).

An expenditure includes:

(i) any purchase, payment, distribution,
loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money

- or anything of value, made by any person

for the purpose of influencing any
. election for Federal office; and (ii) a

written contract, promise, or agreement
~to make an expenditure.

2 U.S.c. S 431 (9) (A).

The Act further provides that olitical committees must

report all contributions received from persons other than

olitical committees, 2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) (A), and from

political committees, 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) (D).
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Complainant has stated that representatives of FEF solicited

donations and loans from her. On September 22, 1984, "Elizabeth"

allegedly told Complainant that FE? needed money to finance a

television broadcast. Complainant made a donation of $150.

Complainant states that she watched the television show and that

it contained "a campaign ad for LaRouche for President."

Complainant also stated that Tony of FE? told her that if

Complainant gave money to FE?, "it would free up some other money

that they could use for LaRouche." Complainant has also

recounted how FE? personnel referred to the unpaid loan as a loan

made to Mr. LaRouche's campaign committee.

These facts suggest that the money donated or loaned by

Complainant to FE? was in fact expended by FE? in connection with

C Mr. LaRouche's campaign, or in the alternative, that FE? gave the

~money to Mr. LaRouche's campaign committee (IDL) where it vas

'? used for campaign purposes. Therefore, the complaint states

facts which, if true, raise the possibility of the following

violations: 1.) that FE? violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making

an expenditure in connection with a federal election by using the

funds donated or loaned by Complainant to support Mr. LaRouche's

candidacy, or in the alternative, 2.) that FE? violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 441b(a) by making a prohibited corporate contribution to

Mr. LaRouche's campaign committee; 3.) that The LaRouche Campaign

and/or Independent Democrats for LaRouche violated 2 U.S.C.
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S 441b(a) by accepting a prohibited corporate contribution from

FEF; and 3.) that TLC and/or IDL failed to report the

contribution from FEF in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

C. Responses

1. PEP

FE? submitted a letter on April 21, 1986. Attachment I.

This response acknowledged that PEP had received a $1,000 loan

from Complainant, and that this loan had not been fully repaid.

The response stated that PEP subscriber and supporter lists were

purchased from PEP by TLC and IDL. PEP noted that Complainant's

name appeared on the list which was sold and suggested that

Complainant may have been contacted by an IDL volunteer as a

C result. Counsel claims that if this happened, it was not

C improper, and requests that the complaint be dismissed.

'0 However, these contentions do not go to the essence of the

' complaint, which is that money donated or loaned to Fusion was

used to make prohibited corporate expenditures or contributions

to s,,pport LaRouche's presidential campaign. Therefore counsel's

_ argulment does not alter the conclusion that there is reason to

believe that PEP violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

PEP also requested that the complaint be dismissed because

PEP was not notified of it in a timely manner. This contention

is without merit because the original letter notifying PEP of the

complaint was returned by the U.S. Postal Service as
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undeliverable because FEF had changed addresses. Although 2

U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1) requires that notice of a complaint be given

within five days, there is no requirement that any delay in

notice results in the dismissal of a complaint. When notice is

given and all other statutory steps are followed, and no harm to

the respondent can be shown, dismissal is clearly inappropriate.

Thus, the Commission is under no obligation to dismiss the

complaint. Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).
'0

2. The LaRouche Campaign and Independent Democrats for

LaRouche

~TLC filed a response which was received on March 25, 1986.

(NAttachment II. IDL filed a response which was received on

© April 28, 1986. Attachment III. The same counsel represents

" both committees. The two responses are virtually identical and

can be addressed together.

Based on the information contained in the complaint, it is

~impossible to determine whether the individuals involved in the

solicitations for LaRouche represented TLC or IDL. Although it

is true that the facts raised by complainant took place beginning

in September 1984 during the general election campaign, the

possibility that the individuals described in the complaint as

acting on behalf of the LaRouche political committees were acting

for TLC (the primary campaign) cannot be ruled out. TLC

reported on its September 1984 Monthly Report that it had debts
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of $2,138,764.31. In addition, TLC continued to submit requests

for presidential matching funds after the date of its

ineligibility. These facts suggest that TLC may have still been

soliciting money in September and October 1984 notwithstanding

the fact that the primary campaign was completed and the general

election campaign was then taking place. Therefore, this Office

will not assume that TLC was not involved in the solicitations

described by Complainant. ThC is therefore a proper respondent

in this matter.

In both responses, counsel stated that the reports filed by

the committees with the Commission had been reviewed to see

vhether any money had been received from Complainant. Counsel

. ,, attempts to argue that because TLC's reports and IDL's reports do

¢ not show contributions by Complainant, therefore, no

'0 contributions were in fact received by those committees. Counsel

- explains that TLC and IDL purchased subscription lists, and that

it was probable that Complainant's name was obtained by TLC or

IDL volunteers seeking support for LaRouche's candidacy. Counsel

_ claims that if this happened, it was not improper, and that the

complaint should be dismissed.

Counsel's responses ignore the essence of the complaint,

which is that Complainant loaned money to FEF which FEF later

expended in connection with Mr. LaRouche's campaign, or in the

alternative, which FE? contributed to TLC or IDL. The mere fact

that the committee reports do not show a contribution does not

prove conclusively that no contribution was made. Moreover,
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failure to report contributions vhich were actually received

would constitute a separate violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434, in

addition to the violation caused by FEF's prohibited

contributions to LaRouche's political committees.

Because the responses filed by TLC and IDL failed to address

the issues raised by the complaint, this Office recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign,

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and Independent Democrats for

LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441b(a) and 434(b) (2).
Co

There is an alternative basis for contending that TLC and

IDL violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). In light of the apparent

C identity between FEF's Seattle office and TLC/IDL's Seattle

C office, as observed by Complainant, it appears that the

"O individuals with whom Complainant dealt were simultaneously

employed by FE? and the LaRouche political committees. For

example, Complainant has stated that the same individual, Paul

Glumaas, solicited subscriptions and contributions for FEF at the

airport but also had the responsibility for "clearing the loans"

made to the LaRouche political committees. This raises the

possibility that individuals such as Glumas were being

compensated by FE? while conducting campaign activities for IDL.

The Act provides that the payment of compensation for the

personal services of another person which are rendered to a
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political committee without charge for any purpose is a

contribution. 2 U.S.c. S 431 (8) (A).

Therefore, if the facts reported by Complainant are true,

then TLC and IDL may have accepted prohibited corporate

contributions (in the form of services of solicitors paid by FUF)

in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). Thus, there is no basis for

dismissing the complaint, and this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and Independent Democrats for

LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. S

441b(a) and 434(b) (2).

3. Campa igner Publications

C Counsel for Campaigner Publications, Inc. (CPI) filed a

C response which was received on March 24, 1986. Attachment III.

'0 Counsel requests that the complaint be dismissed as against CPI

because the major thrust of the complaint is against FEF, and

CPI's involvement is minimal. Counsel states that the only

reference to CPI in the complaint is that a CPI envelope and

~cover letter were used to make an installment payment to

Complainant. Counsel contends that the complaint does not

contain any fact to suggest that CPI or any of its employees did

anything improper.

In making this argument, counsel overlooks the language of
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CPI's letter to Complainant dated February 14, 1986. The letter

reads in part:

Here is the first instalment [sicJ of
the loan repay [sic) you have been
discussing with Mr. Glumas of our
Seattle offices.

This letter was signed "Wayne Hintz Campaigner Publications".

This language shows that Campaigner Publications is involved with

the repayment of loans which have been alternatively described as

loans to both FEP and to the LaRouche political committees.

Because CPI is a corporation, if it used its corporate treasury

C funds to make expenditures in connection with a federal election

~(such as paying the compensation of persons who rendered services

> to political committees by acting as solicitors) or to make

c contributions (such as paying the outstanding loans of political

comittees) then CPI has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

~Complainant has identified one of the persons who solicited

- donations to PEP from her as "Paul Glumas=. She did not state

- whether Mr. Glumas was affilated with PEF or any other

organization, but made clear that he was solicitating

contributions on behalf of PEP. However, Mr. Hintz refers to

Mr. Glumas as though he were an employee of CPI in the letter

quoted above. He identified Mr. Glumas as being "of our Seattle

offices".

If it were true that CPI employed Paul Glumas for the

purpose of soliciting contributions to FEF which were
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intended to be used for Mr. LaRouche's campaign, then CPI has

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). See 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) and

431(8) (A)(ii). The fact that CPI paid the installment payment on

a debt owed by FEF suggests that there is a stong identity

between FEF and CPI despite the fact that they are incorporated

separately, and despite counsel's arguments that CPI is not

connected to the LaRouche political committees. Thus, if the

facts related by Complainant are true, then CPI may have made

prohibited contributions or expenditures. Therefore, this Office

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Campaigner Publications, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

o D. Merger

This Office recommends that this case not be merged with MUR

~1852 because that case is factually and legally distinguishable

from the present matter, and no administrative convenience would

* - be gained as a result of merger.

I II o RDCOUIND&TIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

3. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a).
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4. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign, and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c.
S 434 (b) (2).

5. Find reason to believe that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
5 434 (b) (2).

6. Find reason to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

7. Not merge this case with MUR 1852.

8. Approve and send the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

S Date M
Deputy General Counsel

Atacmets
C IAtaches:os ro E

II. Response from TEF
III. Response from L

" IV. Response from CI
V. Proposed letters to Respondents
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/CHERYL A. FLEMING(L(

NOVEMBER 12, 1986

OBJECTION TO MUR 2143 - GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT
SIGNED NOVEMBER 7, 1986

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Monday, November 10, 1986 at 4:00 P.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josef iak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, November 18, 1986.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

S WASHINGTON, I) ( 201B,

R



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
} MUR 2143

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., )
et al.)

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of November 18,

- 1986, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote

of 6-0 to take the following act ions in MUR 2143:

"1 . Find reason to believe that Fusion Energy
C ' Foundation, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b~a).

C 2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

© violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

"3. Find reason to believe that Independent
~Democrats for LaRouche and Geral Rose, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

4. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

~violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

5. Find reason to believe that Independent
Democrats for LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2).

(continued)



Federal Election COmm~fission Page 2
Certification for ISUR 2143
November 18, 1986

6. Find reason to believe that Campaigner

Publications, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a}

7. Not merge this case with MUR 1852.

8. Approve and send the letter attached to 
the

General Counsel's report dated November 7,

1986.

Counuissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, 
McDonald,

McGarry, and ThDmas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

DaeMaroiW.EenDate Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

. WASH|4CTON. D C 20463
November 21, 1986

AerSOn & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellov Place *216

Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 2143
Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, and Gerald Rose,
as treasurer;
The LaRouche Campaign, and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

< Gent leme n:

TeeerlEeto oisonntfeyoonprl1986 of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by your clients.

(N Copies of the complaint were forwarded 
to you at that time.

C Upon further review of the allegations 
contained in the

complaint, the Commission, on November 18 , 1986, determined

H that The Laflouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

S and Independent Democrats for LaRouche, and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer, had each violated 2 U.S.C. $S 434(b) (2) and 441b(a),

provisions of the Act.

..... Specifically, it appears that complainant in this matter

gave donations and/or loans to Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

~(FEF). Complainant has asserted that these donations and/or

loans were expended by FEF in support of the presidential

campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., or, in the alternative, that

these donations and/or loans were contributed by FEF to the

political committees supporting Mr. LaRouche's candidacy, TLC and

IDL. If it is true that TLC and/or !DL accepted contributions

from a corporation, then TLC and/or IDL has violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441b(a), which prohibits a political committee from accepting

corporate contributions. In addition, the Act provides that

political committees must report contributions which they

receive. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2). If it is true that TLC and/or

IDL received prohibited corporate contributions from FEF, then

TLC and/or IDL has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) by failing to

report that contribution as required.



Anderson & Associates, P.C.
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Your clients' responses to the Commission's initial
notification of this complaint did not provide complete
information regarding the matter in question. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.P.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General

r-. Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-

r probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,

C requests for pre--probable cause conciliation will not be
C entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to

the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
~granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
. prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
c is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

S the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be
made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosure
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0 C 20463

November 21, 1986

Bernard Fensterwald, III
Fensterwald, Alcor n & Bowman, P.C.
1000 Wilson Blvd. #900
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 2143
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fensterwald:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client on
cO February 27, 1986, of a complaint alleging violations of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A
'r copy of the complaint was forwarded to your client at that time.

~Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Coimnission, on November 18 , 1986, determined that

04 there is reason to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.
C violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a), a provision of the Act.

xO Specifically, it appears that during August 1984 through at
least February 1985, Campaigner Publications employed an
individual named Paul Gltms. Paul Glumas has been identified by
the complainant in this matter as an individual who solicited
donations and/or loans from her to Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

~Complainant believes that these donations and/or loans were
expended or contributed by Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. in

f> connection with the presidential campaign of Lyndon Laflouche.
Such conduct is prohibited by 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). With respect

" to campaigner Publications, if it is true that Campaigner
Publications paid compensation to Mr. Glumas while he was
soliciting donations and/or loans to Fusion Energy Foundation,
Inc., and those funds were contributed or expended in connection
with a federal election, then Campaigner Publications has made a
contribution pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (ii) in violation of
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Moreover, if Campaigner Publications has paid the
outstanding loans of a political committee, such as those of The
LaRouche Campaign or Independent Democrats for LaRouche, the
Campaigner Publications has violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a), which



Bernard Fensterwald, III
Page Two

prohibits corporate contributions in connection with a federal
election.

Your client's response to the Commission's initial
notification of this complaint did not provide complete
information regarding the matter in question. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.

VS 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either

(N proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be

C pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,

': requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to

T the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
,r) granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that your client wishes the matter to
be made public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

..... Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosure
" Procedures

\c)

'-I-,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20461!

November 21, 1986

Paul B. Gallagher, Executive Director
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
P.O. Box 17149
Vashington, DXC 20041-0149

RE: MUR 2143

Dear Mr. Gallagher :

The Federal Election Commission notified you on April 2,
1986 of a complaint alleging violations of the Federal Election

-- Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission, on November 18 , 1986, determined

C that there is reason to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation,
Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b~a), a provision of the Act.

(N
o Specifically, it appears that the complainant in this matter

gave donations and/or loans to Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
- Complainant has asserted that these donations and/or loans to

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. vere expended by Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc. in support of the presidential campaign of
Lyndon H. LaRouche. If this allegation is true, then Fusion
Energy Foundation, Inc. has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), which

. provides that no corporation whatever shall make expenditures in
connection with a federal election. In the alternative, the
donations and/or loans were contributed by FE? to The LaRouche
Campaign or Independent Democrats for LaRouche, Mr. LaRouche's
authorized campaign committees. If this allegation is true, then
FE? has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) which provides that no
corporation whatever shall make contributions in connection with
a federal elect ion.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the
matter in question. You may submit any factual or legal
materials that you believe are relevant to the Commeission's
analysis of this matter. Please file any such response within
ten days of your receipt of this notification.
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If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
Conciliation, you should so request in vriting. See 11 C.F.RS 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office- of GenraCounel iiimake recommendcations to the Commission eitherproposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orrecommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation ber
pursued. The Office of General Counselmareoen 

thtp-
probable cause conciliato notbeynt re no atn thtm sothateits ma omplete its i ,"-nvestigation of the matter. Fur'ther,°eqetsinfor pre-proae cause conciliatio will not. be
etertained. after briefs on probable cas have. beenmaild.t

Requests for extensions of time willntb otnlgranrtd Rhequet must be made in writing at least five dayspriorto he d ue daeothrsponse and sosrte.Ipecific good cause
must bedent rted In addition, the Office of GnrlCounselis ot utoriedto iv extensions beyond 20 days.This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 u.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Comission in writing that your Client wishes the matter to
: be made public.
' ' If you have any questions, please contact Laurence B. Tobey,S the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

.
n D. Aikens" 

Cha irman

Enclosure
- Procedures



AN RSON & ASSOCIAT~ P.C.
Ari AT L.AW

ONE LONGPELLOW PLACE, SUIng 216
BOSToN, MASSACHUSETTS 02114

(617) 742-8200

OW4N P. ANDERSON
ROSERT L ROSS.
A.L DAVID DAVIS

OF COUNSEL:

ELEANOR W. PENNERNovember 26, 1986

K) --

Joan D. Aikens, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Chairman Aikens:

-<.

On November 26, we received your letter dated November
21, 1986 regarding MUR 2143.

Your letter refers to a "determination" made by the
Commission on November 18, 1986. As the statute and
regulations do not provide for any such "determinations" and
appear to refer only to reason to believe findings (2 Usc
Section 437g (a)(2)) or probable cause findings (2 USC
Section 437g (a)(4)), we request an indication of the
statutory and/or regulatory provisions pursuant to which the
Commission acted on November 18.

Additionally, we request an extension of time to
respond to the Commission's November 21 letter to the date
ten days from the date we receive clarification as to the
statutory or regulatory premise for the action taken by the
Commission on November 18.

Very truly yours,

Odin P. Anderson

OPA/im

cc: Laurence Tobey, Esquire

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

*1

"" C')



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D) 2')46 I,

December 9, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place #216
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 2143
The LaRouche Campaign, and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer;
Independent Democrats for LaRouche,

and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This responds to your letter of November 26, 1986, which
was received on December 1, 1986.

~Please be advised that on November 18, 1986, the
. Commission determined that there is reason to believe

that the LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as
O treasurer, and Independent Democrats for LaRouche, and

Gerald Rose, as treasurer, each violated 2 U.S.C. SS
f 434 (b)(2) and 441b(a), provisions of the Federal Election
<7- Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, pursuant to

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2). Our letter dated November 21, 1986
- inadvertently omitted the words "that there is reason to

believe" from paragraph 2 of that letter. We apologize
~for this omission.

Your request for an extension of ten days to respond
to the Commission's notification is granted. Therefore,
your response will be due ten days from the date of
receipt of this letter as shown by the certified mail
receipt.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Lois G.Eerner
Associate General Counsel
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Joan D. Aikens, Chairman
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Laurence E. Tobey

Re: ?IUR 2143Campaigner Pub1
icati ons,

"" Dear Chairman Aikens:

This is in reference to your letter of November 21, 1986
'0) concerning the above referenced MUR. It was received by this

office on November 26th.

- Due to the factual and legal cb.uplextties raised by your
letter and the seriousness of the allegations, I respectfully

.r request an extension of time of twenty (20) days in which to
respond.

If my request is unacceptable, please contact me as soon
as possible. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

B F/macc: Linda de Hoyos

(0

Inc.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

WASHINGrON D C 204MB

December 11, 1986

Bernard Fensterwald III, Esquire
Fensterwald & Alcorn, P.C.
1000 Wilson Blvd # 900
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 2142
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fensterwald:

'0
This letter acknowledges your letter of December 4, 1986,

' which was received on December 9, 1986, in which you
request a twenty (20) day extension of time to respond
to the allegations against your clients, Campaigner

Cq Publications, Inc.

C ! Confirming your conversation with Laurence E. Tobey
of our staff on December 11, 1986, your request has been

"0 reviewed and has been granted. Allowing time for
holidays, your response is due no later than December 29,
1986.

If you have any questions, please contact
F Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter,

at (202) 376-8200.
!r)

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Le ~er
Associate General Counsel
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Joan D. Aikens, Chairman c ,ri
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463 *c: r'

December 8, 1986

Re: MUR 2143 - Reason to Believe Finding

Dear Madame Chairman:

In response to the Commission s letter dated November 21,
1986 which my office received on November 26, 1986, I wish to
state:

1. On April 18, 1986 I timely responded under oath to
, your April 5th notice of complaint against the Fusfi n

Energy Foundat ion.
04 CO

2. In that response I described the only relationship~o  :
C which existed between the Foundation and Mr.
~~~LaRouche's 1984 campaigns. Such relationship, I am ..._

informed, was fully and properly disclosed by hisc.m :&
, ~campaign committees. -

-- Your "reason to believe" notice of November 21, 1986 states
that my response "did not provide complete information regarding
the matter in question." Yet, there is no indication whatsoever

,., as to what information you need or require. I have already
stated that no violation was committed by the Foundation. I
thus find myself on behalf of the Foundation in a peculiar
predicament. On the one hand, you accuse us of "expend(ing)"
funds "in support of the presidential campaign of Lyndon H.
LaRouche" and/or that we contributed Ms. Seltad's money "to The
LaRouche Campaign or Independent Democrats for LaRouche, Mr.
LaRouche's authorized campaign committees." On the other, since
we did not do what you allege, I have no way of presenting you
with any documentation to disprove your allegation. I would be
happy to provide you with further information if I knew what it
is you want.

Since there is no evidence that the Foundation has in
anyway violated the law, on its behalf, I hereby request that
the Commission enter into pre-probable cause conciliation with
us. Thank you for your attention to this request.

S '/crel ,Y .y

Execu tivye Di ect Fso nrr.adTeYun cets
Publishers of Fusion Magazne, the Internat, ornl sin,. ~y n heYugScets
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December 19, 1986

Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Coirmission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Lois G. Lerner

Re: MUR 2143

Dear Ms. Lerner:

In accordance with your letter of December 9, therespondents state that the books and records of neither
campaign committee show any contributions received from
Fusion Energy Foundation. The respondents note that this
week's decision by the Supreme Court in the Massachusetts
Citizens for Life case may make any issue about
contributions by Fusion largely academic.

Because the Commission's reason-to-believe finding in
MUR 2143 has no basis in fact, the respondents hereby
request preprobable cause conciliation negotiations to the
end that this Matter Under Review can be dealt with
conclusively.

urs

ADD!/jir



B3VODZE THE F3DERAL ELECN COIU88ISSI...OU

In the Matter of )
)

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ) MUR 2143
et al.)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT -'

I. BACGROUND•

On November 18, 1986, the Commission found reason t~beliewe

that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner Publicat ns, ..(

Inc.; The LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

(hereinafter, TL) and Independent Democrats for LaRouche, and

Gerald Rose, as treasurer (hereinafter, "IDL") each violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). At the same time, the Commission found

reason to believe that TLC and IDL. each violated 2 U.S.C.

C S 434(b) (2).

4 On December 8, 1986, this Office received a request for pre-

\ probable cause conciliation from Fusion Energy Foundation."

" Attachment I. FEF denied the allegation that it had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) as alleged by Complainant in this matter, and

as set forth in the Commission's letter of November 21, 1986. In

r. the same letter as it made this denial, however, FEF also

requested pre-probable cause conciliation.

II. LEGAL ANALYS IS

Commission regulations provide that the Commission may enter

into a conciliation agreement with a respondent prior to a

1/. The other respondents have requested extensions of time to
answer. This Office granted a ten day extension to counsel for
TLC and IDL.. Respondent Campaigner Publications, Inc. requested a
20 day extension of time to answer, which was granted. Both
responses are due by December 29, 1986.
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finding of probable cause if a respondent indicates by letter to

the General Counsel a desire to enter into negotiations directed

toward reaching such a conciliation agreement. 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). That section further provides, however, that the

Commission is not required to enter into any negotiations

directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement unless and

until it makes a finding of probable cause to believe. I_d. The

Commission's letter of November 21, 1986 to Respondent FEF stated

that the Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-

O probable conciliation not be entered into at the time of the

request so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.

In the present case, Complainant submitted a sworn statement

that she made the following contributions to FE? (which is a

, corporation and is not a political committee): a $150

..... contribution, an $80 contribution, and a $1,000 loan.

- Complainant stated at length her reasons for believing that the

money she contributed to FE? was used to finance Lyndon

° LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign. If the allegations of the

complaint are true, then Respondent FE? has violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a), which prohibits any corporation whatever from making a

contribution or expenditure in connection with a federal

elect ion.

Respondent FE? has denied that it violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a). Nevertheless, FE? has requested pre-probable cause

conciliation. In light of the unresolved factual and legal

issues in this matter, this Office recommends that the Commission
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deny FEF's request for pre-probable cause conciliation at this

time pending further investigation.

I II. RECO IEUDAYIONS

1. Deny the request for pre-probable cause conciliation
submitted by Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. at this time.

2. Approve and send the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

. Date Deuy(eerlCone

Attachments
- ! I. Letter from Respondents
_. II. Proposed letter to Respondents



BEFORE THE FEDER~AL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
et al.

MUR 2143

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 5,

19&7, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2143:

1. Deny the request for pre-probable cause
conciliation submitted by Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc. at this time, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report signed December 19, 1986.

2. Approve and send the letter, as recommended
in the General Counsel's Report signed
December 19, 1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

/- -z'
Date

Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Fri.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Mon.,
Deadline for vote: Mon.,

12-19-86, 3:4412-22-86, 11:00
1-5-87, 11:00

C 4

CN



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0 C 20463

January 7, 1987

cu m U&IL - 3E55m 33n3IM' nnms5

Paul B. Gallagher, Executive Director
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
P.O. Box 17149
Washington, D.C. 20041-0149

RE: MUR 2143

Dear Mr. Gallagher :

This letter responds to your letter of December 8, 1986, in
which you requested pre-probable cause conciliation for Fusion
Energy Foundation, Inc., a respondent in the above-captioned
matter.

On January 5 , 1987 , the Commission considered your
request and determined not to enter into pro-probable cause
conciliation at this time because it has not yet completed its
investigation into this matter. Please be advised that the
Commission will reconsider your request to enter into
conciliation as soon as it completes its investigation.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General- Counsel

BY:



Camaigner Pubicatil, Inc.
P.O. Box 17726 Washington, D.C. 20041-0726

December 29, 1986

Joan D. Aikens, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

t.,)Re: MUR ?4Reason to Believe Firfdfrig
Campaigner Publications, Inc. Regponse

Dear Ms. Aikens:

This is the response of Campaigner Publications, Inc. to
your letter of November 21, 1986 concerning the above
referenced Matter Under Review. We appreciate the time you
extended which allowed us to gather together the pertinent c
facts.*

r --U
Based upon the facts as I presently understand them, Pawul

Glumas has never been employed by Campaigner Publications, ilnc.
nor has he received any compensation from our firm. Therefore,
the premise contained in the second paragraph of your lette.,
specifically that "Campaigner Publications employed an -
individual named Paul Glumas" or othervise compensated sam is
erroneous. No violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) or 2 U.S.C.q
431 (8)(A)(ii) has thus occured.

The second issue raised in your "reason to believe"
finding notice, that "if Campaigner Publications has paid the
outstanding loans of a political committee" it would have
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), is totally unsubstantiated. On
the face of Ms. Selstad's complaint she states that "I had
never given money to a political campaign, that I had not
loaned money to their campaign .... " Thus, it would be
impossible for Campaigner Publications to have "paid the
outstanding loans of a political committee" in this regard.
Further, upon a review of our company disbursements of this
time period, I have found that no payment whatsoever was issued
by Campaigner Publications to Ms. Selsted. Therefore, we deny
that Campaigner Publications has made a corporate contribution
in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) as it pertains to MUR 2043.

4• °

J ,-4

C', -,-,,



I hope that this response satisfies your concern and that
this matter can finally be closed. iNotvithstanding that, I
have instructed our attorney, Mr. Fenstervald, to explore the
possiblity of pre-probable cause conciliation with the
Commission and expect that he should be in touch with your
General Counsel shortly.

Sincerely,

Linda de Hoyo
President

'0

-2-
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January 21, 1987

Laurence E.Federal Elec
Washitngton,

Tobey, Esquiretions Commission
D.C. 20463

?47?TH1D AVENUEb'

3511lP765141404I

Re: IIUR 2143
Campal ner Publications,

Dear !lr. Tobey:

In reference to the above matter under review andC: Campaigner Publications, Inc. response thereto filed on
C December 29, 1986, I would like the opportunity to discuss

with you the possibility of preproable cause conciliation
, pursuant toll1 C.F.R. 111.18(d).

:: Please call me at your convenience to arrange a
... preliminary meeting if you so desire.

Si ncerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF,lll /ber

Inc.

I',

Zr)
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0 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNCTO. OC 20, JFebruary 2, 1987

C ,UM'rf , NAIL m ICzPTM amg iLsm

Dernard V. Fensterwald, III, Esquire
Fensterwald & Alcorn, P.C.
1000 Wilson Boulevard *900
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: N4UR 2143
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fenstervald:

This letter responds to your letter of January 21, 1987
which was received on January 28, 1987, and confirms your

~conversation with Laurence E. Tobey of our staff on
January 29, 1987.

~Your letter constituted a request for information about the
pre-probable cause conciliation process. By its terms, it did

' not constitute a request to enter into pre-probable cause
conciliation. Mr. Tobey advised you that if you do request pre-

.' probable cause conciliation for your client, the General
__ Counsel's Office will propose a conciliation agreement, which

must be approved by the Commission before it is submitted to you.
r , Such a conciliation agreement will call for an admission of the

alleged violations and the payment of a civil penalty.

Please be advised that the General Counsel's Office reserves
r the right to reomend that the Commission not enter into pre-
~probable cause conciliation if it feels that further

investigation of the matter is warranted.

If you have further questions, please contact
Laurence 3. Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gnera Counsel

Associate General Counsel
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Federal Elections Commissioner
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Re: MUR 2143 - Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Ms. Lerner:
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I am responding to your letter of February 2, 1987.

For purposes of clarification, I would like to point out that
your third paragraph does not accurately reflect my conversation
with Mr. Tobey. While your letter states hypothetically that the
General Counsel's office reserves the right to recommend against
pre-probable cause conciliation, Mr. Tobey told me that your
office would recommend against it if Campaigner Publications asked
for it. There is an obvious difference in the way I recall the
conve rsat ion.

Assuming that my discussion with Mr. Tobey was limited solely to
MUR 2143, I would suggest that to reject conciliation out of
hand would be a terrible waste of federal resources. In any event,
please consider this letter a formal request to the Commission

for pre-probable cause conciliation.

S incere ly,

~--

Bernard Fensterwald, III

BF, III/pk



BEFIIOREl TU Flf)ERL~J ELCION CCNISSION

In the Matter of ) "
"1

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., et al. ) MUR 2143

GENERAL COUNqSEL' S REPORT -

I. BACKGROUND. .. °

On November 18, 1986, the Commission found reason to b liev

that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner Publications,

Inc.; The LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

(hereinafter, "TLC"); and Independent Democrats for LaRouche, and

Gerald Rose, as treasurer (hereinafter, "IDL") each violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). At the same time, the Commission found

reason to believe that TLC and IDL each violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434 (b) (2).

On December 22, 1986, this Office received a request for
1_/

pre-probable cause conciliation from TLC and IDL. Attachment I.

Counsel for respondents TLIC and IDL denied that they had violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2). In the same letter

as he made these denials, however, counsel also requested pre-

probable cause conciliation.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

Commission regulations provide that the Commission may enter

into a conciliation agreement with a respondent prior to a

finding of probable cause if a respondent indicates by letter to

the General Counsel a desire to enter into negotiations directed

1/ On January 5, 1987, the Commission denied a request for pre-
probable cause conciliation submitted by Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc., another respondent in this matter.
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toward reaching such a conciliation agreement. 11 C.F.R.

S 111.18(d). That section further provides, however, that the

Commission is not required to enter into any negotiations

directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement unless and

until it makes a finding of probable cause to believe. Id. The

Commission's letter of November 21, 1986 to Respondents TLC and

IDL stated that the Office of General Counsel may recommend that

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at the time

of the request so that it may complete its investigation of the

c-j matter.

~In the present case, Complainant submitted a sworn statement

that she made contributions to the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

" ("FEF") which is a corporation, and not a political committee.

C Complainant stated at length her reasons for believing that the
'K)

money she contributed to FEF was used to finance Lyndon

LaPouche' s presidential campaign. Based on Complainant' s

explanation of her dealings with representatives of FE?, the

'D Commission found reason to believe that TLC and IDL had accepted

~contributions from FE? which were used to support LaRouche's

presidential campaign, and that TLC and IDL failed to report

those contributions.

Respondents TLC and IDL state through counsel that "the

Commission' s reason-to-believe finding in MUR 2143 has no basis

in fact." Nevertheless, these same respondents request pre-

probable cause conciliation. In light of the unresolved factual



--

and legal issues in this matter, this Office recommends that the

Commission deny TLC's and IDL's requests for pre-probable cause

conciliation at this time pending further investigation.

III. RD EDTIOUIS

1. Deny the request for pre-probable cause conciliation
submitted by The LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, at this time.

2. Deny the request for pre-probable cause conciliation
submitted by Independent Democrats for LaRouche, and Gerald
Rose, as treasurer, at this time.

3. Approve and send the attached letter.

- Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

C Date wr Nbl

" Attachments
I. Letter from Respondents

II. Proposed letter to Respondents



S S
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )) MUR 2143
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., et al. )

CERT I FICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 11,

1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2143.

1. Deny the request for pre-probable cause
conciliation submitted by The LaRouche
Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, at this time, as recommended
in the General Counsel's Report signed
February 6, 1987.

2. Deny the request for pre-probable cause
conciliation submitted by Independent
Democrats for LaRouche, and Gerald Rose,
as treasurer, at this time, as recommend-
ed in the General Counsel's Report signed
February 6, 1987.

3. Approve and send the letter, as recommend-
ed in the General Counsel's Report signed
February 6, 1987.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald

McGarry and Thomas voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest :

M jorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission
Date



Bn

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINCTON. D)C 2O463

February 19, 1987

Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow PL *216
Soston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 2143
The LaRouche Campaign, and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer
Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, and Ger ald Rose,
as treasurer

Dear Kr. Davis:
This letter responds to your letter of December 19, 1986,

> which was received on December 22, 1986. In that letter, you
requested pre-probable cause conciliation for your clients listed

~above.

On February 11, 1987, the Commission considered your request
~and determined not to enter into pre-probable cause conciliation

at this time because it has not yet completed its investigation
into this matter. Please be advised that the Commission will
reconsider your request to enter into conciliation as soon as it
copletes its investigation.

If you have any questions, please contact Laurence 3. Tobey,
' the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

" Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Q nsel
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Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., et ci. ) KUR 2143 ,

On November 18, 1986, the Commission found reason to

that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner Puablications

Inc.; ? he Laltouche Campaign, and Edward Spann~us, as treasurer

(hereinafter, "TWU); and Independent Democrats for La ,oe ad

Gerald Rose, as treasurer (hereinafter, "IDL-) each violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). At the sae time, the Commission found

reason to believe that TIC and IDL. each violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) (2).

On January 5, 1987, the CommisSion denied a request for €-b

prnbeble cause conciliation from Fusion Energy Foundation....i.On

Fubuary 11, 1987, the Commission dened a rqluest for pr. r

prbbe cause conciliation for TI and IDL. In both casm,

Respondents were advised that the Commission had not complete itts

investigation of the matter and that their requests would be

reconsidered after the investigation was completed.

On February 9, 1987, the Commission received a request for

pre-probable cause conciliation from the remaining respondent in

this matter, Campaigner Publications. Attachment I.

II. LUGAL ANALYSIS

Commission regulations provide that the Comission may enter

into a conciliation agreement with a respondent prior to a



-ko the General Counsel a desire to enter into negotiati~inS.

directed toward reaching such a conciliation agreeent.

11 C.F.R. 5 111.18(d). That section further provides, however•,

that the Commission is not required to enter into any.

negotiations directed toward reaching a conciliation agreement

unless and until it makes a finding of probable cause to believe.

Ed. The Commission's letter of November 21, 1966 to Xespoildent •

Campaigner Publications statedl that the Office of General Cou * *

to may recosend that pre-probable cause conciliation not be entezad

.... into at the time of the request so that it may complete its ,

* investigation of the matter.

In the present case, Complainant submitted a sworn statet

' ' 44 ttL* at she maede contributions to the FUsion Energy Poni~ation. / Zie%

!ii.i. '(PEF) which is a corporatiOn, and .not a politioaZ coittea.. .. i..

L" Complainant stated at length her reasns for belilVing9 that the ,...,*/•..

*- money she contr5.buted to FE? was used to finance Lynon

: ) LaRouche's presidential campaign. With respect to Camparigner

Publications, Complainant has submitted a copy of a letter

received from Campaigner Publications which discusses repayment

of Complainant's loans and identifying Paul Glumas, a LaRouche

solicitor, as being associated with Campaigner Publications'

Seattle Office. Campaigner Publications has addressed a vague

denial to the allegations of the Complaint and failed to



getisfactor i ly explai n it@ rilatlonsip v hitr. Ohms'or i tt !i

ttansact ions with ce lainmt.,

Mtter, this Offic. ea es thatt~ih t.tua . a t* o

enter into pre-probable cause concihiatiir v itb e pigr

Publications, Inc. at this time.

zii. i n.~l ,cm 2
1. Deny the request for pre-probb.e ause cOv~ihiation

submitted by counsel for Cauttg Pub ltons, Inc. at
this time.

2. Approve and send thbe ataoed letter.

cba4 t .,, i

.2...5. al,

AttachmentsI. Letter from Respondents
II. Proposed letter to Rpnd~ents

,, V)

Co

,*, .



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMM4ISS ION

In the Matter of) )
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., et al.) MUR 2143

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 3,

1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2143:

1. Deny the request for pre-probable cause
conciliation submitted by counsel for
Campaigner Publications, Inc. at this
time.

2. Approve and send the letter, as recom-
mended in the General Counsel's Report
signed February 26, 1987.

Commnissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioner Josefiak did not cast a vote.

Attest :

Date
!arjorie W. Emn

Secretary of the Commnission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary: Thurs.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Fri.,

Deadline for vote: Tues.,

2-26-87,2-27-87,
3-03-87,

4:272 :00
4 :00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2O43

March 5, 1987

NAIL - 335 inP
hernard Fenstervald III, EsquireFenstervald, Alcorn & Borman, P.C.
1000 Wilson Blvd @900
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 2143
Campaigner Publicat ions, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fenstervald:

This letter responds to your letter of February 6, 1987,
c which vas received on February 9, 1987. In that letter, you

requested pre-probable cause conciliation for your client
, Campaigner Publications, Inc.

On March 3 , 1987, the Commission considered your
request and determined not to enter into pre-probable cause

C: conciliation at this time because it has not yet completed its
investigation into this matter. Please be advised that the
Commission will reconsider your request to enter into

, conciliation as soon as it completes its investigation.

: * If you have any questions, please contact Laurence E. Tobey,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

~Sincerely,

7) Charles N. Steele
,Gener Counsel

Byvec M. Noble

~Deputy General Counsel



ij 4

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20I*3.

f~)

~,&t I

. i.'i •
"! ; i ;- • ii i



September 9, 1986

General CounselFederal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: Complaint of Violation(s) of Federal Election
Regulations - Lyndon LaRauche and Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Sir/Madam:

My name is August Popevich, I reside at 500 South Pine,
#917, Capital Couwnons, Lansing, Michigan 48933. My phone
number is (517) 485-0249.

I hereby present a complaint regarding campaign
contributions I made to help finance Lyndon LaRouche's
campaign for President of the United States in 1964.

In the suimner of 1984, I was approached on the street by Ms.
Donna Benton, 4507 Kedzie, Second Floor, Chicago, IL 60625
who represented herself as a campaign worker/funds solicitor
for Mr. Lyndon LaRouche in his quest to win the 1984
Presidential election.

Ms. Benton relentlessly called me at all hours for days on
end to convince me to make a contribution to Mr. Lalouche's
campaign. I finally yielded t Ms. Benton's requests and
wrote out a check for $10,000 payable to the Caucus
Distributors, Inc. whose current address in P.O. Box 748,
Radio City Station, New York, New York 10101. However, due
to insufficient funds the payor bank, Michigan National
Bank, refused to make the payments and the check bounced.
Ms. Benton imm~ediately contacted me and solicited a $5,000
contribution to Mr. LaRouche's Presidential campaign. This
check dated July 14, 1984 was paid in full by the Michigan
National Bank and a copy is enclosed with this Complaint.
Based on the statements and actions of Ms. Benton, I
understood and believed that this $5,000 contribution would
be used by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to elect Mr.
LaRouche to the Presidency and would not be used for other
campaigns or purposes.
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., This contribution of $5,000 is in violation of 11 cia
ii Sec. 1l0.1(a)(1), Sec. 110.9(a), Sec. 103.3(b)(l) and
• ' (b)(2).

11 CFR Sec. 110.9(a) states that no person shall make
contributions to any candidate or his authorized poltical
coumnittees or agents with respect to any election to Federal
Office which in the aggregate exceed $1,000. Although I was
not aware of the law at that time, clearly the $5,000
contribution made by me was in violation of Sec. ll0.9(a).

11 CFR Sec. 110.9 states that no candidate or political
coummittee shall accept any contribution or make any
expenditure in violation of Part 110. No officer or
employee of a political coiwnittee shall accept a
contribution made for the benefit or use of a candidate or
make any expenditure on behalf of a candidate in violation
of any limitation imposed on contributions and expenditures
made under Part 110. The cashing of the check and using of
the $5,000 by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. violates 11 cia

~110.9. The $5,000 check made out by me was with the intent
and understanding that it would be used in Mr. Laohe 's
campaign for the presidency and not for other campaigns or

~purposes.

~Failure by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to return the
$5,000 to me violates 11 CFR sec. 103.(b) (1) and 11 CFE
Sec. 103 (b)(2). 11 CFR Sec. (b)(l) states contributions

, which appear to be illegal shall be within 10 days either
returned to the contributor or deposited in the campaign
depository and reported. If deposited, the treasurer shall
make and retain a written record noting th basis for the
appearance of illegality. A statement noting the legality
of the contribution in question should be included in the
report. The treasurer shall make his or her best efforts to

~determine the legality of the contribution. 11CFR(b)(2)
states that when a contribution cannot be determined to be
legal, refunds shall be made within a reasonable time. I
did not receive a refund in any amount and, therefore,
believe that the Treasurer of the Caucus Distributor, Inc.
did not record or report this $5,000 contribution which is
illegal under CFR llCFR 110.9 as discussed above.

Following the 1984 Presidential election, Ms. Benton
contacted me and requested that I loan the Caucus
Distributors, Inc. $1,000 to be used to pay off campaign
debts owed by Mr. LaRouche and/or his presidential campaign
committee. Enclosed is a copy of this unsecured promissory
note given to me by the commnittee. The loan was made on
December 12, 1984 and was to be paid back on February 4,
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1985. The loan was not paid back at the designated time. Z
received payments of $200 on July 26, 1985 and $200 on
August 19, 1985 but only after sending numerous letters
demanding repayment. To date, the Caucus Distribution, Inc.
still owes me $600 plus $160 in interest.

I am not aware that this failure to pay back a promissory
note violates federal election regulations. I bring this to
your attention, however, because it is indicative of the
willful disregard to violation of federal and state laws in
general by Mr. LaRouche, the Caucus Distributors, Inc., Ms.
Denton and other campaign employees.•

I am 64 years old and suffer from chronic manic/depressive
illness. Based on recent news coverage of the tactics used
by the Laflouche campaign organization(s) I believe I was
targeted as the type of person vulnerable to their unethical
and illegal methods and practices. I, therefore, must

~respectfully request that the Federal Election counsel
consider this complaint at their earliest convenience and
advise me if and how I can obtain the money which I
regretfully contributed or loaned to help elect Mr. Lyndon
LaRouche to the Presidency of the United States in 1984.

STATE OF U I GAR )
COUNTY OF 5s.

On thiPF' day-T "- of rlD, before
" Tme, a Notary Public for Inghah County, persnij appeared

August Popevich, to me known to be the person described in
and who executed the above letter, and acknowledged the saue

'D to be his free act and deed.

Notary Publican Michigan.

THERESA ANN SZAKAS
Notary ,Public, Ingham County, MI

MlY Commission Expires June 26, 196w
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C, 20463

September 19, 1986

• -4 -"" ..

Mr. August Popevich " _.
50f0 South Pine, #917 € r..Capital Commons =
Lansing, MI 48933

Dear Mr. Popevich:

) This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter,
which we received on September 12, 1986. Your letter was

., not properly sworn to.

* -? You must swear before a notary that the contents of
your complaint are true to the best of your knowledgeC',; and the notary must represent as part of the jurat that

C such swearing occurred. A statement by the notary that
the complaint was sworn to and subscribed before him
will be sufficient. We are sorry for the inconvenience
that these requirements may cause you, but we are not

: statutorily empowered to proceed with the handling of a
compliance action unless all the statutory requirements
are fulfilled. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g.

If you have any questions concerning this matter,
' . please feel free to contact me at (202) 376-8200 or

Retha Dixon at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener a)- Co unsel1

Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



Setete .9, 1986

General Counsel
Federal Election Comuission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: Complaint of Violation(s) of Federal Election
Regulations - Lyndon LaRauche and Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Sir/Madam:

My name is August Popevich, I reside at 500 South Pine,
<N *917, Capital Coiwnons, Lansing, Michigan 48933. My phone

number is (517) 485-.0249.

I hereby present a complaint regarding campaign
04 contributions I made to help finance Lyndon LaRouche's
c campaign for President of the United States in 1984.

O In the summer of 1984, I was approached on the street by Ms.
Donna Benton, 4507 Kedzie, Second Floor, Chicago, IL 60625

; who represented herself as a campaign worker/funds solicitor
. . for Mr. Lyndon LaRouche in his quest to win the 1984

Presidential election.

Ms. Benton relentlessly called me at all hours for days on
sD end to convince me to make a contribution tO Mr. LaRouche's

campaign. I finally yielded t Ms. Benton's requests and
wrote out a check for $10,000 payable to the Caucus
Distributors, Inc. whose current address in P.O. Box 748,
Radio City Station, New York, New York 10101. However, due
to insufficient funds the payor bank, Michigan National
Bank, refused to make the payments and the check bounced.
Ms. Benton imm~ediately contacted me and solicited a $5,000
contribution to Mr. LaRouche's Presidential campaign. This
check dated July 14, 1984 was paid in full by the Michigan
National Bank and a copy is enclosed with this Complaint.
Based on the statements and actions of Ms. Benton, I
understood and believed that this $5,000 contribution would
be used by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to elect Mr.
LaRouche to the Presidency and would not be used for other
campaigns or purposes.
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This contribution of $5,000 is in violation of 11 CYR
Sec. 110.1(a)(1), Sec. 110.9(a), Sec. 103.3(b)(1) and
(b) (2).

11 CFR Sec. 110.9(a) states that no person shall make
contributions to any candidate or his authorized political
conunittees or agents with respect to any election to Federal
Office which in the aggregate exceed $1,000. Although I was
not aware of the law at that time, clearly the $5,000
contribution made by me was in violation of Sec. 110.9(a).

11 CFR Sec. 110.9 states that no candidate or political
conunittee shall accept any contribution or make any
expenditure in violation of Part 110. No officer or
employee of a political conmmittee shall accept a
contribution made for the benefit or use of a candidate or
make any expenditure on behalf of a candidate in violation
of any limitation imposed on contributions and expenditures
made under Part 110. The cashing of the check and using of
the $5,000 by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. violates 11 CYR
110.9. The $5,000 check made out by me was with the intent

: and understanding that it would be used in Mr. LaRouche's
campaign for the presidency and not for other campaigns or

~purposes.

C Failure by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to return the
$5,000 to me violates 11 CFR sec. 103.(b) (1) and 11 CFR
Sec. 103 (b)(2). 11 CFR Sec. (b)(1) states contributions

? which appear to be illegal shall be within 10 days either
returned to the contributor or deposited in the campaign
depository and reported. If deposited, the treasurer shall
make and retain a written record noting th basis for the
appearance of illegality. A statement noting the legality

. of the contribution in question should be included in the
report. The treasurer shall make his or her best efforts to

~determine the legality of the contribution. IICFR(b)(2)
states that when a contribution cannot be determined to be
legal, refunds shall be made within a reasonable time. I
did not receive a refund in any amount and, therefore,
believe that the Treasurer of the Caucus Distributor, Inc.
did not record or report this $5,000 contribution which is
illegal under CFR 11CFR 110.9 as discussed above.

Following the 1984 Presidential election, Ms. Benton
contacted me and requested that I loan the Caucus
Distributors, Inc. $1,000 to be used to pay off campaign
debts owed by Mr. LaRouche and/or his presidential campaign
conmmittee. Enclosed is a copy of this unsecured promissory
note given to me by the committee. The loan was made on
December 12, 1984 and was to be paid back on February 4,
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1985. The loan was not paid back at the designated time. I
received payments of $200 on July 26, 1985 and $200 on
August 19, 1985 but only after sending numerous letters
demanding repayment. To date, the Caucus Distribution, Inc.
still owes me $600 plus $160 in interest.

I am not aware that this failure to pay back a promissory
note violates federal election regulations. I bring this to
your attention, however, because it is indicative of the
willful disregard to violation of federal and state laws in
general by Mr. LaRouche, the Caucus Distributors, Inc., Ms.
Benton and other campaign employees..

I am 64 years old and suffer from chronic manic/depressive
illness. Based on recent news coverage of the tactics used
by the LaRouche campaign organization(s) I believe I was
targeted as the type of person vulnerable to their unethical
and illegal methods and practices. I, therefore, must

,c respectfully request that the Federal Election counsel
~consider this complaint at their earliest convenience and

advise me if and how I can obtain the money which I
.- :.regretfully contributed or loaned to help elect Mr. Lyndon

LaRouche to the Presidency of the United States in 1984.

-©

STATE OF r GAN ) s

on hsJldyo ,Q~ Z... l9 G,, beore
me, a Notary ib1c for InghiCounty, personally appeared

c August Popevich, to me known to be the person described in
and who executed the above letter, and acknowledged the same

'c to be his free act and deed.

Notary Public amon Michigan.

My cou~sinexpires:~jk~

THERESA ANN SZAKAS
Notary Publie, Ingham Cunty, IMI

My Commission Expires June 26, 1989



AFFIDAVIT *i
STATE OF MICHIGAN)ss.
CONYOF INGHAN ) S

August Popevich, being first duly avorn, depose. and i
says that on the , day of October, 1986, he appeared and
made oath that he has read the attached letter, subscribed
by him, and that the same is true to the best of his
information and belief and that he knows the contents
thereof.

Subscribed and sworn before
me a Notary Public, in and for
the County of Ingham, Michigan on
the day of October, 1986.

N. My commission expires: 6/26/89

:,? ' ,THERESA ANN SZAKAS
UsyPUblic, Ingham County, Mt

(NiU Coswnission Expires June 26, 19.

(N,-

C -



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHNGTON. D C 20463

November 6, 1986

Mr. August Popovich
500 S. Pine Street, *917
Capitol Commons
Lansing, MI 48933

Dear Mr. Popovich:

:9 This letter will acknowledge receipt of a complaint
... filed by you which we received on October 27, 1986, alleging

possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (the "Act"), by Caucus Distributors, Inc.,
The naRouche Campaign and Mr. Edward Spannaus as treasurer,

© and Independent Democrats For LaRouche and Mr. Gerald Rose as
treasurer. The respondents will be notified of this com-
plaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes
* final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-
_ tional information in this matter, please forward it to this

office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the
S same manner as the original complaint. For your

information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints. We have
numbered this matter MUR 2281. Please refer to this number
in all future correspondence. If you have any questions,
please contact Retha Dixon at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Ge ne r) Counse 1

//

- -" p. / -/,' .

B h awrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



i • *
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WSHINTON. C 2043 

November 6, 1986

CERTIFIED M&AIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Edward Spannaus , Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P0 Box 17720
Washington, DC 20041

Re: MUR 2281
Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaintO which alleges that The LaRouche Campaign and you, as
treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign- Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaintis enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2281. Please~refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate~in writing that no action should be taken against you and TheLaRouche Campaign in this matter. Your response must be sub-\O mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If noresponse is received within 15 days, the Commission may takeD further action based on the available information
Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

<i believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of thismatter. Where appropriate, statements should be submittedL') under oath.
"" This matter will remain confidential in accordance with2 U.S.C. S 4 37g (a) (4) (B) and S 4 37g (a) (12) (A) unless younotify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter tobe made public. If you intend to be represented by counselin this matter please advise the Commission by completing theenclosed form stating the name, address and telephone numberof such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel toreceive any notifications and other communications from the

Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Laurence
Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedure for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

-" By: Lawrence M. Noble
0 Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
CNComplaint

Procedures
~Designation of Counsel Statement

'C

cc: Mr. Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. D C 2043 November 6, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

J. Philip Rubinstein, President
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
20 S. King Street
Leesburg, VA 22075-3907

Re: MUR 2281

Dear Mr. Rubinstein:

--- The Federal Election Commission received a complaint

which alleges that Caucus Distributors, Inc. may have vio-

. lated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

_(the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have

~numbered this matter MUR 2281. Please refer to this number

. 4 in all future correspondence.

C Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate

in writing that no action should be taken against Caucus

O Distributors, Inc. in 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

r further action based on the available information.

r Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

believe are relevant to the Commission' s analysis of this

h' matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted

C. under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. S437g(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

Comm issi on.



0

If you have any questions, please contact LaurenceTobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200. For your information, we have attached a briefdescription of the Commission's procedure for handling
compla ints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene59 Counsel

By -  Lawrence M. No qe

1 Deputy General Counsel

' Enclosures
~Complaint

Procedures
~Designation of Counsel Statement

V.'

cc: Mr. Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASH5NCTON. DC 2O46] November 6, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gerald Rose, Treasurer
Independent Democrats For LaRouche
P0 Box 17707
Washington, DC 20041

Re: MUR 2281

Dear Mr. Rose:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint
which alleges that Independent Democrats For LaRouche and
you, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election

9 Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR

" 2281. Please refer to this number in all future
~CO r r espo ndence .

~Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against you and In-

C dependent Democrats For LaRouche in this matter. Your
response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Corn-

-:> mission may take further action based on the available
information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
.i 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. S437g(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.



If you have any questions, please contact Laurence
Tobey, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedure for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genera). Counsel

' " "By: Lawrence M. Noble
" . Deputy General Counsel

C Enclosures
C Compl a int

P rocedu res
'0Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Mr. Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.
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(617) 742-8200

O01N P. ANDE[RSONRoscR L Ross,
A DAVID DAVIS November 26, 1986

OF COUNSEL
IELEANOR W. PE NNErl

Laurence Tobey, EsquireAssociate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
99 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2281 (Popevich)
MUR 2276 (Clinkenbeard)

Dear Mr. Tobey:

My telephone calls to you ofas their purpose a request for an
the 15 day limit allotted for our
your letters of November 10, 1986
1986 (MUR 2281).

the last few days have had
extension of two weeks to
response as alluded to in
(MUR 2276) and November 6,

We make this request because your letters to ourclients, The LaRouche Campaign and Independent Democrats for
LaRouche, were not forwarded to us by our client and
received in our offices until this past Monday, November 25,
1986. It is my understanding that, in the past, there has
existed an informal agreement with your office as a result
of which any communication by the Commission to our clients
has been copied and sent to us by the Coumaission at the same
time. Our clients assumed this practice to be in effect on
receipt of these most recent MURS and, therefore, did not
forward us a copy of your correspondence in a timely fasion.

I look forward to hearing from you next week with
regard to the matters raised by this letter.

ADD!/in

C)

if)

B •



CDI
Caucus Distributors, Inc. /P.o. Box 748/Radio City Station/Now York, N.Y. 10101 '

Federal Election Commission r ,.'.
Office of General Counsel ' -
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463°
ATTN: Lawrence M. Noble November 29, 1986
RE: August Popevich-MUR 2281 * 6,.

Mr. Noble:•

Your November 6, 1986 letter concerning Mr. Popevich, with
an attached copy of his letter to you, has recently come to my
attention.•

As to the particular allegations made by Mr. Popevich,
they are difficult to follow in that he references photocopies

~of the check from one transaction and an unsecured promissory
note from another, neither of which were enclosed with our copy
of his letter. Please send copies of the referenced

-g- photocopies.

C'" Pending our receipt of the copies, I can state in general
that while CDI exists to propagate and promote political,

C social, scientific, and cultural ideas developed by Mr.
LaRouche and his associates, that activity does not extend into
the sphere of financing individual candidacies. We are aware

o . that many of the ideas around which CDI has organized the
people of this country, such as reversing the decline of the

"--*" U.S. and world economy, initiating a war on drugs, instituting
a crash program to fulfill the SDI, and re-establishing

" classical culture (to name a few), were also taken up and
!!9 discussed by Mr. LaRouche in his 1984 presidential campaigns.

--, To be charitable about the matter at hand, perhaps Mr.
Popevich has confused his financial support for the propagation
of ideas popularly-associated with Mr. LaRouche with financial
support for Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign. A less
charitable conclusion would be that Mr. Popevich is attempting
to collect his loans to CDI by re-naming them loans to a
political campaign, and requesting you to enforce the "refund"
of "illegal contributions." We do not know which of these is
true, but only that the allegation that funds forwarded to CDI
"would be used by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to elect Mr.
LaRouche to the Presidency" is false.

Sincerely,

/ L -- '"{ii

"George iCanning, .-

Secretary



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20*,3

December 4, 1986

CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

George Canning, Secretary
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
P.O. Box 748
Radio City Station
New York, NY 10101

RE: MUR 2281
Caucus Distributors, Inc.

~Dear Mr. Canning:

.. .- This acknowledges your letter of November 29, 1986
which was received on December 3, 1986. You stated

~that copies of a check and promissory note were not
included with a complaint filed by Mr. August Popevich

C which had been forwarded to you.

\ Enclosed please find copies of the check and
- promissory note.

r. Sincerely,

r> Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures :
as stated
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December 17, 1986 *""-

Charles N. Steele, General Counsel .
Federal Election Commission
1324 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

MUR 2281 (Popevich)

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is in response to notification from the
Commission, dated November 6, 1986, that there is reason to
believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and
its treasurer, Gerald Rose and The LaRouche Campaign and its
treasurer, Edward Spannaus have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

In response to our written request and by letter dated
9, 1986 Commission Associate General Counsel Lois G. Laere
extended to December 19, 1986 the time for TLC, IDL and
their respective treasurers to respond to this matter.

MUR 2281 notifies TrJC, IDL and their respective
treasurers of a complaint filed by August Popevich, alleging
that Mr. Popevich contributed $5,**U "to Mr. LaRouche's
presidential campaign" believing that the contribution would
be used "by the Caucus Distributors, Inc. to elect Mr.
LaRouche to the Presidency and would not be used for other
campaigns or purposes." Popevich alleges that the check was
improperly applied directly to Mr. LaRouche's campaign.

Because no copies of the check and promissory note
referred to by Popevich were attached, TLC and IDL can only
speculate as to who was the payee of the Popevich check.
However, TLC and IOL deny that they were the payees of any
check in the amount of $5,000 from Mr. Popevich, nor did
they subsequently receive from another source said monies.

TLC and IDL, not having been provided with a copy of
the promissory note can neither confirm or deny any

obligation in that regard. IDL can confirm, however, that

Popevich made a loan to IOL of $1,000 on October 9, 1984 but

stopped payment on the check on October 18, 1984 thereby

extinquishing any obligation on the part of IDL in that

regard.



Mr. Popevich's letter asserts an indebtedness by CaucusDistributors, Inc. IDL and TLC cannot confirm this
indebtedness. However, because Mr. Popevich's complaint
involves an overdue loan and does not involve either IDL or
TLC, there is no basis for the Commission to assert
jurisdiction over this matter. Therefore, TLC and IDL
request that HEUR 2281 be dismissed.

Sincerely yours,
The LaRouche Campaign & Independent Democrats

ByTe tm for LaRouche

ADD/jm
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February 20, 1987

Lawrence M. NobleDeputy General Counsel
Federal Election Conumission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2281

Dear Mr. Noble:

I am writing on behalf of Mr. August Popevich, 500 S. Pine
Street, #917, Capitol Commons, Lansing, Michigan 48933. Mr.
Popevich filed a complaint, which was received by the FEC on
October 27, 1986, against Caucus Distributors Inc., the LaRouche
Campaign and Mr. Edward Spannaus as treasurer, and Independant
Democrats for LaRouche and Mr. Gerald Rose as treasurer.

In a letter you sent to Mr. Popevich on November 6, 1986 it
was stated that an investigation has begun. Mr. Popevich would
like to know what action, if any, has taken place to date. We
understnad that this is a time-consuming process and it may be
too early for any action. Any information you could provide
would be greatly appreciated.

Michael D. 0
Legal Intern

MDO/kn

-ii

co



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

March 2, 1987

Michael D. O'Connor, Legal Intern
Sixty Plus Law Center
1201 W. Oakland i
St. Lawrence Hospital
Lansing, MI 48915 !

Dear Mr. O'Connor:

This is in response to your letter of February 20, 1987, in
vhich you requested information pertaining to a complaint filed
by August Popevich with the Federal Election Commission.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the
Act') prohibits any person from making public the fact of any

- notification or investigation by the Commission, prior to closing
the file in the matter, unless the party being investigated has

" - agreed in writing that the matter be made public. See 2 U.S.C.
C 5 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A). Because there-'-as been no

ritten agreement that the matter be made public, we are not in a
~position to release any information at this time.

" C As you were informed by letter of November 6, 1986, we will
notify you as soon as the Commission takes final action on your

' complaint.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASMiINCTON. 0 c .'1M63

November 6, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

THE COt4MISS lONE

ROBERT J. COGT ,

~flIVE

SUUJECT: INTERIM AUDIT REPORT - THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN

~Attached for your review is the interim audit report on Thec LaRouche Campaign, along vith the Office of General Counsel's
legal analysis. The Counsel's recomnendations have been

c incorporated into the report and discussed informally with aa OGC
staff member.

Also attached as Exhibit I is a matter which the Office of
General Counsel recommended be referred to their office for

• Matter Under Reviev consideration.

This interim report is being circulated to the Comission
~for a tally vote. Upon notice of Coinission approval, a copy

will be sent to the Committee.

Jo ouae an1 questions, please contact Kevin McFadden or

Attachments as stated



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI?%CTON. D C 2O4.3

INTERIM REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN

I.• Background

A. Overview

This report is based on an audit of The LaRouche
Campaign ('the Committee') to determine whether there has been
compliance. with the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act'). The audit was conducted
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(a) which states that 'after each

r matching payment petiod, the Commission shall conduct a thorough
-_ examination and audit of the qualified campaign expenses of every

candidate and his authorized committees who received payments

tunder Section 9037.' -

C< In addition, 26 U.S.C. S 9039(b) and 11 C.F.R. 5
c 9038.1(a) (2) state, in relevant part, that the Commission may

conduct other examinations and audits from time to time as it

'0deems necessary.

r- The Committee registered with the Federal Election
'9 Commission on October 21, 1983. The Committee maintains its

headquarters in New York, New York.

The audit covered the period October 1, 1983, through
~June 30, 1984, the last day covered by the most recent report
- filed with the Comission at the time of the audit. During this

period, the Committee reported an opening cash balance of $-0-,
total receipts of $3,614,402.71, total disbursements of
$3,784,524.90 and a closing cash balance of $29,877.81. In
addition, a limited review of financial activity was conducted
through July 31, 1984 to determine the amount of remaining
matching fund entitlement as of the close of the audit fieldwork
(see Section 111.3.).

It is anticipated that the Committee will continue to
receive contributions and make disbursements. In addition,

revised statements of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations will
be submitted with each matching fund submission as required by 11

C.F.R. 5 9034.5(d). Under 11 C.F.R. 5 9038.1(c) (4) additional
audit work may be conducted and addenda to this report issued as

necessary.
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This report is based upon documents and working papers
which support each of the factual statements They form part of
the record upon which the Commnission based its decisions on the

matters in the report and were available to Comssioners and
appropriate staff for review.

3. Key Personnel

The Treasurer of the Committee is Mr. Edward Spannaus.

C. Sco;pe

The audit included such tests as verification of total
reported receipts, disbursements and individual transactions;
review of required supporting documentation; analysis of
Committee .debts and obligations; review of contribution and
expenditure limitations; and such other audit procedures as
deemed necessary under the circumstances. Since the Committee's

tf) contribution records were predominately internally generated,
this audit did not include the verification of individual

-- contributions to externally generated records.

II. Findings and Reeomendations Related to Title 2 of the
c United S tates Code

C A. Contributions in Excess of Limitations

~Sections 441a(a) and (f) of Title 2, United States
> Code, states, in part, that no person shall make contributions

0.+++.+ with respect to any election for Federal office which, in the
aggregate exceed $1,000. Nor shall a political committee

.-+knowingly accept any contributions in violation of this section.

During the course of the audit, the auditors noted that
the Committee reported receiving 63 contributions for which the

~aggregate year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000. The excessive
ortions of these contributions totaled $10,475. The Assistant

Treasurer vas provided with schedules detailing these items.

Recommendat ion

The Audit staff recommends that the Committee refund the
excessive portions of the contributions ($10,475) to the

* contributors and present evidence of such refund (i.e., front and
back of cancelled checks) to the Audit staff, or provide evidence
that the contributions were not excessive, within 30 days of
receipt of this report.
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B. Contributions by Foreign Nationals

Section 441. of Title 2, United States Code, states
that it shall be unlawful for any person to solicit, accept, or
receive a contribution from a foreign national.

During the course of the audit, the auditors identified
contributions totaling $11,429.13 from 24 individuals who
appeared to be foreign nationals in that their smiling addresses
were outside of the United States. Mr. Welsh, the Assistant
Treasurer for the Committee, indicated these contributions were
probably from Americans living and/or working abroad. The
Assistant Treasurer was provided with schedules detailing these

items.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that the Committee refund these
~contributions and present evidence of such refund(s) (i.e., front

and back of cancelled checks), or provide evidence to show that
- refunds are not required within 30 days of receipt of this

repor t.

., C. Matter Referred to the Office of General Counsel":

&~ matter noted during the audit was referred to the
Off ice of General Counsel.

s~dations Related to Title 6o h

A. A~Daent, Non-Oualified Camo-af-n ExPenses

Section 9038(b) (2) (A) of Title 26, United States Code
states that if the Commission determines that any amount of any
payment made to a canidate frou the matching payment account was
used for purposes other than to defray qualified campaign
expenses or to repay loans the proceeds of which were used to i

defrtay qualified campaign expenses, it shall notify such
candidate of the amount so used, and the candidate shall pay to
the Secretary an amount equal to such an amount.

The Commission, in a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
published in the Fdr l ater~ o June 2,1984, set forth a
pro-rata formula i woid7ii repayments for non-qualified
campaign expenses on the proportion of federal funds to total
funds received by the candidate. Further, the final version and
the Explanation and Justification was published in the Federal
Resister on August 22, 1984 and transmitted to Congress.



The formula and its application with respect to the
Committee's receipt activity is as follows:

Daeof Ineligibility (6/7/84) 2.....

Numerator + Private Contributions
Received through 6/7/84

$ $453,58E.62
($453,586.62 + $1,490,047.'60) a .233370

Therefore, the Committee's repayment ratio for non-

qualified campaign expenses is 23.3370%.

[- Post-Ineligibility Campaign Exoenditures

Section 9032 (9) of Title 26, Un'.ted States Code,
' " and Section 9032.9 of Title 11, Code of Federal Regulations, in

- part, define a qualified campaign expense as a purchase, payment,
distribution, loan, advance, deposit or gift of money or anything

~of value incurred by a candidate or his authorized comittee in
connection with his campaign for nomination for election from the

c date the individual became a candidate through the last day of
(Nthe candidate' s eligibility.

'0Furthermore, included in the examples of disbursements
that are not qualified campaign expenses under 11 CoF.R. S
9034.4(b) (3) are "post ineligibility expenditures" or expenses

...-- incurred after a candidate's date of ineligibility, to the extent
that they do not qualify as winding down costs.

Section 9034.4 (a) (3) of Title 26, United States Code,
defines winding down costs as (i) costs associated with the

. termination of political activity, such as the costs of comlying
vith the post-election requirements of the Act and other ...
necessary administrative costs associated with winding down the
campaign, including office space rental, staff salaries and

off ice supplies, or (ii) costs incurred before the candidate's
date of ineligiblity, for which written arrangement or commitment
was made on or before the candidate's date of ineligibility
( emphas is added)

2/ On May 18, 1984, the Commission determines that the date of
ineligibility pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 902 3.5(a) for Mr.
Lyndon LaRouche was June 7, 1984.
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As previously mentioned, the Commission determined thatHr. Lyndon LaJouche's date of ineligibility was June 7, 1984.
That was the date that Mr. LaRouche's candidacy terminated for
the purpose of incurring qualified campaign expenses under Title
26 0? the United States Code. In reality, however, Mr. Lalouche
continued to campaign for the presidential nomination. In
relation to this continued campaign effort, the Audit staff
identified $233,996.01 in post-ineligibility expenditures made
between June 8, 1984 and July 31, 1984. These expenditures could
be grouped as follows:

1. media and production $161,154. 34
2. printing 34,669.16
3. apparent campaign and/or 31,110.98

convention-related travel,
subsistence, and other
expenses

4. press release costs 7r061.53

Total $233,.996.01

It is possible that some of these expenditures may have
r been qualified campaign expenses, i.e., incurred prior to 6/7/84.

lovrer, they were not included in the Commttree's June 7, 1984
S accounts payable and from the documentation available it could

not be determined if the obligations for the goods or services
receiied were incurred prior to June 7, 1984.

It should be noted that included in the $233,996.01
above is a payment to CBS Television by € ttified check in the

0 amount of $107,670.00 for a 'national TV broadcast' aired on June
11, 1984. the certified check was prepared on June 7, 1984, the

S Candidate's date of ineligibility, howe.-r, the contract refers
to an 'Agreement made this 6th day of ne, 1984' and was signed
by the CBS-TV representative on June 8, 1984. Since there is a
question as to whether or not this expense was incurred on or
before the Candidate's date of ineligibility, the Audit staff is
treating this expenditure as a pout-ineligibillity non-qualified
campaign expense.

The Committee's Assistant Treasurer has indicated that
the Commtaltee will dispute a repayment determination resulting
from these expenditures.

* Recommend a tion

The Audit staff recommends that, absent a showing to the
contrary within 30 days of the Committee's receipt of this
report, the Commission make an initial determination t.hat the
$233,996.01 in post-ineligibility disbursements be viewed as non-
q ualified campaign expenses and that the pro-rata portion of
$54,607.65 be repaid to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. $
9038 (b) (2). e
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B. Determination of Ilet Outstanding Campaign Obligations.•

Section 9034.5(a) of Title 11, Code of Federal

Regulations, requires that the candidate submit a Statement of

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (NOCO) which contains, among

other items, the total of all outstanding obligations 
for

qualified campaign expenses and an estimate of 
the necessary

winding down costs within 15 days of the candidate's date od

ineligibility.

On June 17, 1984, the Committee filed a NOCO statement
as of June 7, 1984, the candidate's date of ineligibility. This

initial NOCO statement was subsequently amended on August 16,

1984.
"Shown below is the Committee's financial position

(NOCO) as of June 7, 1984, as determined by the Audit staff and

~agreed to by the Committee.

c:i I
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The LaRouChe CampaignStatement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

June 7, 1984

Cash in BanksDeposits and Receivables

Total Assets

ObliQat ions:

Loans Payable-Individuals
(as of 6/7/84)
Accounlts Payable
winding Downl Costs

(through 12/3 1784)

C) Total Obligations.

!Net outstanding campaign
-Obligations (Deficit) as
of 6/7//84

$ 92,802.009,987.57

$ 102,789.•57

$1,766,346.50 3/
358 ,126 .96
42,500.00

$2,166,r973.46

($L,064.18U.89t.)

c Shownm below is an ad~ustaenlt for private contribu ntions and .
\c matching funds received during tbe period of 6/8/84 to 7/31/84, the most

current financial informa~tion available at the close of fieldwork.

. N et Outstanding Campaign Obligations(Deficit) as of 6/7/84

Net private Contributions and Matching
-' Funds-June (Post June 7, 1984)

Net private Contributions and Matching
Funds-July

Remaining Entitlement as Of July 31, 1984 3_/

61,510.35

205,211.64

($1,797 ,461.90)4-/

3/ The Commission has yet to consider the appropriateness of the
- Committee's inclusion of Loans payable to individuals on their 

NqOCO

statement. Should the Commission elect to question this treatment,

the Audit staff will assess the impact of their exclusion from the

NOCO statement and the resultant effect on the Committee's matching

fund entitlement (see 11 C.F.R. s 9034.5(e)).
4/ Does not include $407,440 in loans received/incurred 

from 6/8/84-

- 7/31/84. These oost-ineligibility loans were excluded 
from both

Assets and Obligations as they have an offsetting 
effect on net

outstanding campaign obligations.



Exhibit IPage 1 of 2

A. Credit Card ContributionS and Loans

Section 431(8) (1) of Title 2, United States Code,

defines the term contribution as a gift, subscription, loan,

advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made for 
the

purpose of influencing any election for Federal office. 
The

definition of contribution under 26 U.S.C. $ 9032(4) parallels
that of Title 2 except that the contribution must be for the

purpose of influencing the result of a (presidential) primary
election.

For the period January 1, 1984 through June 30, 1984,

the Committee disclosed contributions and loans from individuals
totaling $3,221,606.27. During the audit, Committee officials

advised thit phone banks, manned by volunteers, were utilized to

s olicit contributions/loanS and that credit cards were acceptable

for making the donations. All documentation for contributions

-- and loans, made via credit cards and solicited in the above

~manner, was generated internally. Of the $3,221,606.27,
contributions and loans totaling $2,319,330.50 were made by

~credit card. This represents 72% of the total of contributions

and loans received by the CORei ttee.

During the bank reconciliation process, the auditors
c noted a significant number of debit adjustments (reductions') to

~the deposits of credit card proceeds. For the period January 1,

1984 through July 17, 1984, there were 310 such debit adjustments
r to the Committee's• account, totaling $82,725, for the following

reasons (as noted on bank statement memoranda):.

1 . "M/O-T/Oi' not authorized" ($30,925);

t 2. 'cardholder dispute slip' ($3,575);

3. 'declined authorization' ($500) ;

4. 'invalid, expired, incorrect account numbers'
($32,270) ;

5. 'refunds listed as sales' ($820); and

6. other ('transaction exceeds floor limit,'

'illegible .card number, t. (1,3)

For audit purposes, contribution and loan transactions
were tested separately. During their testing, the auditors noted

that 1% of the loan sample items and 2.4% of the contribution
sample items represented credit card transactions which were

subsequently debited (reversed) fOr reasons such as were noted

above.

i/ M/O and T/O are short for mail order and teleophone order.
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Also, "during the review of the Committee's loan
repayment checks, the auditors noted a check on which, prior tonegotiation, the contributor indicated that he was 'not aLaRouche supporter" and that the "loan (was) taken from (his)
VISA account without (his) signature authorization.'

In addition, the Audit Division is aware of a letterreceived by the Office .of General Counsel in which a contributor
makes the assertion that the Comittee obtained an additionalcontribution from his credit card] account, and attributed it to
his wife, wi.thout authorization.

The Audit staff believes that the solicitation of sucha large percentage of the Coumittee' s contributions via credit
card charges received over the phone, coupled with the number ofthese charges reversed for the reasons noted above, raises the~i question of donative intent ofB reported contributors.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommerds that the Commission considerc ~ seeking contribution verification in the form of contributor
interrogatories, such contributors to be selected utilizing
statistical sampling techniques.

'0



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COM .ISEION

In the Matter of )
)

Interim Audit Report - )
The LaRouche Ca.Tpaign

CERT IF I CAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Ermons, recording secretary for the

Federa!. Election Ccmission executive session of Nov-

~0 ember 14, 1984, do hereby certify that the Commission

O.' decided by a vote of 6-0 to open a Matter Under Review

r on the matter referred to the FEC Office of General

C Counsel in the Interim Audit Report - The LaRouche Canmpaign,

C and direct the Office of General Counsel, in cocpera~icn

wi-h the FEC Audit Division, to rapidly draft contributor

verification letters for Commnissionl approval.

r Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

tO McGarry, and Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.

~Attest:

Date Mroi .Emn

Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

Fq

November 16, 1984

MEM4ORANDUM TO:

PROM4:

SUBJECT:

The Commission
Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Couns e ~ L

Interim Audit Report - The LaRouche Campaign

On November 14, 1984 the Commission approved the

recommendation that a portion of the Interim Audit Report

for the LaRouche Campaign should become a MUR. Therefore,

the portion of the Interim Audit Report labeled "Exhibit I"

should now become MUR #1852.

Attachment
Copy of Certification

(N

E'" "DL
- FEC



*EERSULETIVE CC~MISO '

FEDERAL EL et COMISIO C...
1325sh Sreto , .. 06

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL.'S REPtRT- :" .

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL BY MUR NO. 1852
OCM TOTH COMISIO I C Anne A. Weissenborn

Sp~h. Mms

SOURCE OF MUR: I N TE R NA LLY GE N ERA TE D

RESPONDENT' S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)
26 U.S.C.$S 9042(c)

%:) GENERATION OF MATTER

' On November 14, 1984, the Commission voted to refer to the

" Office of General Counsel a matter identified during the course

of the Commission's audit of The LaRouche Campaign concerning

contributions/loans assertedly solicited by volunteers for the

Committee and largely made by means of credit cards.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

Information ascertained during the audit concerning debit

v.O adjustments to the Committee's accounts involving contributions

and loans made by check and credit card has raised questions

about whether the Committee has reported receipts in compliance

with 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and whether the Committee has

provided "false, fictitious, or fraudulent" information to the

Commission in its Statements of Net Outstanding Campaign

Obligations, and in the books and records presented to the

Commission during fieldwork conducted by the Audit Division, in

violation of 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).
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LEGAL AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

The auditors noted that during the period of January 1, 1984

through June 30, 1984, the Committee disclosed contributions and

loans from individuals totaling $3,221,606.27. For the period

January 1 through July 17, 1984, Committee bank statement

memoranda noted 310 debit adjustments to the Committee's account

totaling $82,725, of which $35,000 bore notations reading '14/0-

T/O not authorizedA,/ 'cardholder dispute slip', or 'declined

authorization."

The Committee's report covering August, 1984, shoved $79,030

in contributions and loan receipts, and contained $11,495 in

(N
negative entries or debits among its itemized contribution

receipts and $92,320 in negative entries among itemized loan

C receipts. The report for September, 1984, showed $51,719 in

contribution and loan receipts, and also itemized $9,365 in

S negative entries among itemized contributions and $74,800 in

T debits among itemized loan receipts. In addition, both of these

reports separately identified 'loan repayments', 'loans

forgiven', and 'loan rollovers', the latter two of which are also

reported as contributions and loan receipts respectively.

Therefore, the negative entries among the itemized contribution

receipts and loan receipts apparently refers to transactions

which can no longer be considered contributions or loans. It

appears likely that these adjustments parallel the categories

1/ "M/O" and 'T/O" stand for mail order and telephone order.
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of debt adjustments noted by the auditors for credit card

transactions during the first half of 1984.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i) states that a "'contribution'

includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of

money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. .... * 2 U.S.c.

$ 434(b) (2) requires a committee to report the total amounts of

receipts, including those of contributions and loans, while

2 U.S.c. S 434(b) (3) requires the itemization of all

contributors whose aggregated contributions exceed $200. The

absence of intent, on the part of the original source of a

receipt to be a contributor or lender, would render illegal the

, reporting of such a source as a contributor or lender pursuant to

CN Section 434(b) (3) and would also result in the misreporting of

0O the total amount of receipts pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

:" : The existence of the $35,000 in unauthorized credit card

transactions identified during the audit of The LaRouche

r
Campaign, plus the even higher totals for subsequent debit

9-f-
entries, raises serious questions as to the legitimacy of the

Committee's reporting of contributions and loans. The issue is

compounded by information brought to the attention of this Office

in the forms of proper and improper complaints and other

inquiries alleging the unauthorized use of credit card numbers by

the Committee, and the treatment of authorized loans as

contributions. Thus, on the basis of information ascertained in

the normal course of the Commission's carrying out of its
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supervisory responsibilities, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

misreporting the total amounts of receipts and by reporting as

contributions or loans monies not intended by the source to be

contributions.

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c) (2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the office of President, who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9037,

"shall be eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible. . ..

11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the

candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a

~statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

" obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated

r- winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market value of

capital, and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts owed

to the committee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a)(2). A revised statement

of net outstanding campaign obligations must be submitted each

time the candidate makes an additional submission for matching

funds payments. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5 (d) .

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willingly to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,
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books or information so furnished any misrepresentation of a

material fact, or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or

information relevant to a certification by the Commission or an

examination and audit by the Commission under this chapter. . ...

The LaRouche Campaign has included in its statements of

outstanding campaign obligations both loans received, which are

included under cash on hand, and loans as debts owed, which are

included under payables. Loans as debts constitute the major

portion of payables.

As discussed above, there is evidence before the Commission

that The LaRouche Campaign has reported as contributions or loans

monies not intended to be such by the sources of those monies.

: This Office believes that funds used to repay funds obtained

: without the consent of the contributor or lender does not

constitute a qualified campaign expense. Thus, the inclusion of

° that debt in the Committee's NOCO statement would inflate the

total of net outstanding campaign obligations, thereby

constituting a knowing and willful misrepresentation of a

material fact and the furnishing of fraudulent evidence for

purposes of 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c).

In addition, the Committee has presented books and records

to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

S 9038(a). To the extent that the Committee has knowingly and

willfully included in those books and records information

concerning contributions and loans that misrepresents the intent

of the individuals involved and the amounts and totals of such
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monies received, the Committee would be in violation of 26 U.s.c.

S 9042 by again knowingly and willfully misrepresenting material

f acts and furnishing fraudulent evidence.

In pursuing its investigation of this matter, this Office,

after consultation with the Audit Division, proposes to send

letters and questions to certain individuals identified in the

Comittee's reports as having made contributions or loans. These

individuals will be selected by means of two samples of

individual transactions, the first to be taken from those

transactions listed in the reports as debit entries under both

contributions and loans, and the second from other non-debit

receipt transactions. The Audit Division and this Office have

agreed upon sample sizes of 150 and 200 for the above two

C categories respectively as being consistent with acceptable

~sampling formulas and thus sustainable if challenged in court.

This Office will contact as witnesses the individuals who

have previously contacted the Commission about unauthorized

contributions or loans obtained by The LaRouche Campaign but who

have not filed formal or proper complaints against the Committee.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

1. That the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have violated
2 U.S.C. $ 434(b) (2) and (3).

2. That the Commission find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, have knowingly
and willfully violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

3. That the Commission approve the attached letter and subpoena
and order to be sent to The LaRouche Campaign.
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4. That the Commission approve the attached sample letter and
questions to be sent to the individuals involved in a sample
of 150 transactions taken from debit entries itemized in
reports of The La~ouche Campaign.

5. That the Commission approve the attached letter and
questions to be sent to the individuals involved in a sample
of 200 transactions taken from non-debit receipt
transactions itemized in reports of The LaRouche Campaign.

6. That the Commission authorize the Office of General Counsel
to contact as witnesses persons who have previously
contacted the Commission about unauthorized or unrepaid
contributions or loans obtained by The LaRouche Campaign, but
who have not filed formal or proper complaints against the
Comm i ttee.

Charles N. Steele
._ General Counsel

CqAssociate Gener Cone

S Attachments
Letter to The LaRouche Campaign with Subpoena and Order

- Sample letters to reported contributors/lenders - 2
Sample Questions - 2 sets



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(;TON, D)( . MJ4#

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE W. EMM4ONS/ JODY C. RANSOMf/C

DECEMBER 7, 1984

OBJECTIONS - MUR 1852 First General
Counsel's Report signed December 4,
1984

The above-named document was circulated to the

Commission on Wednesday, December 5, 1984 at 11:00.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name (s) checked:

Conuuiss ioner Aikens

Comuissioner Elliott

Conu~issioner Harris

Commissioner McDonald

Commiss ioner McGarry

Commissioner Reiche

x

x

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, December 11, 1984.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1852

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of

M)December 11, 1984, do hereby certify that the Coninission

decided by a vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in

MUR 1852 :
(N

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
(N Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

have violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) and (3).
'0

. 2. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
have knowingly and willfully violated
26 U.S.C. § 9042(c) .

U93. Approve the letter and subpoena and order to
be sent to The LaRouche Campaign, as

~recommended in the FEC General Counsel's
report dated December 4, 1984.

4. Approve the sample letter and questions to

be sent to the individuals involved in a
sample of 150 transactions taken from debit
entries itemized in reports of The LaRouche
Campaign, as recommended in the FEC General
Counsel's report dated December 4, 1984.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2

Certification for HEUR 1852
December 11, 1984

5. Approve the letter and questions to be sent
to the individuals involved in a sample of
200 transactions taken from non-debit
receipt transactions itemized in reports of
The LaRouche Campaign, as recommended in the
General Counsel's report dated December 4,
1984.

6. Authorize the Office of General Counsel to
contact as witnesses persons who have

r previously contacted the Commission about
unauthorized or unrepaid contributions or

' loans obtained by The LaRouche Campaign,
_ but who have not filed formal or proper

complaints against the Committee-

Commissioners Aikens, Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and

O Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

, Elliott dissented.

~Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%' ASHI"%CTO% D C 20463

rter21, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

On December 11 , 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign and you, as treasurer, have violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2)
and (3), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended ('the Act'), and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). The General
Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the
Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you and your comittee. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please
submit such materials along with your response to the enclosed
Subpoena to Produce Documents and Materials and Order to Answer
Written Questions.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena and
"' -. If you Thtend to be represented by counsel, please ad vise
the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name,
address and telephone number of such counsel and authorizing such
counsel to receive any notifications or other communications from
the Commission. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within ten days of your receipt of
the subpoena and order.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against you
and your committee, the Commission may find probable cause to



Mr. Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
Page 2

believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of
this matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if you so desire.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 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 any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-
4000.

Sincerely,

4 Thomas E. Harris
04 Vice Chairman

p O

Enclosures
C Subpoena and Order
~General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
. Designation of Counsel Form



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS AND MATERIALS
AND ORDER TO ANSWER WRITTEN QUESTIONS

TO: The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, GPO
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1852

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), The LaRouche Campaign ("the

Committee') is hereby ordered to produce for inspection and

:. copying all documents and materials listed below that are in the

possession or control of The LaRouche Campaign or of its

officers, agents, staff members, or employees. Production is to

be made at 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., on January 7,

1985, at 9:00 a.m. In addition, The LaRouche Campaign is hereby

- ordered to submit responses in writing and under oath to the

- interrogatories propounded herein, to the Federal Election

:- Commission within ten (10) days of its receipt of this order.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,
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notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary

entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of The LaRouche

Campaign. Designated "documents and materials" shall be taken as

including all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that

are attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated

"documents and materials."

:.2. The LaRouche Campaign shall mean its predecessors,

6! affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions, branches,

projects, publications, as well as any other bodies which conduct

business on behalf of the Committee and its officers, agents,

employees, staff and volunteers.

3. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

4. "Identify" with respect to individuals shall mean to

give the full name, last known residence address of such

individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with The LaRouche Campaign and the dates of such service.

5. "Agent" shall mean any person or entity who has actual,

oral or written authority, either express or implied, to make or
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to authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of The LaRouche

Campaign or any person who has been placed within the Committee's

organization where it could reasonably appear that he or she may

authorize expenditures. "Agent' shall also mean any person or

entity which has actual, oral, or written authority, either

express or implied, to solicit contributions or subscriptions on

behalf of The LaRouche Campaign.

6. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object'.

- If any document called for herein is withheld under a claim

c of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identifying each

C such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

'C
together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;

, (c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.
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Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to The LaRouche Campaign, including,

but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or other documents

considered by the Committee and its agents in determining who

would be potential contributors or lenders; ultimate lists or

other documents containing names of potential contributors and

lenders to be solicited; and lists of persons actually solicited.

2. All documents and materials related to contributions

and loans received, including, but not limited to, lists or other

documents containing names of contributors and lenders; bank

records of contributions and loans received, including deposit

slips, copies of checks and credit card slips; and bank records,

C including bank memoranda, of debits against the Committee's

'K) accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit card charges,

: cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

S3. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

The LaRouche Campaign in 1984.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

A. Please identify all individuals who were officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, consultants, or

other agents of The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. With respect to

each individual identified, please identify that person's

geographic location and supervisor. An organizational chart may

be provided in lieu of identifying the supervisor of each

individual.
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B. Please list all street addresses of all offices used by

The LaRouche Campaign in 1984.

C. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by The LaRouche Campaign in 1984, noting the extensions assigned

to or used by each person identified in response to Interrogatory

A.

WH EREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set her hand at the office of the Commission at

-- 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this day of

'," , 1984.

'CThomas E. Harris
Vice-Chairman

Cv ;

ATTEST:

:.i:)>qi e W. imm'ons
Secretary to the Commission



GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYS IS i

MUR NO. 1852

RESPONDENTS The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

Information ascertained during the course of the

Commission's audit of The LaRouche Campaign, Inc. ("the

Committee') concerning debit adjustments to the Committee's

accounts involving contributions and loans made by check and

credit card has raised questions about whether the Committee has

reported receipts in compliance with 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3)

S and whether the Committee has provided "false, fictitious, or

fraudulent" information to the Commission in its Statements of

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations, and in the books and

c records presented to the Commission during fieldwork conducted by

S the Audit Division, in violation of 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

> FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The auditors noted that during the period of January 1, 1984

through June 30, 1984, the Committee disclosed contributions and

loans from individuals totaling $3,221,606.27. For the period

January 1 through July 17, 1984, Committee bank statement

memoranda noted 310 debit adjustments to the Committee's account

totaling $82,725, of which $35,000 bore notations reading "14/O-

T/O not authorized",1/ "cardholder dispute slip",o'dcie

authorization."

1/ "M/O" and "T/O" stand for mail order and telephone order.
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The Committee's report covering August, 1984, showed $79,030

in contributions and loan receipts, and contained $11,495 in

negative entries or debits among its itemized contribution

receipts and $92,320 in negative entries among itemized loan

receipts. The report for September, 1984, showed $51,719 in

contribution and loan receipts, and also itemized $9,365 in

negative entries among itemized contributions and $74,800 in

debits among itemized loan receipts. In addition, both of these

reports separately identified "loan repayments", "loans

forgiven", and "loan rollovers", the latter two of which are also

' reported as contributions and loan receipts respectively.

Therefore, the negative entries among the itemized contribution

receipts and loan receipts apparently refers to transactions
(N,

which can no longer be considered contributions or loans. It

'0 appears likely that these adjustments parallel the categories

* - of debt adjustments noted by the auditors for credit card

- transactions during the first half of 1984.

2 U.s.c. S 431(8) (A) (i) states that a "'contribution'

includes any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of

money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office. .... . 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) requires a committee to report the total amounts of

receipts, including those of contributions and loans, while

2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (3) requires the itemization of all contributors

whose aggregated contributions exceed $200. The absence of

intent, on the part of the original source of a receipt to be a
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contributor or lender, would render illegal the reporting of such

a source as a contributor or lender pursuant to Section 434(b) (3)

and would also result in the misreporting of the total amount of

receipts pursuant to Section 434(b) (2).

The existence of the $35,000 in unauthorized credit card

transactions identified during the audit of The LaRouche

Campaign, plus the even higher totals for subsequent debit

entries, raises serious questions as to the legitimacy of the

Committee's reporting of contributions and loans. The issue is

compounded by information brought to the attention of this Office

in the forms of proper and improper complaints and other

inquiries alleging the unauthorized use of credit card numbers by

the Committee, and the treatment of authorized loans as

C contributions. This evidence taken together provides grounds for

'0a Commission determination that there is reason to believe the

S Committee has violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) by

misreporting the total amounts of receipts and by reporting as

contributions or loans monies not intended by the source to be

contributions.

26 U.S.C. S 9033(c) (2) states that any candidate for

nomination to the office of President, who becomes ineligible to

receive primary matching funds pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9037,

"shall be eligible to continue to receive payments under Section

9037 to defray qualified campaign expenses incurred before the

date upon which such candidate becomes ineligible. . .

11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a) provides that, within 15 days of the
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candidate's date of ineligibility, he or she shall submit a
statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. Such a

statement is to consist of the total of all outstanding

obligations as of the date of ineligibility, plus estimated

winding down costs, minus cash on hand, the fair market value of

capital, and other assets on hand, and the amount of debts owed

to the committee. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(a)(2). A revised statement

of net outstanding campaign obligations must be submitted each

time the candidate makes an additional submission for matching

funds payments. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.5(d).

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall-be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willingly to furnish any false,

C fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

C Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information so furnished any misrepresentation of a

°° material fact, or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or

information relevant to a certification by the Commission or an

examination and audit by the Commission under this

chapter. . ..

The LaRouche Campaign has included in its statements of

outstanding campaign obligations both loans received, which are

included under cash on hand, and loans as debts owed, which are

included under payables. Loans as debts constitute the major

portion of payables.

As discussed above, there is evidence before the Commission

that The LaRouche Campaign has reported as contributions or loans
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monies not intended to be such by the sources of those monies.

This Office believes that funds used to repay funds obtained

without the consent of the contributor or lender does not

constitute a qualified campaign expense. Thus, the inclusion of

that debt in the Committee's N4OCO statement would inflate the

total of net outstanding campaign obligations, thereby

constituting a knowing and willful misrepresentation of a

material fact and the furnishing of fraudulent evidence for

purposes of 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

In addition, the Committee has presented books and records

to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

$ 9038(a). To the extent that the Committee has knowingly and

willfully included in those books and records information

concerning contributions and loans that misrepresents the intent

of the individuals involved and the amounts and totals of such

monies received, the Committee would be in violation of 26 U.S.C.+

S 9042 by again knowingly and willfully misrepresenting material

facts and furnishing fraudulent evidence.



0 :ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

kNCiVyD ,J TH F¢
&4J6a
SSJM A,,

S OoN P. ANDERmoN
NooaEN" L Rtoss4
A. DAVID DAVIS

S TRACY ROACH
January 4, 1985

ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE
SurTE 216
BOSTON. MASSACMUmSS0 O114
(617) 7424200

General Counsel
Federal Election Committee
1325 K Street, N.I4.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Sir:

Enclosed please find:

I) Motion by the LaRouche Campagin to Quash
and/or Modify FEC Subpoena and Order;

2) Statement of Designation of Counsel.

Please feel free to contact me should any
questions or problems arise.

Very truly yours,

TR/jm

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In Re MUR 1852
x----------------------------------------------

MOTIN B THELARUCHECAMAIG

TO QUASH ,AND/OR MODIFY FEC SUBPOENA AND ORDER

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC"), by its undersigned

("FEC") pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.15 to quash and/or

Smodify an FEC subpoena and order dated January 20, 1984

il and received by TLC on Saturday, December 29, 1984. For

its reasons TLC states as follows:

1) The facts stated in the General Counsel's FactuaL

and Legal Analysis do not support a finding by the

Commission of reason to believe that TLC has violated

S2 USC Section 434(b)(2) and (3), provisions of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as Amended ("the

'i Act") and 26 USC Section 904. Therefore, the issuance

Ul of the subpoena and order and the investigation to

lwhich it relates is not being conducted in pursuit of

iauthorized objectives for an appropriate purpose, and isi

Sthus without statutory authority and is ultra vires.

2) The true motivation for the issuance of the

subponea and order is unauthorized, improper and in bad

faith and is for the express purpose of harassment and

coercion contrary to the Constitution of the United

(NI



States. The FEC is therefore not in good faith pursuit

of a congressionally authorized purpose in the conduct

of this investigation and the issuance of' compulsory

process to TLC is without statutory authority, is ultra

vires and unconstitutional.

3) The subponea and order are not relevant to any

proper purpose the FEC might have in relation to the

factual allegations. The FEC is in possession of

sufficient material to conclude any investigation it

might undertake in this regard.

4) The subpoena and order are unduly vague,

unreasonably burdensome, overly broad and therefore

statutorily and constitutionally impermissible.

5) Information requested by the subpoena and order

is constitutionally privileged.

Respectfully submitted,
THE LAROUCHE CAIRPAIGN
EDWARD SPANNAUS, Treasurer
By Their Attorne a

Anderson Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114
Tel: 742-2800

Dated: January 4, 1985
Boston, Massachusetts

'0

,'d"N



RAIUT OF D8SI~&!IG 0? 'pm.

WR 1793,. 1797. 1798, 1825, 1827, 1833, 1856, 1852, 1864

MAJ 0 Cin.: J ODIN P. ANDERSON. TRAC.Y ROACH
Anderson & Associates, P.C.

AUD0115: _One Longfellow Place. , Suite 216

Boston, MA 02114

?ZL310E3:
(617) 742-8200

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

comunications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

January 4. 1985Date

T,'S RI~M:

Signature iiF

EDWARD SPANNAUS

EDWARD SPANNAUS, Treasurer
THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN

P.D. Box 2150. GPJ

New York. _ New .York 10116

BUSNU5 PHOMEB: (212) 247-8820

J! AS:44IAOr DIB:I:(RU ZOII 01'
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TOE DORtOTNY BROWN4

th re,.grd to tho *@i*reportedOPO gOntributiOPn Or lOOncited Inq the aeeospanying lettor, ploooo state wdhether you
intendedl to mako a contributiOn Or loan to The Le ROUshe
€ ompaifg,

See narrative reply attached.

If you did nOt intensd to mook, a ent i~ution or loan. plooooexploin the *ireveeteAOee surrounding the reeoiot by The
Laoeuehe Campaig- of the monies Involvoa, ineludi-o, but not
limitedl to

a. any *aorier ontl, whiseh you soy haeve hod with
soife6fe oS0ooe~tivoe of tho Com,,oitteor ewith
rpresontativeo of oger or OengtiOnsg rolotod to
Lyndon 4, Leogoehep in tohio roeer0, pleeoe fvenieh the
namee of each, ern every reOrPOOntOatvO

See narrative reply attached.

Orny earlier uses of your credit gard numbOr to mokecontributions or lOan, to ThO Lo~ouche Compaign or to
otheror ganiati0on rOlated to Lyndon H,. LaRouche,

S I

a,

~1)

Iml
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as, w,, TOS PAYETTA M* $TOF M  K" -, . . .

s. =L 1,tth regard to the eOeCITIC reperteri Con~Piutlomr del~,

-- mm.-Cited In the *Cconparylng letter, please state whether you
e E--i ite'ded to maW• a contribution or loan to The Lapouche
"0- Camolg, 0

-1 o It was solicited by phone by a Steve Bauer or Brower (sp?). I had given

€, various amounts in prior months, iU QDis~1v as a subscription price to the periodical,
-- for a renewal of an earlier subscription which I had foolishly approved. After the

=- phone conversation, I changed my mind, and notified VISA not to accept the charges.

.- • = However, it was too late, for the charges had already gone through the bookkeeping.

- I. then called the N.Y. number, which I no longer have in my possession, to contact
o.- Mr. Bauer, to request that my subscription be cancelled and that no further contact

- -- . be made to me by anyone connected with the LaRouche campaign. They had sent me a
C : set of tapes made at some conference by Helga LaRouche, and I returned them. I did

0"- ',- subsequently receive a call fromi someone in the [IV office, who wanted to know why I

w-was no longer interested in furthering their cause. I told them that I did not owe
' theman explanation, and that I did not wish to receive any further communication from

toO hem andIhun %u#1 he qe~t to "a~e e @;ontrIb.t1on o' eden, Pleae4ecPlain th •cIPCU"5te "Cee surreundlig the eelot by The

*0
,. . LaRouche Cocleon of the monieS Inv0lved, ineludilng, but nOt
So. li1mitedt to

0o.- -'a *• y *eeliep €OntaetS! wneh you may have had with

€ o eoreetativ@e of other *o'genigat ions related tO
4 r. 0t Lyndon i LaR@uche! in thiS regaPrl, pleO0 furnislh the

mea-es @f **Ch end everyv repeeetative! g

) = I first became acquainted with the campaign in the airport at Chicago, a couple

w--JS.of years ago. I was intrigued by the technical magazine they were displaying, that had
Sto do with what is now popularly referred to as the "Star Wars" defense system. I did

• o not intend to become involved in a political group, radical or no. I allowed myself to
- be "duped" by the fast-talking Steve Bauer later, by phone. The plea he presented did .

• a .- seem logical, with phrases like "restoring the Judaeo-Christian ethic" and others. As

£ :- .C time went by, I did watch LaRouche in a TV presentation. It was there that I began to

a: ,-- J become disillusioned. I determined that LaRouche was a war-monger rather than

.-=.x aviable~ candidate, nd I detemndtrIrqe'at lh tuocr0 u 1r c e bv b cribing, to.the liter-

- L- .The only individual I can name from my memory is Steve Bauer or Brower (I never saw it in
-- gprint). I put the entire group out of my mind, and do not have good recall, at this

-- to- point. Out of curiosity, I did visit an area campaign held in Lakeland, during summer 1984.

-= I was not the least impressed by the persons attending, and I did not enter into any of

. the works hops
to .€: 0e aey earlier usles O# VOur credit €leo numoer to mlke

. 4-.. e0ntri ut1one or loans to T~'e LeaIouche Csoaign!; or to
o S0o other orgeniiatlons releted to Lyndon M, La' 0,e.e

c -c All my contributions were on my VISA card, and if necessary, I could go to

to' ~my tax record files to letermine the exact time and amounts. I am very anxious that
a,-, '~my family not know that I was "duped" by the group, for it embarrasses me that I even

-u to allowed myself to be persuaded. I am normally a strong person in most ways, and I ,
0o tl cringe tothipk that I was sy h a pQ r steward of tb goodsGl~d has ll 1 wem e to.

- till I never did intend to actually cOrvrrbute cash to ne campaign, oniy or the printed

-' .matter in the form of two periodicals: New Solidarity and IR? Review(?). I destroyed the

coie ad anotreal teexact name of the "slick" mgzne bgnning with IR..



QU[ST IONlS

Si

TOt CHARLES STANOAICRT

With regalrd to the spifie repmorted corntribution or oaincited if the eecomae',yirg letter. p1ease state whethep you
intended to make a cor'tribution Or loan to The L~eRouthe
Compel gn ,:

i1~ (d~6~~ o~ TN~ - CAv~') L4A) V~e~

if you did not intend to meke a contribution or loan, please
euplein the eircumetenee surrOunding the reeipt by The
LeRouche Compoign of the monies involved, including, but not
lfiitd to

ao any earlier conteets wh$@h you may hove hod with
segific roepooenttive of thO¢Omtteo or with
preoenttive of other orgon~aetions roeatd to

LyndOn H, LeROUCheg in thie PegaPa, oloes furnish the
nameo of oach end every rpPeoontetivep

9-11

Oo any earlier uses of your credit eard numOe to makecOfitri.t tOr or loans to The Le~oucho Campaign or to
otere o~ganigatlone retoed to Lyndo0 H, La OUChe,

W)~-/oQs \~



QUE$T ONS
~i~2M~'? ~/

TO! WOWARO: $(NG

Wfth egerd to the opeelf~e peoo.ec eonttbutlon or loenefted In the eccompenying lettep, pleooe etete wherbep veu
intended to meke e contpibution oe leen to The LoRo~ho
Cemomn .,

VL~4~.
~A~'Yb

f you did not intond to *oke o eontpibv.ton op loon, pleeoxploin tho clPCUm~tonOIO UP*rnin the Poept by ThO
LoROUaohe cempelgn of the mOnie! involved, inelud4ig b~jt not
limited to

0, eny eealiep enteeto whie0 you coy hove hod with
oeec~i e peeeoontotivoo of the Cosoeteee op with
repeoentotiveo of othop OPeieOlie.'O, felOted to
Lyndon Ho LeRogeho; in this Pe9!OPdt Pleoo fuwnioh the
noesof 0 inh end evopy eopeoooneotivo!

eny oo.Tloe uoes pf you edoit cod numbos to mOtOco'ntPbutlos o0 loene to The .eRouehe Cempelgn o0 to
othe o~onetlofo elaoted to Lyndon M, LeRouche,



TOl! JAMESl P GILBERT

With regard to the spec4fic reported contribution Or-teOnceod in the occomponying letter, ploaso state:
a. whether you intended to make a cOntribution or l@Or4 tO

The LeROUChe Campa4i ~

or tO remove a chargo frOm a Credit card rccount

If you did not intend to moke a contribution or loan, plee
explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
Lonoushe Cempalgn of the monies involved, including, but not
ifmied to
a, *ny earlier contacts you may have had with specific

repreentatives of the eommitteo or with representetives
of other OrganisatiOns related to Lyndon Mo Lafooehep
in this regard, Please furnish the names of eeeh end
every representetivop

bo  any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
eontributions or loans to The LoRouche Campaign Or to
other organiwations related to Lyndon M, Lanouehe.

If you did take action to reverse the eci~fic transaction
cied in tlhe aomopanying letter, g~loaoe state:

a, whea_,t2 -- o ffice€ or .1Idvi4duel y ou c-/ 'otoCt eog! "/ " '

Do ~wr en this ctiOn -as takieno

QUESTIONS ~fY\AA# '?~D~ -~

LAJ t A~Q/4 -v

E



TOS DAN OI5TROWStKI :

l, with regerd to the opecific reported €ontirbutlon Sor loen(&

cited in the accompanying lette', please Sttesl
ao Whether you intenlded to makte a cOntib~ution or' loan to

The LaRouche Carpaigrp

b e  whetheP you eubs@QUently took eet~o to ootein a refund
or' to remove a Chege fpom a credi~t card accOuJnt
related to this reported cotributiorr loanY)

/1
a-. I you d18 (not Intend to make a contribut ion or' loon ploooe

ox!uploin the glrcumatoneoS surrounding the roeeipt by The
La~oucIhO Caopign of the monies involved. inecldig, but not
! limited to
ao anY erlie' contocts you may hOve had with soeiti@

' rpPeentatives of the cOmmittoo or with re PresentetlvtO

: Of Other organisetions releted to Lyn~dOn Pie L Roucl ep
in this regard, please furnish the names of each andl

C ... bo any earlior uses of youP ceolit card number to make
contr'ibutions or' loase to The LaRouceo Campaign or to
other' orggatnet~ related to LynOo N, LaROUche.

3, If you lid te c ti on to reverse the secifie transaction
cited in the a¢companying letter, please statel

a, what offiCe.or indi~vidual you contactedl

Ow9'ern tP'l ac io' was taken,



QUE8T 2OM$

z, z
TOO JOtSEPH MC CARTMY

Witul Pegard to the specific P•poPted c~rltPibuttOfn oP "oeql
cited in the accomoenv~ng 1otter, p!•e• state whethe-yeu 2
intondoa to make a contribution op Joan to The LaRoucWIV
Campaign o

~LW 4S /~S yoQ H4LJt &&'Lh~kr' 1W%~ &Q~J~er-
op Z 04D Ne~r ~ I') >~ ~b1~&)o /~X P~2o/~Ay,

If you did not 1"'t•nd to Pt• 0 C ontribution or loon, plooeo

LOROuche Campaign Of the mOt|e involvoed, Includi~ng, but nOt
limaited to

0.e *iy eaOierP *Qf'It#t which you may !hlve had with
se~ic Peopooontotivoo of tho Commttee or with

peeeoootativee of othow OfglfOtOfn relaeg to
Lyndconl 1e kLaOuoeo in this regOrd, plO•O0 furnis~h the
naimes of Oe©ch Ond OVePy PProoontotlVo/

ony oarlIer uses of your eredlt caPd nuROop to make
contributOri or iOars to The Laoucte Caign Or to
othe" O~gaun1iat1OnS related to Lyndon Mo LaROugh..

Ho O77W/~ (t*V4~2I~L)rJO4 ~i2 LC~J

c~; ~?



:*

TO; FRIIIRICK( GRANT

I, ith regard4 to tiho spefti PeptelO~ gintribution or' loon
cited in the oeeimpanying! le~tt ploeo staeo whiether you
tendle to moke a contrib~ution or loa to The La ROUelhO

ao If you did nOt intnd to mike a contibultin or lanPilois.
oupli the *ircumetenioe sUrrouing~l the rOqeIit by the

,N Ll!oucho Campaign of the moies~ olved inteluding, bit not

Ilimted to

ao Oany eorlir *eftt*8t5 whieh you may have heel ith
" oeifile rel rooontaiVoo of the Committoo or with
.- #oepOO5ntaOOl of othe ogonloatien@ relotod tO

Lvndn N,, L!!oOhei O n this regar~d, pleOse fvrnigh the
-- - "names of each end evOry rpresentiRIVOI

i,., . . , z 4 Co. j

bo tly al,1oeueo f o# !' d l  P a~~o mk
goaP~uto o 'ote~ 4tO Th 7~~uh x imIli ,Ost

Oa' O O- flI~ 4 coit'I!I l~~O i' I"O!O l i'



Qu[ $TI!oN$ /2('4 99, . "..

TOP JAMES F, OUNN ,

Ie With regerd tO the Opo¢ifiC reported contribution or l"O'v
cited in the accompanying letter, plOaOO stiroles
O, whether you intonded to make a €ontribution Orci]os. to

The LaRouche Campoignp

b, Whether you Subsequently toot€ action to obtoin a refund
or to remove a chargo from • credit card aCeOUnt
riloted to this1 reported cOntributiOn Or loon o

I, If you did not intend to aoke econtribution gyp loan, pleae
, ;- elaien the circumstances ourroun~ding the receipt iby The

LOROUche CO peign Of the monieo involvoO, including, but not

ee any earlier CofltSEto you moy hove 4 ad with eciefic
P~epDreenetetives of the committee or with repregentetives
o~f other organigotionso related to Lynldonl '1e LeROUChes
in this regard, please furnish the namer of each end

C" b, onY earlier useS of your credit card numberO to mekO
~~contributiono or loene to The t~Laoue~ Campaign or to

other orgoniotiono related to Lyndonl H, LaeRouche

3. If you did toke acion to revered the opecific transection

cited in the accompanying lettor, vloee stateS

a, what& offic, or individual you cOntdctOO|

when this Oction waO ta~en*



The LaRouche Campaign

New York, N.Y. 10116

JAMES F. DUNN1318 WINDING BROOK LN.
SPRING LAKE NJ 07762

The LaRouche Campaign acknowiedges that on 07/12/84the above individual loaned $505.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
Iocated at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
JAMES F. DUNN only, in the amcunt of *505.00,
which it shall repay to JAMES F. DUNN by
10/12/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
JAMES F. DUNN shall not be assigned,
transferred, cr discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRcuche Campaign

Zi:!iI



~PR0MZSS0RY NOTE

1lauad.&¥a Independent Dewocrats for LaRouche
P.:. 3ox 859
Radio city Station
NJ9,j Yor NY 10101

(The Zommittee)

LaaMagtai JAMES DUNN
1318 WINDING BR0OK LANE
.SPRTNG LAKE NJ 07762

(The Lender)

The Zom'ittee acknowuledges receipt of a loan of S505.O0 from
the Lender on C8/ZZ/ 4.

if) The Comnmittee acknowuledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,
in tne amount of $505.00, ahj/ch it snail repay to the Lender by

"? 11/22/84.

+" This obligation of the Co"mmittee to the Lender shell not be
C ossi;ned, transferred, or discounted.

'0 Gerald Rose

Treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche

//



' e Le~oueche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150. G.P.O
New, York, N.Y. 10116

JAMES F. DUNN
1318 WINDING BROOK LN.
SPRING LAKE NJ 07762

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 03/28/84

the above individual loaned $70.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,

located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

'0 The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to

. JAMES F. DUNN only, in the amount of $70.00.

which it shall repay to JAMES F. DUNN by

~06/19/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

JAMES F. DUNN shall not be assigned,

C transferred, or discounted.

'0

Edward Spannaus
L' Treasurer

The LaRouche Campaign
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e
QU[EST OONS

TOI WILLIAM CARl. WEYM[!

with regard to the epeeific repOrted eontribution OP |,Sgncited in the *.cogpanYIrtg letter, pleeI ctete whothoP-V@U

intended to woke a contributiOn oP !oey to The L.Rouehs.'

I
' '-~,

~ A~
~~fA

4-
2

limited to

e. ony corlir eeneee whieh you ey hove hod with
opoecfie Poprpeetoivo of the Comm!lttee Oe with
rPePP~eeltetVeO of Other .Pgen!igegl Plated to
lyndon Mo I.Pouth~l in thi! Pegard. Ple11e fuf'nilh the
n!l!! *f each end every PrePresentetive

*, y .( _

-'-

.-.

~re~

'~ V.~4

N

C[

a y eal!ir usesI Of yOUr ritI! coOC rnumbeeto ![O ke
contributione or loans to Tte LaROUcte Campaign or to
othr orgoviIOtiOnS relted to Lyndon Mo Lo OUe.

a.

'I~L

1

"-I

V

A- ~

L,_



I >21 1 II~A...
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QUEST IONS

TOe WIlLLIA C OENT

|, With regard to the SPeCific reported contibution or loinerted in the accompanying letter, plese statel
ao whether you intended to mike • contribution or lOin to

The La.Rouche Comllaign

De iwhether you subsequently took *ciO~i to otin a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card occount
related to this reported contribution or loen.

2, ./ If YOu did not intend to make a contribution or loan, pleae
elin the aircumetances Surrounding the receipt by The
Lalouche Campig~n of the monies Oivolved, incluingl but not
litmited to
a, any erlir contacts you ay have had ith ipelific

repesentives of the committee or with representatives
of other orgaisaltions related to Lynden No Lanoueheg
in lti regard, Please furnisth the names of each and
ivery reiPesenlttive

bo any earlier ues of your credit card number to make
contrititOns Or loins to The Lailouche Caignilf or to
other organ!iations related to Lyndon I, LaROUChe.

3, If you did tae• action to reverse the scicfic transaction
cited in the accoipainying letter, tiele etatel

a, w hat office or Individual you contactedg

Oe lwhen this et•on was tak~e,

f',.f .-, ..- (., /, 
1

x- ? d,,, ' , f i. I

Jfe. 7I..7 , -,.. -

/ 4 -~e~'/<.

, o// , t,,, /-- c-,,/,.,c< cl - /



0 &6 (1t64&P9..
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QUESTIONS

TOt THE[ODORE A, RYMARZQW

with regard to the splecific rep~ortec clOntribution Or JOen
,,a11ed n the acompanying letter. 1ole statel sre,) hether yOU intendedl to make a conti~tutinn to

The LaRouche CamPaignj

be  Whether youJ siuseouently tO@K action5 to obtin ai refunld
or t o remOVe at char~ge froml al ersat card a¢¢ount
roeted to this rep=orte contribution or loano

If you did not Intend to make a contribution or loan, pleaseewplein the circumstan~eS surrounding the receipt by The
LeRouche Campaign Of the monies involved. including, but nOt
limited to
a, any earlier contacts you may have ha with spegfig

repreetatives at th@ gomttee or with representatives
of othOr OPOrgnOietOnO related tO Lyndonl He LaROtJCho/
in this regard. Plee furnish the amoo of Oech and
every prPeentative;

be  ony erlier usoe of your credit Cord numbor to moke
Contributions or loans to The La~oucho Campaign Or to
other organiletions related to Lyndon He, LaouOche,

If you i te~e action to reverse the specific transection

cited in the accowpanying letter, please state:

a. wha off4¢o or individual you contacted;

hen th'is action was taken,



V1\M~4 (~5~

QUESTION8

cr'.

TOO MENRY N, B[RNARD

Nith pegeg~m to the speiflo reoPoteO *@ntribution OP ecited in the *eeoupsenyinlg letteP pleee otate Whethory*U
Intenlded tO 'eke * :onltpibutier ~ On to The LeONOUe

If you did not inltend to Coeo * e tPbvtiOn oP loon, D|OoooospieD' the *ieveoono surrounding the oeeipt by The
LOROehO CompeO|O, Of the mOntigs involVed, including, but not
imoited to

0o O*ny *OrliOv gontoeto whigh YOU SOY hOVO hed with
oseeeifle rPrPsettitVes Of the Commitee oP with
ppoeontotiyee ef other orgonliotions reloted to

Lyndon 'Io LoRougepo in this rogoo leooe furnish the
nemesi of eh Oend every ePrPOsflnttveg

b, ony oarlier uooo of your ceodit core number to mako
contributione or Oln! to Tho LoRouc~o Cempaign or to
other oroaniuatione rolotod to Lyn~ol N, LaRouChOo



TOO JOHN P, THOM PSON :J,

1o Witth regard to the *poc1f1@ e P@lDtOC contPibution or benf

citocd In the eceompenylng letter. pleee sett whether you
intondoed to metre * contribution or lion t The Leotoueo

sr 8, If Ou did no n n

limi!ted to

a. I any earlier conte¢cte which you *ey have had with
segffl Pepegentiv*e of the Comoittee or with
rpesentetiVeeoOf otheP orgonieotione reloted to

LyntdOn N e , Laouehe! in this regard, pl!ease fur'nish the

to. aey ealer uses of your Credit Care numtber to maee
Contrib~utione oP loane to The Lai~ouce Campetgn or to

other o~gou,1ietiof~ elated to Lyldon 1, aiROuahle

.., , .M-, o ,.C9-



TOIn ALAN T, MALL 1

1. with rOgard tO the epecific rPo•rtod con~trib~utien or leoa
cited in the accompanying letter, pleaee state whethOr you
intended to mike a cOntribution or loan to The LoReuq~he
ComOe Igno

1- , If you did nOt intend to make a ¢ontribution or loan. please
explin the circumstances surroundin.g the reeifp by The

C' Laouche Campaign of the monies involvoed, including, but noit
Il itedl to

a, l any earlier conltact whiCh you may have had with-
specfic roepooentotivOs of the Committee or with

~~rp es~entativeoseo othoer eoonigetens rOlOte te,,
Lyndlon H, LaoeuelP in thisl regarP, p leCoo furfnioh the

" names Of each and evory representativep

bo  any lelier uses of yotur credit card number tO make
cOntribtio0 or 1oanS to T, e LaRouche Campaign or to
ot~her organlatiOnsl aoted to Lyndon H, La~ouche.



; QUESTZON$

TOS PETER CUGNIN O

With regard to the specific rePorted contribution or _sen

cited in the accompanying letter, ©leone state8 .
Oo WhethOr YOU intondod to moato a contrioutio,@n leTOa to

The LaRouche Compoignl .

bo  Whether you slubsequently tOOk actiOn tO ObtOa a refundO
or tO remove a chorge from a credit Card Oecout
related to this reported cOntribution Or lOao

N ;o I you didc not intond to wake a contribution or Ion, leaseOO
, Ouploin the circumstaces surrounding the receipt by The

LOROUChO Campaign of the oieso ivolvod, in¢lUding, but niOt
Slimi ted to
a, gny earier conats~ you may hae had with smocific

(4I. rqpesenatitvOO of tho commttee or with rPrPOsentOtivOI
, of other organizations related to Lynd~on He Lenooepe

inq this reOgarpleaseO furnis th a ef O eh and.

.b, I a~~tP uooof your credit card nu mber tO make

contributions or loono to Theo LaF~oucho Cosmpeign or to
! * ~Otnerf organizations rOlated to Lyndon 4, ,oOuch.,

3o If you did toke oction to revere the specific transaction
cited in th~e accompanrying legtr, please state

ao whot office or individuluo you contacted! .

bo  0hen thisJ action was takeno

i~ctNh* (C



QUESTIONS

TOll DR OWIAN C SRIGGS

1o with regard to the spOcific PepOrtOCd contribution OP Tlan

cited in the acCOmD~anyingle tter, pleaeo state!
Oo IWhother yOU intondocd tO make 0 contribUtiOn Or leoan to

b. whetheP you •ubseOaUoe'tlY tOOt aCtiOn teOebtain a refundI

or to romove a Oharge from a crodit card account
rea to this reported C•nioutiofl or 1et -

Zo elf yiu Iide'ot intend to make a contrib~ution or loan, please

aeploin the ctir~umoto~eo suPrOUnaing the receipt bY The
I, g~Laetuche compaton *f the moeso ginveedo ......including. b~ut net
Ilimited to
a, e any earlier lintacti you may hove had wth specific

Presen~ftativeO ef thO committee or wilth PresPeOntativ0s

X of othop erganletiens related to Lyndon Ne Le~ouche,

"0 in t~iO regard, please furni~h the nOmep of eaict ond

* every reprooentat!voe! 6- . . ".-. ELR-

r Do  ony oorieop bpeoo of your oredit card number to cike
e~ontriblutiOns Or leans to The Laitouceo Compaign Or to

, ~~~etner erganigotieno rolated ,tO LyndOnt Noq~o~o

3o If you did take attion te reers the speific transaction

cited in the oceomeonnletter. p leaoe etaotol

Oo Ibhin t0hiO actiOn wasl take~no



* The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 21 50. G.P.O
New York. N.Y. 10116

DR. BRIAN E. DRIGGS718 sew. 6TH ST.
MIvOTr ND 58701

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/20/84
the above Individual loaned *200.00 to The La~ouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street. 5th Floor. New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
DL. BRiAN L. BRIGG5 cnly, in the amount of *200.00.
which it shall repay to DL. BRIAN L. BRIGOS by
06/20/84. This obligation of the Lalouche Campaign to
DS. 5IL1A 3. 3310GG8 shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

l.d~a rd Spannaus
Treasur'er
The Lalouche Campaign



P.O. Box 103417
Des Itoines, IA 50306 Sept. 12, 1984

Phone: 1-800-247-8101 Out of State
1-800-622-8252 In Iowa

Brian E Bxiggs lid
718 6th St Sp
flinot ND 58701-4515

Account Numbein

Decx Dx. 3xiggs,

Me axe in receipt of your inquiry regarding a charge on
your bankcard statement uhich you axe disputing.

- Me have charged the disputed amount backc to the merchant

and a credit viii appear on your next monthly statement.
. Li lutis adjustment dues not appear within 30 days, please

contact sur *ff ice at one of the telephone numbexs lsted

above.

UMe sincerely appreciate the opportunity to have fulfilled
otir service guarantee and look Lozuard to a continuing

." relationship.

Sincezely,
Customer Service

,- Noruest Card Servieos

0116q003



QUESTIONS

65~Y

~ LA~)

TOI DICK SENGSTON

With Pegard to the *pO@ifi@ reported cortribution or }*en
cited in the ac€Ompanying letter, plased statel
O, Whether you intonoed to make a contributiOn @ !eor tO

TheayCRouch@ Campaigni .

be whether you subooauently tooW sto' to obtoin a refund
Or tO remove a charge from a credit card account

related to this reported *on tPioution o loo,

RI you did not intone to sake a contribution or loan, pleaeexploin the *ircunstoneeo surrounding the reei~pt by The

Le~oucho campaign of the monies involved, ineludingw but nOt

limited to
a, any earlier conteets you say heve dO with soeeifi.

repreenttives of the committee or with renpeeentetives
of other erganigetiono related to Lyndon H, Laeoepo

in this regard Pleeoe furnish the naeso of oe and

o eny df usei of your credit Card number to make

contributions or loans to The Lanouche Campaign or to
oh er orgeniiti~o~e rlee o Lyndon 4. Laftoq*he,

If you I4 aoo ction to reverse the specific transaction
citeo in the accompanying letter, please state8

what of fice or indvidual you contacteo:

6Lz i7 - x.~(c / ~ 'Z 1 ~~



QUESTIXONS

TOt HENRY' W HENNING III

1. With regeed to the specific reported contribution or loen
cited in the eccompenying letter, pleese state: .

ee Whether yOU Intended to meke C contribution or- lOOn to
The LeRouche Cempeigng "

b. Whether you eubeeuently took oction to obtein a refund
or to remove a chorge fPOme• credit cord eecount
eoted to this eplorted cOntribution or loon.

a, If you did not intend to meke o contribution or loen pl.ee1-. -
- eiploin the eircumstoneee surrounding the receipt bv The

LeROuche Cempoign of the monie involved, including, but nOt
(N limited to

a, onty erlier contects you moy hove hod with speelfig
repesentativee of the *omeittee or with rPeoeegievee

%0 ~of other oPOrgeigotiOns reloted to LYndOnl H*t Laeohlep
in this rqgord, obesee furnich the nleers of eogh endl
every reposentetitve! |

be tny eorlieP uses of your crPedit cord number to moke
, (contributiOns or loens to The LIRouche Cemooign or to

other orgonfitions relTed to Lyndon H, LoROueh.,

3. If you didl teke aCtiOn to reverse the sOeCific tenection
cited In the oCCOmpoeying letter. oleese stotel

a, ~ wheaof f~gr o o ndivdu, you contscteou

t When tftls mOtiOn' wos telor5n



1T0! CHARLES C MC GU[I

oily 1t'veettgetIon belr'o undertekef by the Comm~s@1@fl wtthout the
oupreee consernt of the perion or persoon8 with reOCOet to whom th*

4netgto Is be~u'g cornducted.

Zf you here any oueetlonh, pleeee direct them to Afrne A,

weesooonbern or Steohen Mo MimO et CI02) fl$3.OOO, or et the

ComuiooIe''e tollefree number (500) a24-9530,

Yhonl you for your cOOPeretlOn end oeosetneo

Sineoro| y,

Cherteo No SteeleGenoPrek Counseo

t Aotote

grncloouroQOaoot ove

'-I)

4

A c.- K
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QUESTION S

!,01 LE1 RUY J ROSS!

Wfth regard to the epegli@~ reoted eontr~butlon Or loanCited In the accompanying letter, please state whether You
intended to make * cortributio or loan to The LaRouche
Campaign,

~J~A~7A

~WUJ(''V ~IrJ £V~~ ~'~i7*

** ". -

* . ;

Jf you did not intend to mako a cOntributi0n Or lOan. plO0sOewxlIn the ¢ireumstones uoun~ding the reoept by The
LOROUeo Campaign of the moie 4nvolvoe Including, but not
limited to

Oo Ony Oar1ieP cOntts which you say hovO had with
seocific rpr~eentatives of the Committee or with
epesentatives of other o~ganlvotlons elated to
Lyndon No LaRouchOI in this e Pgard *loooo furnish the
names of each and every roePrenOtative|

any earlier ues of your ceOit card numboe to 'ekeContributions or loans to Tho La~ouche Campaign or to
other organigationa related to Lyndon M o La OuChe,

19
CNJ
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@UES? ZONS

r~e WOqTHAN

I. With eOgOv'l tO the tepneclo repeo~ted *oentrIbuto o9, )ion
ctod *rn th...o-@penyI~@ ).etou, p!...o .tit.ei whotr you
int,0.404 to- . .~ *ov.,Pbu,4o, o, ,o. to The LeRouseo
C empeio' A 1 /

Ie If YOU did .~ot inte'~d to *oko * *onte'tbvti!Ol QP |ooV't !p1|*e*O
O*w~ein the e$PeuRet*o@eoePpoufld4ri9 trie poeoiot by Tho
*eRouoho ceopo4gn of the eofooe involvod, inqeluding, but nOt
1icitod t:o

eo eny oo09,1oc *ontocto whioh you Roy hOVO heed with
*pefie woweoooitotivoo of the0 Ce€ O ttee * O Oe wit h
c'Pec'#S@ttVoo Of OtheOP @o'go@9lit$flS P9,lee to

Vnden He LOROvoho| 1e" thiO poePd. p~*,Soo vc'ii0h tho
nemoo *f ooeh *On4 Ovoc'Y r,'eOe OrtttVOJ

S44~~' LO ,v~)v-~ 7~eEr

env eav'1Iee ue of yOUr *'edlt csPO mu beP' to mok*cor'tcibutiono oc' Ioomo to The conou.o Coeign oe' to
othee' ec'e.tios.e.e.e to Lky-e'df M* Leneuehe,

7~*~s- X Av*~~1Z4~ ,9 ejs~214sA7oJ ,e~,2 z.r' ~

*~ S ~',qov~, ~~*7 Aia~t~ t.*r~#- Ae~ c~o4~', ib~*Gdw'~~ ~



QUESTIONS

TOS MP WORTHAN

With regeo to the specific reported contribution or loon
cited in the *c~ompanying letter, pleese etateS

e, whether you intended to mako a contribution Or lOOn tO
Tie LaRouche Camlog|

bo NWhether you sUbse'quently took ectiOnl to obtainl a refunld
or to remove a cherge from a credit cord ocoountl
related to this reported ¢ontribution or loano

If you did not intnd to make a contribution or loan, pleiie
Ouplein the circumstae surroundin~g the receipt by The
L, Rouch e Campoign of the monies involved, incaluding, but not
limiafted to
a, any earlee contaCts you may hove had with spogific

repreentatives Of the committee or with rporoe.ltotive
of other orgonigotione related to Lyndlon H, LoRovoegol
in this regardp leaee furnish the naes of eoeh and
every representati vep

Other Organilatione related to Lyndon No LoRouohe,

If you did take action to reverse the soecific transactioncited in tie accompanying letter, please statei

O. what office or Individual you contecteop

when tihia action was taken,

CO4

'0



9@i~
f3USTION8

YO01 CARL.TON SRU![N

ge
IflO/D#~ 8 ~L,

H4th regard to the epeoifie rooorted sontribution or .loanCried in the *oompanying letter, please srete whether you
intended to make a contribution or loan to The La~oue
Campaign,

c}&e'

QV~ 2cA

if you did not intend to ake a contribution or loen, Poseexplain the *ireumstonees surroundi~ng the reeipt b~y The
LaROUshe Campaign Of the monie involved, ingludinfg, but not
limifted to

Oo eny earlier contoets which you soy hOVe hod with
speeilig representatives of the Committeeor witfh
Pproepontetivoo of other orgonigotions related to
Lynldon $ e Laevoehey| in this regard, IPleaOO fvrfliOh t~he
noesO Of Oech nefJOvery preseOnotative!

Np

any earlier ues of your credit card number to makecontributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaignl op to
other organliations related to Lynon 1% LaHouche,

N

G

as



OUIT ONIS
;~ £V.

TOt IAYNARD Me DYE

Io With regere to the specilic retportedcl ovntibution oio4@*, "

€itedt iw the !*comtpenyi g lettor, please staite whehl'P youg
intended to make a contribution or loan to The taR6 ii

AC&ohm oeW!M i,*4 E

a. If yvov did not intend tO o mek * @oontribvtin or lotn, ples
owpleir the cirevmeten@*C eurrouvcdin@ tne receipt *y The
LoRoueo Campaign of the monies involvedw inelud!nO, b~ut not
lipitred to

o, onyearlier *onots whish you ay have hedJ with
epecifi@ PopPoeontotivoo of theoCommitteo or with
representativeS of ether orgenieetione Pelated tO
Ly¥ndonl Ie Laouohei in this regeprd, pleale fUprnilh the
naes of eeh and evory rproesentetive;

De  tlany eaP|ier uses o!f your credit caPrt numberi to0 make
COntributions! or loans to The LI~ouche Cav.Deign or tO
othic organltioni related tO LynOo H o Lo~ouch.o

10

(N



Office of Delta County
MEDICAL EXAMINER

' , .,i dX" /,",''

709 5th Avenue South
Escanaba, Michigan 49829

(906) 786-5319

Chief Medical Examiner -_ t"--
MICHAEL MILJENKO BARBARICH, M.D. '
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QUIEST IONS

TOt DR 94?CHA[E BARSARICH

With rogerd to the *peeific reported contribution or loon
citod in the acoompanying oetter, pleooo otato!

Oe Whether you intended to make a contribution oP loan to

The Loaoucho Caspaignl
NO

be  NWhether you subsequently tOOK ectiorf to Obtain a refunld

Or to remove a charge from a credit card *Ccount
related to this reported contribution or loan,

If you did not intend to Sole a contribution or loan, plee
eelea the circumstaCeS SurrOunding the receipt by The
LaRogehe Campaign of the mones involved, including, but nOt
limited to

Cx,'a. ay earlier conte~tS you say have hae itth speie€ ,i
o Poreeontativoo of the ¢ommittoe or with repreoonettvos

of other organigationa related to Lyndon Ne Lafoveog~
intisrged leeso fupnlsh the namgs of eagh and

._ ; Do Ony earier uses ofP your erodit eau/d numbor to0 sake
contributions or leons to The LaRoucCa mpaiognl Or to

L,") otheror Oganiationo related to L~ynoon Me LaROUCOe

3, If you did taeo action to PevOe e o eocific transaction
cited in the aompanying letter, ploee states

(,9sqP *C#~/

wg'at otfice or individual you contecteol
413 4~4'.e~6 C&-'~ ~34Aft A,

when ti~is action wa~t ~ Co.
~/,'A1 C.ibjP(K aker,

77V A~A/c7 I, C&C44~,,9 At'

4~OA~& c~4 6AZX~ ~ / c2~,( /~y~

5 /4~c4, ~w~d/ j / k4~ /~A3

-N



0
GUEST IONS

T0t Mq A M.OOPER

with eogar to the *nogifi@ reportod Cotribution or loefn
cted in tho accoepnylnO lefter, please state whethe YOU
intended to make a cOntribution or loan to The LaouseO
Campaign.

My intentions are my business and should be of no concern
to you. I might ask you a question. Why are yeugsizagling out
the LaRouche people? I know lots of places you should be
looking that wpuld be more fruitful.

If you did nOt intend to wake a contribution or loan, Pleese
explainl the ciPcuwetao eS surrounding the receipt by The
LeRouche campaign of the monies involve0, inc!uding, but not
limited to

a• any earlier conta~ts whieh you cay hae had with
specific repreeentatives of the Committee or wth
reoeeentativeo of other orgenigotions related to
LyndOn M, LaRouceO in this regard, please furnish the
nameo of eCh ond Oeey rososettl

Here we go again. This is none of your business. Please
read and understand the U. S. Constitution. Maybe Article
four would fit.

b, any ear1ier ues 0$ your credit card number to maeO
Contributitor0 Ioans to The Laeouche Campaign or to
other opanigaorso~ relted to LyndOo H0 La~ouChC.

I might ask you as to why you think a credit card was used
and for what reason you would have the right to know about
any kind of a cre~etcard. Thanks again but no thanks.

'0

7)



flI~ilhh w - ,ik

TOll ¢HARLES[ I.UTM[R JR
(7

211"/) pKiU

With regard to the specifi@ reported contribution or loen
cited in the accompenying letter, please stateS
a, Nhother yOu intended to 'mike a €ontribution or loon to

Do  wheth~er YOU subseouently took alction to obtain a refund
or to remove a chargI frOm a credit carfd€ ae@ount
related to this reported contributionl OP loon,

Jf you did nOt intendl to mike a contributiOn or leon, please
elalin the circumtance surroundling the eeiplt bY The
L.oeulhO Campaign of the mOni!es involvedw includitng, but not
!limited to

any earliert contacts you may hove had with specific
rpreslentatives of the committee or with roPepstatives
of otherorOganlilatiOns related to ILyndon 4 eOROUcepo
in this regarPl oease furnish jhe names of oech and
every re~lpeentati4vep 4!

any earl uss oc VU , l~ t cea nue o le _1
contrilbutions or loanse to The LaRouche Campaignl or to-'wv4
other orga~nilatiOns related to L~yndon '4, LaROuche.

If you did€ take action to reverse the llp!¢ific trlsnllcti

Cited In the acc€Ompanying letter, olease s~tt

a e -hit office or individal you conitacttov

s! hln thai action "asl tokens

\ Y, \ V , ,

S

a.

V Vl



S

Tel GLEN AN)RJS

1. mith Pegeri to the *pegif$@ eepoPteO *ornt Iution OP !oe
citeO~ iI' thO eccompefylflg letter, pleeee orate vh!TiW4 you

iflteflded to "'eke a coritPibutiof oP loon to The Leqoushe

No.o

o |f you 01d rot Intero to eake e Co-tribution oP loe, pleeee
• " e*gplore the CIPeUW~etofrC@S SuPPOurding the Pece ipt by The

!.LeRouohe CemoeIon of the ,onieS IPvo1VeU, In¢cldng, but ot
litmited to

e. vie~choP Contete ,ihigh you cay hove hoee with
epecifiC peoeontotfvoe of the Coseittee Of' .mth

: peepresontet4 OO Of otP~oP orgonu t.n deoted to
LyndOn H, L.eReuChel In thiseegePd, *lee00 furnish the

. - eSeo of eeCIh end every repP@Sle'tttve|

In hof 1984, I was approached at the Chicago Airport
' o and asked to contribute to the LaRouche Campaign. After
. listening to the request, I contributed *250.00 with my

credit card number. In the following months I was called
several times and asked to loan them $750.00 which I def-
initely said "no" each time they called. Then when I rec-
eived my credit card billing in July and noticed the $750.00
to the LaRouche campaign on it, I called the Mastercard
office and explained the situation to them. They immediately
agreed to deduct this amount from my bill and added the
statement "this has happened to quite a few people".

Oo cry earlier ulses of your credit card rumber to e~ke
cortrioutt OnO or loeans to Th~e Le~ouche Ceoalgn9 or to
other organlietiorS related tO LyndIon H, LaouChe.

At the Chicago Airport I contributed $250.00 with my credit
card number.



t.
QUEST JONS

~A ~Ei7'
33

TOO StTAN KATTEN

With regard to the specific reported contribution or loon
eited 4.n the aCCOmpanying lettoer, please stateS

e. whether, you intended to make a contri4bution ow' loan to

Th'e LOROuChO CamPaigns"J

~L V%-~i"

be whethoer you SutbeeaU@et1 took action to otalen~a refwncJ

or. to reomove a che fop ao crePdit cord e o¢©~l:t. .
related to thi reorftedclontributien or. loen¢.

If you did not intond to moke a contrilbution or' loan, pleasoe
e*wploin the ec reuetoneoe IUrrfounding the recoipt by The

LoRouche Campaign Of the monieS involvoa, including, but not

lmited to
eo eny earli4er contect5 you moy hove hod with specific ;:

r~epresentetiveS of the committee or with epreentatives ii
of other organiaetionS relted to Lyndon H. Laeoucheg il?

in5 this rgardp o~le.o fur~ni~h the naesoI f oeh and ,i:

every repregentetivel 1

Do eny earlier uoeo of your. credit card number to make

conetbutionS or loans to Th e LaRoueo CompaonO or. to

other organtiationS related to Lyndon N* LaRouehe,

If you did taeke actiOn to reverse the specific tral'sectio

cited in the OC¢omPofYing letter, please statel

awatofie ioi v O. o o .:e



S
QU[IT ZONS!

TOO KIN SCLLNqAlRD

With PegeP to thO *peolf| POpoP|Od *Orn|PIbgt|Or OP 1@*n@itod Ien tho *ccompeny~rn@ lottep. Please srote wh~o YO
4nte~ded to make a eor'tp~btio *p loon to The LaRouse

if YOU did uOt if'te~id to moke a *onte'ibUtiO OP' lOen, Ploooo
*wPlOin the *eeuoaene ourPPOU~n@~l the PeOipt by The
L.Rouoeo Comporg of the monioe ivolvoG, ineluding, but o

0o *mV epliop enteto whigh you say hvo had with
epeif i pop~ooontativoo of the si' ftteO O @O with
POppOOentOtivOO Of OthOP OPgenIgOtiOvi POleled tO
Lynldon 94. LOetohoD in thiOs OPO pleaOOe fu'nish eo
nomes of eoh ond ovopy 9Peseofltetvog

OnV *.P!1@e uses Of yOur cPad|t oa raumbep to make
@oInt9'ibufo!, op lose to Tho La~ouche Cempaign OP tO
Othep ogar tetoiie related to Lyndon Mo LSRouehOo



&CC~#4/770
QUIST 0ONS

TOt MIL.TON 0, M*ONYSOMERY ,,,

!, With regard to the epeeifie reported eeontriution or boee
citedin th e *cgoepanying letter, pleeee state whether.you
intended to make 0 *Ontrib uien or loon to The Leneueh*

Campaign

r~j,

Jf yov did not iwtond to *o@o S *entPlb'jt$oA or |bon, plooeoeIie~ !th* *er,,etaon eSp slurro41di0 the F~otpt by ThO
L Roeo CespeO9n of the monie ivolvod, Qiq|Udinge but netl
Ilimited to

ae enyi eaPlier *ontoto whiceh you ,,,y he had wtt
oee~f icioproeettves of t he Ceelfttee or with
repPe~entetiVeo of other *PfI$11et|ofi9 Poelted t o
Lyndon .le Ronue#~o! in thiSo rqllea pleooe furni0h the
nme of oeh end ovory ,,oprosontettve!

C

if)

eny earlier uses of you' ¢redit cord number to "e~econtributions or loens to The LeRouche Campeign oP to
other orgenietiona related to LvnOon M, LeRouce.

C\
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QUEST ZW48

!T1 ILLIAM A, MERElOJYN,

1,

a.

-o

witi eege~d tO thO segfieit pepoptod *ofntPigtiOfn QP 1Wrn!
cited irn the ecOsning lOttOp, Pl@eSO StOte WhethOF.VOiU" ..
Intonded to meko e contlptbutOr op loon to The OLOR~u6!!'

If you did not int!nd to sekeO • *Ontt'iutin Ou' loon, pleOse
oz!|itn the *tiumgtoentoS *upP@OirnE#ng the lO!Oip by ThO
L.Rooho Caspeogn of the oieto involveg, ingluding. but nt

V aiied to

Oo eny !Ou'ieO' cOntectei whieh you mey hoVO hid wlih
If¢Ic PePPOOOfitOIVO0 *f thO Coeanitteo or w!i

PrepeesentiVee of othor oPIOnilOtilnI roeloe to
Lyndon H, tleoucein~ this r 1PEilip !O~OO f!vrnteh the

o oan eeoir! uses of your ¢p'ec 1t card JbeP to meko
contr"but$@U'S or' loans tO T~o La!ouc©eeoawign or to

oltP orgalnletlOa rleteod to Lyndon M aoucllheo

CN

,l 
i

-.
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QUESTIONS

108I NORMAN C leRENCH
-,o.

with regardl to the gpecific reported contribution or 140n
cited in the accompanying letter, leooe etetel

o, kWheth~er you intended to make a contritbution or loen to
The LaRouChe Campaignp

be  Nwhether you Subequently took action to obtain a PreMund
or to remOVe a charge from a credit core accounlt
related to this reported contribution or" loens

If YOU did niOt intond to moke a contributionl or lon, ples
evplain the circumstancoo surrounding the rO¢eipt Oy The
Laftouche campoign of the monied involved, including, but not
1limited to
a, any earlier contacts you may hove haed with *P*@ifig

relpreeentatives of the committee or with re#prCeentetivee O i
of other .oaga~rtions roeted to Lyndlon M*e LoRoe,.0o|
in this regard, Ploee furnish ther naeso of oeh andti~
evey relpeeent et ive 1 ..

be eany earlier uses of your credit card lumb~er tO make
contributions or, loano to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other organ izationsl related to Lyndlon H, LeRouche,

Jf you did take action to reverse the s~ecific transaction
cited in the aoOnyning letter, please statel

a, Whaot office Or individual you €ontocteodg .

be when this8 action was taenl

I ~-

- ~ r-~c -



TOWN & CabTRY CHARGE-

October 1, 1984

Norman C French
315 N Elm Av
Jackson Mi 49202

Account

Dear Kr. French:

We received your correspondence regarding
Charge account on September 20, 1984.

your Town & Country

The credit adjustment of $700.00 has been applied to your
account. Finance charges totalling $11.60 have been removed.

Both adjustments viii be reflected on your next statement.

We appreciate this opportunity to be of service.

Tovn & Country Charge

Customer Service

is

STOWN & COUNTR CHAG
( LOCK BOX 1158. CHICAGO ILLINOIS 60690

MASTE CAR AN VISA CARS AR ISSUD BY TOWN & COUNTR CHRG
TOWN & COUNTRY CHARGE IS A SERVICE MARK OF CHEMICAL BANK
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QUESIITONS

Tot PAUL swey

Wltf fegord to the opoecifi repoPtod *ontrlbutton or ooenctd $n the e¢¢o'peny~ng letter, pleeoe etete whother you
Intonded to meke a contribution or toon to The Lo~ouoeo
Compel gno

~~9,qA5

&53tC3tX~ Z5~~ 00
C.,

If you did not Intend to oee * gontributlon or oen, pleoe
oKPlo~n the *frcumseoneeo eureoundinlg the egeipt by The
LeRoucho Comoongf of the monoe involved, Inoluding, but net
limited to

Oo Ony eOrllOr contote whlch you sey hove hod with
ecific reproesntetfvoe of theOCOmmttee or with
presen~ftetivee of other orgOlg!et(l! releted to

Lyndon Mo Le~oucepo in this regovd, p~ee. furnisih the
nOmes of Coch end every roprooontetlveg

any oorlior uses of your ceodit cOrd number to makeeoi~triutio~s or loans to The La~ouche Cemoeg or to

a.
CNI

C~4
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oui.r O'O$

TQ3 JA49(5 W, PAVEY

#1th pegopd to the epoefig popoptod eonipibDutton op toon
¢itod in the *eeosponyin9 1ettop, ploeoe stoto whethep you
i, tounded to seako a contribution or boen to The Loetouehe
Cespeoigu,

cJ,.
~A)

co

If you di~d not intend toe soke a gontributten or loen, peee
*.ploin the eircusstoneoo gUrrounding the receipt b~y The
L~onouehe Campaign of the monies involved, $neluding, but not
li4mited to

e, any corlier conteets whigh you soy hove hod with
epoeffe reproeef!otiveo @0 the Commtteoe or with
reopeotivee of ether erggoti onS releted to
L.ynden 4* Lefeoughep in thil reoOPde peee furnish the
nosos of oeh end every roeoOeenttvop

cry oarlier uses of your credit @ord number to makecontribtitOns or loons tO The L.Rouc o Compaign or to
other organigationi related to Lynoo t, LaROUChe.

CN

C~4

'0



~~QUESIT Z ONS

9

TO. CHARL.ES M. SUtNN

le Nwith Pegio~d tO the IepoIfig pePOPtod *OntP'$bUtiOrl *P lOOn
citod in the aomponfYinl |ttoP, pleOOO Ototo whoghOP YOU
intondod to moko a *ontPibutgonl Op lOan to Tho LoROUsho

if yog did nOt intond to *oko • *ontP1bution oP loon, Plooooeuploin the *ircuoetone turpounding the reeoipt by The
LoIlOUchO COmpeOon of the mofnieO involved, inleludlng9 but not
limited to

•o  O'y *OOP1$OP sonftOetO whih YOU soy hOVe hod with
OeOftQO popesootivOO of tho Committeo op with
poDpoo~oti~VO0 of oth.~op OuotflOtfno PloteRd to
Lynidon Ho LeROueheu 4In th$0 P@g@Pd, IleOOe fUPnisOh the
nlOses Of *OOh end evePY POppe~enltottvog

lay earliep uses of vouP credit eetd numbOr to neit
contributions or loans to The Lagoucho Campalgn or to
other orgeniiatlonI relaeod to Lyndonl N, Legouche,

a,
C\I



S
OU|$T EONS

roI! I[LIZAS![YM A, TAYLOR

1.

i

C

a.

With egar to the *po@Ifig repoedocl o1tribut1on or *e
ci4tOe in the occompauY~ng letter. ploooo srete whethe yOU
intendeod to make a contribution or loan t~o The LeOReuche
Coml pn,

If you did not inted to woke * contribution or lonf *leeoo
*wpleinl the *ircumotn@@5 surroundinlg the eeipt by The
LoRouche Compaign of the moniee ivolved, including9 but nlot

limteod to

Oo ony Oearler contoets Which you may hove had with
eocific repeeontotivoe of the Committee or with
eesentotiVes Of other opgantietioni releted to

LyndOn H, LOROu~hop in this regeod pleoee furnish the
names of oOCh ed evoey eproeottveg

any earlier uses of your credit card nu'iber tO mee
contributions or loans to T~e La~ouche Campaign or to

otheP orgaizions Pelited to Lydon H e. LaHOUChe.

i';, jqrYww
.4

A
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4 0
QUEST IONS

TOt JAM(S C, LAV|t4OEn

1. bieth regeed to the specific repoeted contribution or lon
cited in the oeosenying lettOe *leeee etete whethep yeu
intend~ed to meke * eo-tribution or loon io The Lo~ouche
Cempaign,

a. Jf you did not intend to weke e eontribution oP loon, pleoe
ewoloin teo *treumetneeo Suroundi~ng the Poeeipt by The
!.LoRouehe Compelen of the monies involved. ineluding, b~ut not
limi ted to

0D Oo ony corlio. *onteqtO whih you 'cv hevO hed with
oeeiue ,ePeoontotivee of eo Cossittoo or with

, -o pepp,,o~etiveo of oth er, oqen$eotino Peletod to
Lyndoe. e Loqougepo in thiO- oeerd #leoe furnioh the

• , InOsesO of golien everOVOPeprooeontotivo!

'S *"y ,-r I AirW-,'-

, onv eoelor uooe of your credit core numOor to .o~e
contributions or loone to The Lo~ouoe~ Comolon or to
other orgoe itetionS related to Lyndon Ho Leo~ouce,



JAMES C. LAVENDER
P.O. BOX 147
LOXLEY

P. 'O. BOX 2150, G.P.O
New York, N,.Y. 10116

AL 36551

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/27/84the above individual loaned $100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness toJAMES C. LAVENDER only, in the amount of *100.00,
¢ which it shall repay to JAMES C. LAVENDER by... 06/27/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
. JAMES C. LAVENDER shall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.
C\I

C 4

#.- Edward Spannaus
!f) Treasurer

The LaFouclhe Campaign

m

I ~1i
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New York, ,N.Y. 10116 ..

JAMES C. LAVENDER
P.O. BOX 147
LOXLEY AL 36551

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/03/84the above individual loaned $250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness toJAMES C. LAVENDER only, in the amount of $250.00,
which it shall repay to JAMES C. LAVENDER byCII 07/03/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
JAMES C. LAVENDER shall not be assigned,

f transferred, or discounted.

, i Edward Spannaus
Treasurertr) The LaRouche Campaign



i :

JAMES C. LAVENDER
P.O. BOX 147
LOXLEY AL 36551

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/04/84the above individual loaned $250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

t The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
,_ JAMES C. LAVENDER only, in the amount of $250.00,

which it shall repay to JAMES C. LAVENDER by,/ 07/04/84. This obligation of the LaRouche campaign to
JAME8 C. LAVENDER shall not be assigned.

(N transferred, or discounted.

(N

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

• The LaRouche Campaign

Th. eLRout~h. Campaign
P.O.Box2150, . O"'

New York, N.Y. 10116
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?• he LaRouche Campaign
P.oO. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York. N.Y. 10116

JAMES C. LAVENDERP.O. BOX 147
LOXLEY AL 36551

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/04/84
the above individual loaned $385.00 to The LaRouche Campaign.
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor. New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
JAMES C. LAVENDER only, in the amount of $385.00.

which it shall repay to JAMES C. LAVENDER by

07/04/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

JAMES C. LAVENDER shall not be assigned.

transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



CapinrPublications Inc
30)4 West 58th, New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel. (212)247-8820 ii

Dated: June 13,. 1984,

U ~J~ PIflMSS3Y I

For vaLlue r-eceived,
James Lavender

Loxley

( Five Hundred Dol lars

frau tie date of this r

the mzxers14ed arees to payr to
IPOf P.O. BOX 14.7

Alabama , the principal sum of $ 500.00

-ard 0_'1OO DoLlars) monthly

aote.

In addition. t.e undersind wjrees to pay the notlder iners at an

armual rate of 10.O ( nineteen and 81€er n) payable during tie t of this

note as folor: $25.00 per mnth (twenty five dollars oer mnth)

CwagrPulcain is locte at 304 West 5t Stee, 5t Floo,
iwYork, NlY 10019. Both parties shl be subject t. laws of tie state of

New York goerir such amntr--cts.

Signed for Ca~agner Publications

Rochelle Ascher

It

/- ~J..& t

THIS N[DIE rAY .Nr LE ASSINE, 'rA~b-'RED OR DISXt4TI.
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S
Y~l NONAO , ,O" S! .....

intendod to "eke a contribution oP lan to The LaRoug~)
Campaign, ;-

On or about March 21, 1984 I authorized a $25.00 charge
on my VISA charge card for the LaRouche Campaign and a
subscription to Fusion.

On or about April 5, 1984 I authorized the LaRouche Campaign
to charge $50.00 to my VISA account as a contribution to the
campaign.

a, 2 ,If you did0 not intond to ate C contribution OP 'loony llee
oexplein t0h, c4rcumstoae surrounding t0he reoipt bY Theo

~~LaRouceo Coampaign of the monioo involvo inceluding, but not
Slimi ted to

O go ey *eebfl*e1 coe'tects which you may hove haed with
spocific ronPPeoettV@o f the Commtteo or with
rppeooototives o4 othoP oPoeniieWiono roloted to
LyndCOn *4, LeRouehep in ths4e pgord, pleeeo furnish the
.gnace Of each end every repPeeentatvep

I do not remember the names of any of the representatives
that contacted me by telephone. If I saw a list of them

~I might be able to remember the name of the person or
persons who contacted me.

In going through my telephone slips I find that I was
contacted by Leif Johnson.

D0 OaY eOrilOr usleso f your credit card number to ieaee
c;ontributions or las tO The L~aRouct'e Campoign or' tO
other orgonizationS reate to LyndOn M,0 Lek Oucheo

In February 1981 I subscribed to Fusion magazine using my
American Express credit card while passing through Stapleton
Airport in Denver, Colorado



QUUIT WONS

TOS ALAN 0, JOINS8

With regerd to the *peeifie reported *or'tribut~o' or !er@it0d 1rn the ecoompeny~ng letter, pieOes stOte whothop you
intendoo to coko • contribution or locr to The Lenousho
Cemocion,

Yes, absolutely.

a,
CN!

('4

4 pj4ic able

If you did nOt inteOnd t@ cOke O *OnltPibvtOf cut |en, Pioee
eupioin th* *ireucstneoo ourrounding the reeit by The
LeRouehe Compeion Of the *oniee involved, ineludl-o, but not
!4iried to

a, oily OeuliOr *ontoete which you coy hovo hoa with
sppeific renpreentotiveg of thO Ooccitoo or with
reppooontotivoo of *thor @Pgefietioneo Peioted to
Lyndon No Lomouohep in this eg*Poodw .plooe furnioh the
nlOseO Of Oech Oend evOry rpr~pentetive!

C-,¢

eny ecrilor uOeO of your eodit cord nlumber to ceO
gortbutior'e ot !oco's to T~'o Lccouceo CcmDoei0 or to
othe oegoniietiofle otedo to Lyndon 4 o RU~heo

It looks like the Federal Election Comamission is trying to hamper
independent (non-machine) campaigns3 that migbt make a diff'erence in politics.



_ &-c #o9

QUESiTION$

103 CNARI[ SReACI(SZLL.
1,

eD4D ..

with regard to the speifig reperted centributiOnl or |ln
trod in the aoeeepnying lette pleose stote whether you

intendoed to saeo a contribution or loon to The Loltoveho

Thuring late January 198& I authcrised a contribution Of $20.00
to the LaR'ouchO Campaig~n against a ua-earma1 accouznt in effect

at that tim.

Ceil. B.

if ye did net intend to soke o ontribtion or teen, pleoseeuploin the *iremtonee surrounding the rlHei-pIby The
LeRevehe Capaign of the oese ivolved, inoluding, but not

limited to

no Ony earlier contacto whiOh you say hOve hod with
opeeif to peeotottyeo of tf,ommotoe or with
roprooentotivoo of other oegtio~oo Polotod to
Lyndonl N, LaRoueo in thi egaorod, loeooe fUrniSh the
noses of goch and every ropooontotive!

any earlier uses of your ediat eare number to maeCenterbutOers or teens to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other orgarlIatiOnI rceate to LyndOI9 H o LaRouOheo

a,



* ii

TOS THOMqAI KNAPP "

1. With regerd to the gpecifi@ reported *ou'tri utiof' OP l@en
citod in the accompanyirg lettoe, pleoSo Stlte whether you

lntende~d to nake a contribution or leo to The Loaqouche

Compel gne

-- l Zf ou Id t f~endto poke a contribution or loan, pleee

to- eup)lein the circumetanee surrounding the reei~pt by The

Laftouche Cempaign of the monies involvoed, *nluding, but o

' !limited to '

ao *nv earlier contects which you may hove had with
'C emeet fie repesentativeS of the Committee or with

repeentetivee of othe OpealilOns reotodI4 to
P - ¥Lndonl H, LaP@UeheU inl th!i regard, please furnisOh the

names of each end .every reeoeetatlvo!

I-'

e lay aier ulel of your credit Cape n~umber to make
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Capaign or tO

other oren izatlOnl relatedl to Lyndon i* LaRoucheo



S
~- ~ r.~'

&LUf
-'3'.

QUESTXONS

-S.-.

1'01 RONN4ZC GRAYSIAL!

with regard to the epecifig reported ContribOn ~OP orbn
cited ifn the accompaifng letter olease states
O, Whether yoej intended to make a COntribUtion Or loon to

The LPoeUCho Coapaigng

Oo whether you subeQuently tOOk action to obtain a rofund
or to remove a charge from a credit card *eunlt
rlated to this PepOrted €OntPibUti0n Or loan,

Jf you did not intend to make a contribution Or lo0n, please
*wpln the cirCumetone Surrounding the reeiot by The
LaRouehe Campaign of the monies involved, includingw but not
limttd to
a, any earlier contacts you may hove had with soegifie

reppesentatives of the committee or with POer@eonlttveo
of other organliatione related to Lyndon H, Laoteueheg
in thio regerd, please furnish the noese ef eee0 end
every repreeetetiveu

b, eny earlier ues of your credit card number to mike
.ntributiOne or leons to The LaRouehe Campaign or to

other orgonittions reloted to Lyndon 4, Lo~ouche,

If you did take action to reyerse the soecific transaction
cited in the e~cCmoanying letter, olee statel

what office or inolvioual you contecteap

. en this action waS taken.

a.



S
QUEST ION$ ~0

T101 RONNIE GRAYSIAI., ""

[e wit!h regerd to the sp@@:ific PepoPted €ont ibUtion Or lon

cited in the accompanying letter, poese stteo
a, Whether you intendedJ to make a cOntribution or leen to

The LaRouche Compeign!

O. whether you subeeuently took ction to obtain a refund

or tO remove a C:harge fPom a Credit caro account
related to thiS revorted ¢ontlibUtion or leon

a.
~fl

CN

If you did not intend to make a cOntribution Or loan, pbeee
ewplain tho circumateneeS surrounding the reeeeot by The

LeRoughe Cempaign of the monies involved, including, but not
!imited to
a, any earlier Contacts you may hove had with *eeefig

rprPOOntativeS of the commtteoe or with representatve
of otheP orgenizations rolotod to Lyndon He LaROehe;
in this regard, please furnish the naeso of *eeh and
every eproeentetiveg

, ony eelier ues of your ediot card number to make
Contributions or loans tO The LaRouehe Campaign or to
other organitzations reated to Lynon , LaoOuche,

If yOU did take action to reverse the specific transaction
cited in the accompanying letter, olese state:

what office or 1no1vvoal you contateoo

when this action was taken,



0
ouEeT IONS

T03 JOHN 7o PAThO

with proof•d to the opecific '.por'ted coAtU'ibut~ol 0or los'i
cited in the etCcomponing letter, pleeee etote whether YOu
intend@o to woke a coentrbutOf'l Y' to The Leftouche

Cegrpel4On. o____-- __i_

II you did nOt inltend to mike * contribution or" loon, Pie*os
evploin the gii"@umetef'Cee Surrounding the regeipt by The
LaROUChe CompolOn of the monies invelved, includingO, but net

limited to

ao ony eoriqer contectS whieh you may hove hOd with
opecific rop9'eeentetivoe of the Comittee o9' with
repu'.eentetivOS of other ergoniletiono eloted to

Lynldonl 4e LoRouohel in this regpord P~cOSO furnisoh the

nese of cO0h end every reproeeentteio

ony earlier uoes of your crodit cord number tO woke
€ontributi~ole 0o leone to The LaRouche Compaig" or to
other @roaoetiOlO reledo to Lyndon H, LOftOUe.~

N



CrC

0
QUESTION$

Tel LARRY ING[E,8

w~th peger~d to tte !IpOOf4C rPOOPtedl *Ontrbut1O~ow' OP@|ecited In the eccompenving letter, Iploooe state w~etne@F you
intonded to uake a contribution or* loan to The La ROU@hO

Caoale gn.

~LASC"4Oh'~ ~

If you did -ot intend to e~e a *@ntributifo or !oen, plie

euplai- t~e cirgumten@e gerpoijndin@ the reeeipt by The

Lae~ouChe Cempaign of the moniee involved, ineludtno, but nOt

limited to

o, any oeer1ie contacts IhICh you say have hod wth
secific4 peppoeofltotiVoe of the Committee or with
'epreooettves of ether ogeantiations relaeod to
Lyndon 4, LaftouehOU in thie regaprd, lese fgpnioh the
nomesoOf eoh and every repoeontotivel

any earlier uses of your credit card number to makO¢ontr4t utlonS or loans to Tee LaRouche Cempaign or to

otlep orgonizatioi$ related to LynOo M* LaRouoheo



* Gcc # ~oS

Deebr28, 1984

Federal Election Corrmission
Office of the General Conel
1325 'K Street, N. W.
Washingx, D. C. 20463

Attn: Anne Weisseriborn

Dear Ms. Weissenkxrn:

Enclosed is a stataTet relating to authorized and unauthorized ccontri-
buticns by me to the La Rouche Capaign, Inc. The question sheet
furnished by you oontains ref e e by ime to paragraphs in my state-
,nt ccnstituting my answiers.

I trust miy statemnt, together with the attached photocopies of the
petiet documnts, will satisfacoily orziply with your request for

the informatiorn.

Please do not hesitate to request further information if you deen it
necessary.

L)



Sb S)
QUESTIONS

TOI GUSTAVE C CISAtR

With regard to the specific repred cOntributionl Or loancited in' the accOmpanying letter, leooe StateS
a. Whether you intenaed to 'eke a contribution or lean to

The LaRouche Campaigng

be  NWhether you subsequently tOok aCtiOi to obtainl a refundO
or to remove a chargo from a credit card acCOUnt
related to this reDpod cOntribution Or l•oan.

If you did not intend to make • COntribution or loan, pleaee
owplain the circumstances surroundinlg the roeeit by The
LaRoucho Campaign Of the 'enio• involved. incluaing, but not
limited to
g, any Oerier contocts you may have had with s~oeific

represeltative of the committeo or with reopooenttvoo
of other organilotions related to Lyndon H9 L*Roueo
inl this regard, Please fUrnish the names of Oeh end
e very rpresenOtativOg

be any earlior uses of your credit cord number to mole
Contributions or loans to The La~ouche Campaignl Or to
other orglan~iatiOnl related to Lynoon H, LaROuche,

If you did tako action to revoee tee seocific transaction
cited in the aCCOmpanying letter, please stateS

ao  hat office Or individual yOU contactedg

o ten this action was taken,

"-.Z



S S

STATFEN REANG~ T[O AUTHCRIZED AND UNAUrIHMiRIZED c)NTRIBUTIONS BY
'ELA RCUC , C tAI( 4, .INC.

1. On July 8, 1982, I contributed $25.00 by check (Exhibit i) to theF'usion Energy Foundation at the Los Angeles airport. This was the first
time I was made aware of the puirpose arnd existence of this foundation.

2. The VISA statenent (Exhibit 2) shows that I made a contribution of
$25.00 to the Campaigner Publica of New York on or about May 6, 1983.
This contribution was authorized by me by phone to the party soliciting
the contribution. This was the first tire a representative of the
La Rouche Carrpign Inc. contacted Ie and the contribution was authorized
anid intended as a one time transaction. The solicitor gave me her name
arid address which I wrote down and subsequently disposed of in the
trash after I was assured by the VISA invoice that I was only charged
f or the anount authorized. I regret being unable to supply the identity
of the solicitor at this time bit, as I recall, she gave a Chicago
address and her surname appeared to be of Polish or Croatian origin. I
have reason to believe that the La~ouche Campaign obtained my name from

cO rry contribution to the Fusion Energy Foundation.

3. The Master Card invoice (Exhibit 3) represents an authorized contri-
tf bution in the amouint of $10.00 on or about February 21, 1984 also made

over the phone. The solicitor also identified himself but I did not
, make a note of the namre at that time. I therefore cannot furnish his

identity. By this time, I began to regard the La Rouche Campaigners as
(N "wayout" fanatics judiging from my scanning articles in a newspaper the

organization mailed to me. This particular contribution was agreed to
xO by me to get him "off my back".

4. The VISA invoice (Exhibit 4) slows a charge to my credit card
r account number of $500.00 for a payment to the La Rouche Campaign on or

about July 27, 1984. This contribution was not authorized by me. I
had been contacted by telephone same time during the middle of July, 1984

~by a female solicitor for the La Rouche Campaign. I suspect but cannot
definitely say that she was the same person who called me on or about i
May 6, 1983. At this time, she asked if I had seen Mr. La Rouche's recent
telecast. I replied I had. She then asked what I thought of it. I told
her in i rds to the effect that La Rouche did not impress me, that he
seemed to make charges I considered outrageous. At this point, the
solicitor made no carrnt and hung up on me.

5. The VISA invoice (Exhibit 4) was received by me on a Saturday after-
noon and the fact that I was being charged $500.00 which I had not authorized
mnade me quite angry. The unauthorized charge was a new experience for me
and I was uncertain of my rights or any recourse I may have had. That day
I tried unsuccessfully to talk to someone at the bank. On the following
Monday morning, my wife and I went to the First National Bank of Cmaha
and told the bank representative that I did not authorize the charge of
$500.00 to my credit card account and did not intend to pay it. She
said the New York bank would be so notified arid my account would be cleared
of the charge. She camnted that the bank had received a numbter of
complaints relatinq to contributions to the La Rouche organization. /



0

Fllowing my visit to the bank, my wife andi I went to the FBI Oaha office
ard gave them the same information as well as tendering the documents
(E~hibits 1 thru 4) for exanination.

.Also attached for your consideration for efidentiary value is a
letter I received Noverber 23, 1984 (Exhibit 5). This unsigned cum~zent
appears to be an attept to disguise the unauthorized $500.00 ccntribution
as a loan.

By acknowledging the transaction as their liability, they are attempting
to negate any allegation of criminal intent by their fraudulent charges
to credit cards for payment of campaign exqpenses.

cNq
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9.

GUSTAVE C . CISAR
6330 5. 721D AVE.
OMAHA NE 681 27

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/27/84
the above individual loaned $500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 west 58th.Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
GUSTAVE- C. CISA~I only, in the amount cf 6500.00,
which it shall repay to GUSTAVE C. CISAR by
08/24/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
GUSTAVE C. CISAR shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

-7

Exk1e~IT ~5

The LaRouche Cam~n

P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116
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Bank Card Center
Indianapolis, Indiana 46277

September 26, 1984

Mr. B. D. Schoonmaker
P. 0. Box 26516
Indianapolis, IN 46226

RE: MasterCard Acu

Dear Mr. Schoonmaker:

.* We have received your inquiry concerning your account. The charge in the
amount of $800.00 will be removed from your account.

If you have any questions regarding this inquiry, please include the
' reference number shown above.

©" Sincerely,

Xjfr - r ,

" Trina Spillman

Customer Service Representative

• (317) 639-7570

Ao



It
C~iY cAA

'ct.

~JJ~2t~

_.2JtZ2A t2. O~CA*~

~- ~

J~

j~ ct~

3 AA ~OL~c~

~ -~

V ~4~2~4 -~

\ae~Ckf~

~.X

\AM

e OO 0



S.
: .: *. , *i. , . : i ...:

€b J

~xp~A-w~

X2~

'I c~-r~T~

r

oo ¥



0

ft

-~-~- ~L4 _

)

C-. 3

-V EL~so,~

c~ ~uL7 -

J~L4L ~4~r"e.~ ~ CL

~-

*~Q?~~ C~

~CK

1; (\4
-A

~z ~e

w

8

Q

b



c~TL~ZZ

4-

22LL~~ 4

C, ~"

a~A~

. )€ o-

cIk~

6
2~ CL) j~Aib.&L)

_____ ',~- iLA&OL&ctt

oo. ---

i



5-

QA
04b-. _z Co-A,

~&

-,o o

~(C4V~.O

Crg!v~

A ~

- -- AA - c, ,

Ca
~2, cii.

~~~1

C

... !-qr c. t ¢wQ

O
Q 0



7YD~b I.

-,,O0

t~ ~b

4k

I
4

0

.°



c~ ~c&

~7~L

-H

QO



weFirst Chk ago
Bankoard Center

U~3/ 14/t.

JAY SCMODNMMK K
P U BOX 2b~io
I NDIANAPOLIS IN 46atb

DEAR CAII*.LER

WE frAVE KR-CEIr.L) YOUR INQ UIKY rf.,AKU1N,
ERROR ON YO]UR ACCOUNT.

S][t=E 11 I(ES SO[]N[E TJ[I:t 1L RkSE: ARLII ANL)
WE K'AV& ISSUJE,.) A CREOI IN lhir AIWJNI

, olDSPUTtOU TRANSAIIIU4 AND) ThE Kk:LAICL)
$O.32 tIAVE AL.%O BEEi CRWI:LIIEO.

A q'US> 1Lk= BILLINh

E. LVt Te*t M4AlTea.
us- $ A0O.uU PfWf TilE
IPINANL&. (ibtlt.Err 01

W" ILL BE. N~lrIFIEI) 01 Tl FINAL K&SOLUI|ON.

USINCE :% tLV, ~u

(.U r €t 3: I

A devaslor of

W The First Nintion Bar olchcag

Smmmw



The LaRouche Campaig
P.O. Box 2150, 0.1P.(
New York, N.Y. 10116

JAY SCHOONMAKERP O BOX 26516
I ND IANAPOLI S IN 46226

The La~ouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/27/84
the above individual loaned *700.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

~The Lalouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
JAY SCHOONMAKER only, in the amount of *700.00.

... " which it shall repay to JAY SCHOONMAKER by
08/24/84. This oblgtion of the Laflouche Campaign to

- JAY SCHOONMAKER shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
"I Treasurer

The LaRouche Campaign



OThe Laflouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York. N.Y. 10116

JAY SCHOONI'AKER
P 0 BOX 26516
I NDI AkAPOLI S IN 46226

The Laflouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/27/84
the above individual loaned 4200.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

Lf) The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges it. indebtedness to
JAY SCHOOBMAKER only, in the amount of *200.00,

:" : which it shall repay to JAY SCHOONDIAKER by
t )  08/24/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

JAY SCHO(SDBJKER shall not be assigned,
C . transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
t' Treasurer
. The LaRouche Campaign



iO 1he LaRouche Campaign @

P.O. Box 21 50, G.P.O
Mew York, N.Y. 10116

JAY SCHOONMRKER
P 0 BOX 26516
INDIANAPOLI S IN 46226

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/25/84the above individual loaned *100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 Vest 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

'0 The LaRouche Camp>aign acknowledges its indebtedness to
JAY SCHOOJMA.KER only, in the aucunt of *100.00,

''" which it shall repay to JAY SCHOOSHAICER by
/ 08/23/84. This obligation of the La~ouche Campaign to

JAY SCHOONHAKER shall not be assigned,
C / transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
f:) Treasurer

.. The LaRouche Campaign



QUESTXONS

TOg ETTA COLINS

u ith regard to the specific reported co.ntribution_.or !loa
cited in the aCCgmPanying letter. o!bese stte:o
e, whether you intended to make a Contribution or loon to

The LaIouche Ca'Paigni

-" 2O

0o whether you euneoQuently took action to obtain a refundor to Pemove a charge froim a credit card account
ralateo to thin rieoted contribution or loan,

If you 1Io not i~te'd to -awe a contribution or lon. leae
euplain the ¢tPCu'stenCeS uou~Onainlg the receipt by The
Laftouche C-oSPiOA o1 the 'enies involve@w including, but not
ltmiteo to
a. any ear1 4e, co tacts you 'ay have had with specific

representattves of two committee or with rePresentatives
oi otnor oPgo *letieno related to Lyndon Mo LaRouCheg
in thiO regaro. pllese furnish the nemaqsof each end
eveo, Pe..es.t. t ,.,,..,

be Ony eartier uses of your ¢redit card number to make
ContrieutieoS or Ileals to The LeRouche Campaign or to

"- othor o*geniwatqo~o related to Lynon Mo LaRoucheo

If you dio tawe aCtiOn TO @ovo~se the sOefic¢ tranoaction
cited in the o*onO lotter. oleaeo statel

a, what officO O@ inoividual you contoctodf

. .,a t/, eerie-L -c toro-. c ). (j'/A
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i7 3rr olo PROMISSORY NOTE

j5 ., DATE:•

j9~'>~ ~

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned

_ ~(coWitt~ f~

rN

I~~l ! ;-- ~~~~.. <=, ;" ' T! .:

'' IN ADDITION, &the undersigned agrees to pay" to 't~he noteholder

an annual rat of '0 Te"i1 '-AJ PeI!.-.5 } -. ), for

~4nteest _____

interest

a total
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PROMISSORY NOTE

June 27, 1983

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to
Etta Collins of Lakewood, CA the principal sum of
$5.076 (five thousand seventy-six dollars) under the
following terms :

1. The undersigned agrees to pay interest on the
principal at an annual rate of 104 (ten percent)
on the u npaid balance.

2. Quarterly payments of $250.00 (two hundred fifty--
dollars shall be made beginniny September 27, 1983 . -
and shall continue until the entire principal and
interest are paid.

The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association
with its headquarters located at "" 4-- ... ~..,aat

'O 207, LOS-Angeles,-CA-4.0G&5. 3 0 . . a c ~

Signed for the LALC,

' Patrick L. Ruckert



Campaigter Publiecltions, In.r
711 S. Vermont Ave, ,Sutte 207 Los AngelesC 9005(1),lti

August 1, 1983.

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

For value received, the undersigned agrees to pay Etta Collins,
6112 Andy Street, Lakewood, California 90713, the principal sum of
$5,000.00 (five thousand dollars and 00/100) I1) one year from the
date of this note.

In addition, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder inte-
rest at an annual rate of 10 (ten percent) per year over the term
of this note.

Campaigner Publications Inc. is incorporated in the state of
New York with the principal place of business 304 W. 58th Street,
Fifth floor, New Yprk, N.Y. 10019. Both parties should be subject

- ' to laws of the state of New York governing such contracts.

Signed for Campaigner Publications Inc.

" : DOROTHY ANDROM DAS,
_. LOS ANGELES representative.

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.



EllA COLLINS
6112 ANDY
LAKEWOOD, CA 90713

PY TO THE.. . .

SLAKE WOOD OFFICE
"A" LLOYDS BANK CALIFORNI
, 5240 Clerk Ae... Lakaeed., Ce 907 12

DOLLARS
'-I

Uv

ETTA COLLINS p /7/@... ... 1I~ 31
6132 AINDY
LAKEWOOD, CA 90713 I

PAY TO THIE
O09R OF .

DOLLARS

LAKE WOO OFFICEULOYDS BANK CALIFORIA
5240 Clerk Ae.. Lake Ce 90712

EllA COLLINS
6112 ANDY
LAKEWOOD, CA 90713 I" "" ~ 16-351/1220

PAYTO THE 4~

ORDER OF

92A&g., 77 a 5//~-7Y----~ DOLLARS

h~l LAKE WOO OFFICE
" --- LLOYDIS BANK C AIFORNIA
,I% =.5240 Clerk Ave.. Lekeaw , Ce 90712

9.

16-951/1120
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ETTrA OOWLNS
6112 ANDY
LASCEWOOD, CA 90713

PAY TO H

LAKEW0~ 0FFI~E
~Y~BANK CAUFORNIA 4 ~ ~ ~ ~

Lebeveed. Ca 90? 52

LA/C (j2),,~4 44-V- ____________

N

ETA COLLINS " -.. , i. - ;

6112 ANDY
LAKWOD, CA 90713

PAY TO TI
"AE OP

UDD AK AFRI

16.351/12:10

h' A ,--. ,,.'

V -
-- -

ETT'A COLLINS
6112 ANDY
LAKEWOOD, CA 90713

,PAY To THE : / ,4" - "ORDER OF , /,=..' *J - -- ,

~x2~

PD Pj3 j~jLj~j~Lj3Lj3 ~O~/e3
I C

l1).35lin~l

O -"n,,"w '" DOLLAR S

~ AKEWOOD OFIEf/LLOYDS BANK CALIFORNIA
5240 Chu Ave.. Lakeweol, C. 9073 I

(' - .,,.)m

• "V _.,-f w.,r "=, - ....

... . . . , , , , .iI I l , -

",.m t,, t,, ' ',.. -,.e.':s .-..,,.-...t,,..t II) : '

., :- ;,.....

16451

~ ~?
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ETI"A CLLNS ...... "g
PAY TO TiE[
ORDE£R Os._ D, .,O£

,LAKE WOOD OFFICELLOYDS BANK CALFONI
5240 Clarli Avo.. Lakewea., Ca, 90732t
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Pt~ V3 ~~S~6!~?

16,,1L32
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ETTA COLLINS
16-351/1220
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85 Dexter Avenue
Watertown, MA 02172

September 14, 1984

Regional Chief Inspector
Postal Inspection Service
1633 Broadway, Second Floor
New York, NY 10097
Attn: Consmer Protection Fraud Unit

Dear Inspector:
I sin writing you concerning a very serious problem that I have

been coping with over the past several months. It deals with my as-
sociation with the LaRouche Campaign. I would like to lodge a formal
complaint regarding their underhandedness with respect to their
fraudulent, unauthorized use of my credit card.
:D My first contact with the LaRouche people was back in December

of 1983. It was at the United Airlines, take-off and departure area
of Logan Airport in Boston, Mass. I was there seeing off a close
,.elative and upon leaving I passed by five or six men distributing
La~ouche literature. We began talking ad I was persuaded to give
thena my name for purposes of subscribing to their newspaper, "New"6 olidarity." Some time later I received a phone call from the La-
Ouche Campaign asking for my credit card number so that they could
bill me for my annual subscription fee of $25. I complied.
- Since then, I was deluged with phone calls asking me for con-
t..ibutions and to be one of their delegates to various eonventions
a crosz the country. I told them that I was in no position finan-
cially, or otherwise, to do either. Finally, around May 15, after
several phone calls and many persuasive arguments later, I loaned
them .1500, to be charged to my credit card. This was with the un-
derstanding that it was a temporary loan, and they assured me that I
would be paid back in monthly installments by July 21, 1984. This
was not the case, however. I started receiving phone calls asking
for additional funds and for an extension of the $500 loan to Sep-
tember 15. They even went as far as to ask for an authorization to
borrow $1000 on my card, stating that my wife has a $1000 credit
limit on my account. This sounded totally ludicrous to me, for my



wife has no signatory privileges on nmy card, whatsoever. I told them
"NO," and they hung up. Pour minutes later, they called again arndasked, for money. "Absolutely not,", I said, "My liability is limited
only to my newspaper subscription, not to making grants."

I received my May credit card statement on June 10. I was sur-prised and shocked to see a charge in the amount of $975.00, by theLallouche Campaign. I waited for one of their phone calls for an ex-planation. It never came, nor did any of their promised loan pay-
ments. Finally, in mid July, they called me while I was out, andleft a n'vne and number for me to contact; a Mr. Mike Gelber, of166 Ashmont Street, Dorchester, Mass. 02124. Phone: (617) 287-0052.

The next day, someone else from the campaign called with a re-quest for additional money. I told him that the campaign owes memoney. He pleaded ignorance of this fact, and said that I wouldhave to speak with somebody else concerning it. This just left me
-speechless and with a strong suspicion that I have been taken.This same person called again, asking for more of the same. I toldN him that I was thinking of contacting the Attorney General's Office- if I did not start receiving my money. We hung up with each otherand within five minutes he called back and begged me to wait anoth-: er ten days. He said at that time I would receive a check for $275,. and the same each month till fulfillment of the $975.00. He thensaid, "If you don't receive anything by then, you could go to theAttorney General, or anyone else, for that matter.- So, I waited.'r) A month had passed, still no check. I finally got in contact^with Mr. Gelber. He went into a spiel on how much good the LaRoucheCampaign had been doing all across the country. I stopped him there.All he was telling me was that the end justified the means. I toldhim that I didn't want to hear any more of that, and that I wanted mymoney back by the end of the week. He then stated that he had autho-rized their treasurer to send me a check in the amount of $250 thatpast week, and that I would be receiving it shortly. Still nothing.I called him again on September 4, when again he promised payment.cannot go on like this any longer. Something has to be done to pro-tect us law-abiding citizens from these sort of scams. I have no



Page3

recourse but to bring this matter into the hands of a proper consumer
protection agency, such as yourself, in order to resolve it. Enclosed

are photocopies of various related documents. I've also sent a copy

of this letter to the Laflouche Campaign and to the Attorney General's

Office here in Boston. Anything you could do to help me would be

greatly appreciated. Thank you very much.

Yours very truly,

Patrick B. Stiriti

PBs/pj r
Enic.

C: Department of the Attorney General
Consumer Protection Division

~One Aehburton Place
" Boston, MIA 02108

-: Laflouche Campaign_
.: Regional Headquart ers

P. 0. Box 2150-GPO
-..:,New York, NY 10116

Leflouche Campaign
~304 V. 58th Street-Fifth Floor
- New York, NY 10019

Attn: Treasurer

. ~a49



The LaPouche "Campaign
P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, Nl.Y. 10116

P,* B. STIRITI
85 DEXTER AVE.
WATERTOWN MA 02172

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/21/84the above individual loaned $500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New Yfork. New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
P. B. STIRITI only, in the amount of $500.00,
which it shall repay to P. B. STIRITI by
07/21/ 84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
P. B. STIRITI shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



RnmtNrm A.A.

Dan,w Gwmesr

PETER Btnsroc

c unr radswa. Prc ho

*STATEOF NEW YORK"
DEPARTMENT OF LAW

Tin WuIIW TwAD CI:,rErm
.Ncew YOeth, N Y 10047
(212) 488-2541

Mr. Patrick B. Stiriti
85 Dexter Avenue
Watertown, Ma 02172

Date: November 7, 1984

Re: Our File No. :87169Company: LaRouche Campaign

Dear Cons umer :

We have received your letter regarding the above named
firm. Your letter does not seek our assistance for a specific
complaint; rather it alerts us to a problem of which you think
we should be aware.

We have noted our files accordingly. If in the future
you require our assistance, you are invited to submit a _
co'npl ai nt.

JRW: sp JA1S'W , WALTERSBU$ EAU OF CONSUMESR FRAUDS
NDPROTECT EO'

Note: If you need further assistance, we suggestyou contact the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

F 5 (12/80)
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QUgST lONI

TOO RORKARY PITOSA

With regard to the specific Ported cOnltributiOn Or loanleited in the oecompenying letter, plese stitol
o, whether you intended to make a contribution or l•on to

The Leneuche CamPoigni

De Whether you subseauontly took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a chargo from a *Pedit card accOUnt
rOeted tO this eo~red contribution or loon,

If yOU did net itnd te 'eke• a ontributiOn Or loan, pleaoe
omploin tho eireusotoneoo surrounding the roceipt by The
Lemevehe Campaign of the monie involvod. including, ut rnot
limilted to
a• any eaPlier enftets ou mayOO he• ha with specifi€

rpreseOntatives ef thO cOmittee or with rpresenOtatives
of ether eoeoteons related to Lyndon H• LoRouego
in this regoad. |OOOO furnish the name of each and4
every rpreeootoet Iveg

o• ony oorller uoes ef veur eodit card number to make
contributions Or leans tO The Laotouoho Campign or tO
eter oreonleotiens related to Lynldonl Ie LoRoucheo

II veu did toko oeteo te reverse the spefic¢ trenseotion

sited in the oaceeenving lotter, Please stateI

a• what office er individuol you contactod/

When thi0 •otien wa• taken,

a.



I

QU[STIONS

TOt .LV ANO. O0NW

|e With regard tO the ecifie PeOOrted contributionl oP loan
cited in the accompanying letter, please states
a, WhetheP you intended to make a cOntributon or loan tO

The LeoOuche Campeigng

be  Whether yOU Oubseaontly took action to obtain a refvnd
or tO Pe~Ov@ a ChoPO. from a credit Oard accOunlt
related tO this reported contribution Or lOan,

2: a. If you did not itend to Oeo 0 Cotribution or loon, please
emplain the *ircqameneo surrounding the reetD by The

* Loflouceo Compaign of the monies involved. inoluding1 but net 4.
limited to
ao ony corlier conltto you may hovo hod with ope!ific

C ~ rOePreOOtOtivOO Of the ommtteeO or with rPresenf|ttVes
Of ethor Orgenieotiono related to Lyndon N, Laoueo

* |in thiO regard, elease furnlish the namesO of Oach Ond

* O Ony earier uses Of your credit ard4 nlumber to wOkOe
*Ontri~utiOnO Or leans to The Loftouche Campaign Or to
~OthOr eranigtiOnO reletOa tO Lyndon N, Laotouche

3, If you did takO aetiOn tO reverse the specific transetion
cited in the oeeoewonvino letter, ploseo statel,

ao What OffiOe Or individual you eontaoedoo4

Do Whon thiO action was taken,



*+~ . :++ \ . ..++ ++, 6n CC.D.c~c

e m~j an, N. OD.

Federal Election Committee

Ken[neth Gross

Xnreard ttou letter, I am inloig op f .. is il

sho 8wing two pa.yments t LaRouche caupain. F r,'+.

Tour agent in Chicago was told that all contributions or payments must b , >.;-
authorized by me (Pearl Roen). I hope this is coz~idential-- my husband~A-.h+.-
the very bed practice of not being able to say "no" to anyonw.( I know.t q r- "'' 5-
sounds rediculous, but true) conaequently, I have been made the one only who .

can auttrorize any amount over tue phone. The agrent in Cnicago is aware of
this but we 1uhby enough to get Leland when I was not at ho=e. Be wan8 told _
that this 8700. he wanted v a Just a loan to be paid i: a week. Evidently he :
kept the 3300. ;

A. fter three weeks and no word fro. then I called Visa and told then the charge+:i:)+
,+ ys not autborlseJ by me. They vere great about handling this. We were credited :

> The reon trey had our cedLt card m~ber we8 for a subeription to the BR...i

C ~ ma~:ine. Ve have since esked to have our Visa card changed to another "'

\C) nber. ?hAIi agent and his partnepe'Yat* are still herrssing us so that now when
SI hear a.y of t der voices I Just hang uaP,

"- Ihope this vili emplain a~~ltn1 that youee t, ~w.,+:

' , ++ Sin e ely, i . .. - .
U. .. .f+la+m4+ ...

I
. . , - • • . .. . .. .



. 6cx4Kp~~*
~$~&; ~ QUISTIOWS

With reseled to the spegific reported eontribution or 1ee•" -.

cited in the accompanying letter, pleen sttes ..L. •
ao Whether you itended to make 0 glontribution or 1eo~ to ...A.

The Leooueo Cemleoign! p-.,

be NWhether you subeequently took action to obtoin a refund .. .
or te remove a chorgo from a ceodit carod aeount
related to this reportedcnt~iblutionor oa Ono,

~~" _ !~

If you did net intend to makoe a ontrib~ution Or loen, P*OeO s-
oegploin the i |Pgumeo essulO rO~lunding the receipt b~y The .,.. -

Simited to ,
a, o eny eorlier on~tacts you may hove had wth speific

repesetatveeof the citeei or with repreoentatives
of ether ergenieesreolaeod to Lvndon 04LH e ltvche| "g '

in this rpe gard1 oloooo furnish the nameno each end

I~o  Ony earlier uses Of yOur credit card numberP to manke•
contributiono or leons to The Laoeue CompaignerP to. i
ether Oergigotions related to L~yndon iNo LaReugheo. '

If you did take aetin to reverse the opoefic t rction
tred in the OeOconyilng le~tt pliton•stteso *,* ,j ..

ao What Offc oer Pndiv~duo! you contocted; , > ..... ,

bo NOR2 O~td1 O o4 ,.r
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DATE: APRIL 25, "1984AMOUNT: $200.00

PROMISSORY NOTE

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN acknow1edges that on April 25, 1984
PHILOMENA RAYBURN, of 3336 Twin Lake Road, St. Paul, 19N
55110, loaned $200.00 to THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN, located
at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, NY.

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN acknowledges its indebtedness to
PHILOMENA RAYBURN, in the amount of $200.00, which it
shall repay to PHILM4A RAYBURN, within 60 days. This
obligation shall not be transferred, assigned, or dis-

~counted.

" Paul Greenberg

c Authorized representative
of TUE LAROUCHE CANPAIGN



0
AMOUNT : $640.•0 DATE: MAY 4, 19 84

PROMISSORY NOTE

THE LAROUCHE NOTE acknowledges that on May 4, 1984,

PHILOMENA RAYBURN of 3336 Twin Lake Road, Little Canada,

Minnesota, loaned SIX HUNDRED FORTY DOLLARS 'T $640.00)

to THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN, located at 304 We 58th Street,

New York, New York.

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN acknowledges its indebtedness

to PHILOMENA RAYBURN only, in the amount of SIX

HUNDRED FORTY DOLLARS ($640.00), which it shall repay

to PHILOMENA RAYBURN within SIXTY (60) DAYS. This

obligation of THE LAIK)UCHE CAMPAIGN to PHILOMENA

RAYBURN shall not be assigned, transferred, or
discounted.

PAUL GREENBERG
THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN



QUESTiONS
6E oj!#beoN

~PlO~c AI:

TOt JANE8 E*o M9ERRICM

1. bvt9', regard to the *pefie rePorted contribution or loan
citedl In the eccompenying letter. PlOese ctete whothor you
intended %o mike a *ontPibutionl or lon to The LsoOUChO
Campoign,

4~ ~Q Sc IA
CrQ&j ~.cLt-&

I ~Av~b~3 ~e

If you did not intend to mak e a ontritbution or loan, plooao
oxplain the circumstanceo SurrOunding the reeitpt by Tho
LaO!OUCheO Campaign of tlho moie involved, inctluding, but not
lifmited to

a, any oerlie contocte whieh you may have had with
lpeeiffi reoreeenltotives of the Committee or withs
PopP.eeltotivoe of other organisotione rilated to
LynldOn Io Le~oohe; inl this regard. PlOaso furnisOh the
naee of oech end every re!peeontot ive

N,

Cr)

any earlier ues of your credit card nu~mber to m'ake
contributions or lans to T e LaRoucha Campaignl o to
otkoer organigations related to Lyndon Mo LoRoucheo

C~~J

'0

,



GUI.,TION8

tOS ANTHONY COTTERJhO

1, ,itM Pegoe to the spolefis 'eporede .:i,,tWUY1n or loon~
cited i4n tho eccofloenying letter, pooSe StetO WhohetPY5
i'ten'ed to flake a eon'tribut~on~ or loon to The LeRousee
Cemoel gn,

U ~i-M~ L0~4all do.. '~*'-~- -
A A~ A

q.. La

- ."q - -W

4SOao

7.5000

It you did rnot trntend to mete C@ tonib|ation or on, Pbeoeexploin the Circu',stencO5 surrOundmig the Peeeit by tI'e
LeRoache Cewosig' Of tNO monies involved. ingludinge but not
limited to

C, any eerlIer *ontoegt whieh you soy hove hod with
specif4I roppooontotIVoS of thO Cesit~fle or with
eoreoeonttv@o of othe orgenieetiono Obeted to
Lynd~on N, LoflOvhO| in thi regord. PeOO~e furnigh the
nameO of oohed eovery epeoentotivep

b e  cry eer14er ues of your credit ceo number to mike
cOrtributione Or boors to The LRo she Cowpegn~ or tO
otP'er o'gon4ietlOns eoted to I.ljlO 4o L*~ouCheo

cfl

(N

2T4t

Lf d.'-



QUISTO t4S

TOS JOHN J, SIN*LCTON

|o ~with Pege~d to the speeif~e PeOPeted *onlPbg|tle *P 1*evl
c4ted inl the cgOmpenyinlg 1. t.~ p~eese cete whethep you
4ntondo4 to smoko * *ontibution oP Toon to The LenOehe
Cemoen,

YES

JI you d~ not intend to metoe * *@qtPibUtion OP loon* *lee*uplein the e$,Peumoteneee *vrPPtinding the Peoeipt by The
L.Rouoh* Ceoon of the monies involved, including, b ut flot
limited to

O. Ony eOOieOP ¢ontoeto whigh Ove moy hOVO hOd with
epoetfio eppeoentottvo of tho Comittee @e with
PPOOenttVo0 Of OthOP *PgOntgOttOno POlOted tO

Lyndon 1o LOROUe;o in thiO pegoed, pleooo furnieh the
nloesO @f ooh Ond *VOPY POpPOsentOtiVeg

0 ony oel er ueo e your credit cord numbqe' to Seke
contPibutions or !OOns to The LO OUChe ConOe4l Or tO
othe' orgOnluetions rolot o Lynoo Mo Lo~ouche.

1!) Z



K

QU[ ST ION S

TOO DAN OTSTOTT

With 'egeed to the ogifig peportedl eonteibution oP ljun
cited in the oe=nying lOtteP, Plea0e otteo Whotho@P- oU
Intended tO mako • contribution OP lOin to The La~touehO
Compoaigno

A L. 4 ,,qA)

If you did not intend to makO * OonTibutiOn or loon, pleooeuploin the ciPeUmstone.5O surrOundifng the eeipt by The
LoRouche ¢empeign of the moniee involved, including, but not
limited to

a, any earlier *OntOlts which you *oy hoe h*d wth
see!fie epooontotiveo of tho CommitteO e orwith
poppooontotivoo of ether oeonieotion* Peleod to
LyndOn Ho LaReucho! in this POgOPdg oboee tuPntsf the
naoeso of ooh and evory PepPO*.fltttive

any oearier usoe of your ceodit card numoe to mako
contributions or !oars to The LoRouche Campaign or to
othor orgenilo~n relaet o Lyndon N, LoRoucheo

6C~CoAU

o a.2



QUEST IONS

TOt AP4ITA Wi RAUSCH

1o with regOrd to the Opecific rPOorted contPibution Or l n

cited in the accOmpanying letter, pleasel sttesO
ao wheOthOr you intendedc te ake a cOntribution Or lean to

The LaPROuChO CO-baionv

Do  *whthelr you IubmIOQuetly took action to Obtain a refunld
or to remove a choreo from a creditt CaF'd accOUnt
eledo to this reported contribution or lOano

If you did€ not intend to moke a contribti~ton or loon, plOOOOouploin the cirCumstances surrounding tho receipDt by The
LORoucho Cee!paign of the monies involved, includitng, but not
limie4ted to

Oo eny ler~o contacts you may hOve hOd with OpeI4fic
PO.u'e5.ntatiVeO of thO cOumifttee of" with ePOeftat ivOO

Of OtthOr organizat-ions la O|ted tO t LyndCon P4 o !uche
in thisO regardp 0OOse furniOh theo naes of Oeagh endC
ovoey eoreosentoti4vo

Do  Oany OaOier uses of yOUP credit cardI nu~mbOr to m~ke
contibuJtionst or loanS to The LaORouchO Campaignl or tO
oth er organigations related to Lyndon P4, LOROUChe.

If you didl toko action to roveroo the eocific tranooctiOn

cited jn tn. e comoanving letter, pIease statell

a. 01t office or indilvidOl! you ¢ontacteoo

,4oe thi0 action wOSte kOeO

If



QUEST lOhS

tOS NORBERT M9 KATZ

wi1tM pogord to the speeific reported eontu'lbutlon oP l~qn
cited in the oeionying letteP, pieocesete wheth@P.y@u
Intended to mike a contplbution oP toon to The Le~ouoet

Compel gn,

Y -~

9 4•

Zf you did not intend to moke o contributiOn or oen, pleege
egPlein th e eircusetoneoo suppoundinO the Peeidp oy The
Lonoue Compolgn of the monies involvod, ineluding, but not

limilted to

eo *ny orliOr contoets which you soy hove hoed with
seciefic repoentotivoe of theO Committee Or with
poppooentotiveg of other orgonigotleno reoeod to
LyndOn H o eROUcepO in thi e Pgord, looeo furnish the
nioe Of eech entd every reppesentotivei

_. ,

! o  ony oeolieo uses of youP, Credit coero numbor to moeo
contributions oP ipone to T~o LoRouce~ Compeign oP to
otler' orgoniiotionl elotefd to Lyndon r e L Roucl~e.

a.l

A



*The LaRouche CampaignP.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

NORBERT 1. • KATZ
9073 LAMBSKIN LN.
COLUMBIA MD 21045

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/18/84
the above individual loaned *150.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
NORBERT M. KATZ only, in the amount of *150.00.

~which it shall repay to NORBERT M. KATZ by
07/18/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

- . NORBERT M. KATZ shall not Le assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



' The LaRouche CampaignP.O. Box 2150, G.P.O S
New York, N.Y. 10116

NORBERT M. KATZ
9073 LAMBSKIN LN.
COLUMBIA MD 21045

The LaRouche Campaign acknobledges that on 04/26/84the above individual loaned S 250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 56th Street, 5th Floor, New York, Neh York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
~NORBERT 14. KATZ only, in the amount of 4250.00,
~which it shall repay to NORBERT M. KATZ by

06/26/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
If., NORBERT M. KATZ shall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
! Treasui er

The LaRouche Campaign



)The LaRouche Campaign ;'P.0. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

NDORBERT M. KATZ
9073 LAMBSKIN LN.
COLUMBIA MD 21045

- The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges -that on 05/23/84 -the above individual loaned $300.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The Laflouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
k4ORBERT M. KATZ only, in the amount of $300.00,
which it shall repay to NlORBERT M. KATZ by
07/18/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
NORBERT M. KATZ shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
Thj= LGRuuche Campaign



0 6cci ~~2/f~
QUEST IONS

TOg MAR OLO R BARRE[TT

With regard to the specific reported contribution or e
citod in the accompanying lettor, pleaseo sttel m

e, Whether you intended to meke a contribution or loan to
The LaRouche Campaign;

be  Nwhether you subseguenltly took action to obtain * refunld
or to remove a charge from a credit card occounlt
related to this reported contribution or loan,

If you did nOt intend tO CakO a contribution or lon, eaoo
explain the *ircumsteneee surrounding the reeipot by The
LaROUChe Campaign of the monies involvea, including, but riot
limited to
Oo anly earlier conteete you may have had with seoetfq¢g

representatives of the committee or with repreOs~ttve
of other orgenluetions related to Lyndon He La~eu@9be!
in this regard, pleese furniseh the naemes of each enld
every reopeetativep

be any earlier ues of your credit card number to make
contributions or loans to T~e LaRouche Campeignl or to
other organisations releted to LynOon H, LaRoucheo

If you did take action to reverse the soecific transaction
citea in th~e accompanrying letter, please state;

a, wwhat office or ind~vioual you cOntacted;

t~o when this action was taeno,



QIST ZONS (A

IO WithI PqOrGP to the opoesifi reporteo ntv'ibvti0n er iilIin "

eited ir' the oeeoepenying letter, pleose otete whether you
intondoed tO Poke a wontribution or loan to The L.~ugoh
C aepa ign e

/

If you didl not intend to *oke a *ontrib~ution Or loon, Pooeeeouploin the eireumeteeo *VPPOunding theI recor| Iby Tho
LoaooaohO coolon of the mOnieO inVOlvOed, ineluding. but not
1 eitod to

opoeffi rp~peoontoetivol o e ho Comettt*@OP wi th
reeOeeOOnttiOves Of otherP oeonteotions oelted to
Lyndon N, tLoPtev0.o in thie @eord. clw ee furnfilh the
nooe of oeh ond every Peprooontetivoi

Owy eOrliOr u.OO of your *rodit card number to make
contributionS or ooe to The La~ou¢ o Comoaign or to
other onhi |tiof9S eleted to Lyndon M, eaouche.



S .6cc 1$~~/7
OUEItZIN

YOU JAROSLtAV' SIYCMRA

With pegapa to the *peeifie pepoPted eow'tpbution OP
cited in t~e aeeompenying 1.tte~, please stete whethep you
ivntondod to meke a contribution or loan to The LeRoughe

Cempaign o,

-# ~-7 J , r-~-
- -' ~

I,,

~- *) ~

( /

a-. L- ~ ~

IIyuddnoJtintond to meto a *ontribution oP toon, lesoewli' t e ru-mt~n~eO *upr@udr thO reeipt by The
LeRouoee Cesaon of the monies involved, inglidding, but not

limited tO

Oo O*nv *qPlieP 4hlntaeto whigh you mey hOVe hOd with
opeeifie roppeoontetivoo of the Co.'itt-eo or wth
rpreoontativ@S oOf otherorgOOnigetiono releod to
kvnen 4. LeROOeho, in thiO reorgol!e..O furnisOh the
noeoe of *o¢h e~d every ropeontativo!

*r• *y orle ues ot your c:rodit caro ru !ber to make
cornt ib~t!~ or 1oari to The LaRouChe Caelg or tO
Other oPgonilatof9e related to Lvrn0on 1o LaROUCheo



r
QUEIT IONS

?0! *OOfFR[Y HARTIG

With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan .
cited in the accompanyingO letter please ateSe _ ,-

a. whether you intend~ed to make a contribution t !0e to
The LaRouChe Camoaigng

YE S

O, whether YOU eubi@0uently toot action to obtain a refund
Or tO remove a Charge from a credit card aCCOunt
releted to thie reported contribution or loono

AFTER QUITE A PERIOD OF TIME HAD ELAPSED AND NO REFUND
HAD BEEN MADE TO ME -- I REQUESTED MY CREDIT CARD CO.
TO OBTAIN A REFUND

If you did not itend tO maeke a contribution or loan, please
explain the circumatOnceo surrOunlding the rOeeipt bY The
Laqoueo Compaign of the monies involved, including, but Rot
llmited to
a, any erlier contacts you may hove had with sOecflic

repoeettives of the committee or with ropreontetfveo
of other organisations roeted to Lyndon N, LaRoucego
in this regard, oboese furnish the naee of each end

o any earlier ues of youP credit card number to make
contributione or loans to The LaRouche Campaignl or to
other organigations related to Lyndon 1, LaRouche.

Jf you did take action to reverse the seoc ii transaction
cited 4- the accoioanyincj letter, lease statet

a, 'what office or individual you contacteog
ONCE TO THE CHICAGO OFFICE AND TWICE TO THE NEW YORK
OFFICE

D, Xhen t i1 actio" was tSken,

OVER A PERIOD OF TIME IN LATE AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER

(Er.rFtey ItART1~)

a,
L')

CM



QUEST WNS

TOl CMAALE8 Wo COLLINSI

with reordP to the opolfieperteoontreution or loon
citod in theo ccomponying letter, pleaoe cote whether you
intondod to moke a contr4bution or loon to The LoRouche
Cempoign° ,,

?1C*'~L~4~ LI ~ (

a.

C~4

If you did not intend to mike * *onftributiof or !oeng los
explain the circumotonoes suun~UdingO the Peeipt by The
LoRouche Cempaign of the mones involve@, ineluding, but nOt
limited to

eny erlier conteotls wlh|h you soy hove hod withsoecffi reoreoontotivee of theOCosttee or" with
resresentatives of other orgonlioteone Po!1e1o4 to
L~yndlOn N, Laftoushep in thiserPOrOd, ploeee fUrnish the
naese 0f eech end every repeeentetivep

f)

cry earlier ues of your ereodt toari number to mote
contributions Or lOan; to The LaRouche Campaign or to
otero organizationse related to ~yndlon H, La~oucheo

J/



QUESITIONS

YO! P094l1O 0IC0HOLASI

With PeqOed to the eoegific rP@Poted *@nt~ibut1@9 P H
cited in the oeeompernyig letter, Pleose etete whethep v@U,
intendedl to meke e contPibutiOn or loon to T'he LORoue4~e

(&~ ~t~rh

If yOU did not intond to mokO * *ontribvtieo or loon, plooo
esploin the cPcumetoneeo ouprounldinG the focfpt by The

Lo~oucho Co~poign of the *onieO *nVolvode including, but not

limited to

Oo ony corIer cOnteOte WhOh YOU Roy hOyO hod with
epeelft@ renpooonfttveo of *ho Coesiteeo or with
ropeeoentetlvee @1 other oPoontletione POleted to

Lyndon M* LeRouceto in thio P'egePd, pleoo furnish the
noSoS of oCh ond ovoPy ropreoentottveg

Orny earlier uses of your credit cord number to OkO
ContribOf' o r loane to The LoRouche lmploin or to

Other OrgeniletlOnS rloteO to Lyndonl M* LoRoucfheo

'0

w . F r .. . . , . . . r ! ,' ,*. r ; ' : ! ! : ',' ' ! .. . ...... " ..... : " : ....... "' r;
" ' '

, ' , .... *'

6c6I~ (o~3



QUI8T ION8

YO! ROSlERT C KRAUT!4

1• N1th regard to the Opecifi@ rePorted contribution or lon
@ited in the accOmlpanying lotter, Iploaoo states

el Whether you intended tO Pa~e 0 Cofitribution or loon tO
The Laouceo Comoeigng

bo  Whether you eubeoouently tOOk action to obtain a refund
or to remove a cha•rge from a credit ¢erd •ccount
reloeed to this reporteO contrib~utionl Or loant

a• IZf you did0 not intend to mako • contribtion40 or OO Ie!
exlainq the circumstaneeo ourrounding the roeoeipt by TheO
Lalouehe campaign of the monie inlvolvoed, includlint but rOt

O• ry oelier contoets you may hae• hado with oeoe
CMegprooontetive of the committee or with seqlntetives

of ethor orooniaatione relot o[-4 Iln '4, LOROvOhOt
'0 rn h he ams f Cghen

c I~e any earlier usoe of your credit cord numer~g to make
LO €~ontributi0ne or loane to Theo LaRouce~ ComaigorO tO

Oterogoni eO4Zti0On related to Lyndon Mo LaRouche o

3, If you did take etlo' to reverse the spOcific transaction
cited in thO acc0'1pany4ng letter, please state;

a, what office or yniida ou Contacted;
O•2



QUC8TION8

Tog1 CO SMUMATEI

1e with regard to the *p.c1fic reported contribution or loon
cited in the aecompanying letter, please statel

eo whether you intended to woke a contribution or loon to
The LaRouehe Campaign!I/:

be  whether you subsequently took actio- to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a credit card eaccount
relted to this reported contribution Or lOanl,

8e If vO did not intend to mike a Contribution oP loon, *leeee
esplein 01 cireumatanes surroundin g the receipt by The
LogouchO p'oign of the monies involved, incluiltn.P.Cut nOt
imited to .
o Oany eOror conltacts you may hovo hOd with *poifl

(o4 esnt. yes of tke commtteoe or with r~oeetottvos
ofother or Igotion, 'elato ed tonon . L.a*oueop

O !in this regard~please furnish t!lhe naese of e end
~~every pe~eneto eg

C, bo  eny oerlier uses of your edit cordI numer~ t moke
€contributions o ' loans to The LeRouche Campaign or to
otherorganialotns relaedo tO LynOnf He LoRouche.

N

3. If YOU did tok.* action to reverse thO sDecif ct~enoection
cited in eth.<ec~ompanving letter, please state| S .

go . et offCo e ! lvtuel ou o~teteK

, ,,,hen' this action a taeenoO

r



O

QUEI[IONS

CrCC•*. "7

&m ,._) ,

r:J1

1'09 RITA 1, CARTWRIGNT

with P'egodp to the epecific reported contribution or ! ean
citedt in tho *eeospovayln9 lettOr, poeeo stote whotho~yb~u
intondedl to moke * ContfibUtio'n or lo00a tO ThO LoRouehO

Cg~epoigOe z-_,

>1 / jkace +or k z

If you did fnot iatord to meko 0 *ontPibut@ or bonp loe
ewoloin the cirausetenc@o *uru'ndinO the reeipt by The
LoRouehe Cespsign of the mounies irvolved, i.neludiuao, but not

lisited to

Oo O v cOrierI *@at*ete which you oy hove hod with
f.eotfIl rpresfltOtllVes of the Consittee or with
rPr*5eIteif|VeI of other Orgoiginsl ~lo tee to

flemel of cash *ndl every PprpsllftotiVe

b, eny cerlier usee of your credit cer -u~Oer to 'poke
cor'tributIor5 or boeo to The LeRouche Campaign *r tO

Oor orgenigetions related to LyvndOr M O Leooueh*o

CN



TO:0 Lynn Seeley

1. With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan

cited in the accompanying letter, please state whether you

intended to make a contribution or loan to The LaRouche

2. If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, please

explain the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The

F)LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not

limited to

a. any earlier contacts which you may have had with
' specific representatives of the Committee or with

C representatives of other organizations related to

Lyndon H. LaRouche; in this regard, please furnish the

(4names of each and every representative; and

b. any earlier uses of your credit card number to make

contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to

other organizations related to Lyndon H. LaRouche.



103 DAVID)N WROWN ,

1. With regerdl to the epeetfi@ rePorted eofntF'bution or loon
cited in the eeeomponyinS letter, 1. e te wt~lohohpvego
iftended to meke * contribution or loen to The Le~ouefr
Caempeig n o

. Io If YOU did not inltond to Coko * *oultribution or !OOnw p'oooe
owpbein the eireuetneo@S *urounding the reociet by The
~Lo~oueho CemeotOn of the onie involved, teuding, but niot

limed to

0,g ofly clP r gPOnltO41tO WthI¢h you *oy hevo hod with

onseeifi e p@OOflt~tiVOO of th Commtteoo or with
ropreentotiVoo of ethOr Or~en$ltionsf POleted to

ii ; ;* Lyndonl I, Leflovehog In this regerd. PleOOO furnish ltho

ii : - one of oeh enld evory Peprooenl~ttvei

o ery oear1ir uses of youP creditt Cerd number to 'wake
€ortpibUtiorS or loono to Tho I~o~oucho Compeign Or to
other oroenigetionS peleted to Lyndon o LoRou6ee



&CC_.. 57

QUE*TZONS

TON GLEi w, NIILE

,With wegelpdl to the, spotl li p.po,,tod conitito,, o,' _.:i,, I
citod irn the occommenyinal !ileee oese stte whethOp YOU
!intended to eko • cotriPbution or bOern to The Leftoucho
Celmpo ein

If YOU did not intend tO oO * *ontpi#bution o!' loin, pleeoeoiPtlin thO iroumstengei supronding tho rocoipt by Tho
LelouihO Cemplon of the monies involvog, incluingl,Vl but not
1 imiteld to

ie eny .o.I$Or *OftO6t whieh you tell hevi Nog wli
seoilfie Ppe*@oontvo of tho Committee or with
rop osoettivoi of other orgeiseltOns re!lto to
Lyndoan No IefOusheuI in this rOgerd, pboi!! frntih the
n'loe of *gch Oen4 every ropresentotive

owy ealir uses of your crodit CewW numbor to mako
Contributioni oP !@oto to The LoRoueo Compoegn or to
other orgonliiorSo ebted to LyndOo 4, LaRo~jche.

C~4



GU[8T IONS

T01 RICHARD P. BUCK

With regard to the specific reported contrib~ution OP 1aen -ctree in the aCCOmpenying letter, ploeee etetolS
o Idhether you iVtorfOdc to moato 0 ContributiOn owNr 'O t

The hLa OUChe Cemai~grn _g<

O, , heth5P you SubOeOuently took ection t obtain a reru
or to remove a c:harge from a c:redit Core accoun~t
rolt@0 to thi e Poorted .:Ontr1~utiO or /

0

LE#,KLQ
/~~.iyw

,~

If you did not intendJ to make a :ontribution or loon1 pleseeOrepli the giroumetances surrounding the roeoelt b~y The
LaoRouc0ho Campoign of the monioe involvoed, inclucdOng, but not

!imited to
o, eny eorlier contacts you may hove h a with *pe@@it@

roproeontativoo of the commttee or with repreetatiVe
of other organletions 'eleted to Lyncdn Me L.OROece;
in thie regea, Please furnish the names of eaeh end

0 I , any earlier uses of your credit card number to Solto
contrib~utions or loans to Theo Laoouene Campoignl or to
other organigations 'elated to Lyndon fri LRROUe.~e

C|ited irn theq aCCompa)nying lettor, please se:o

hat officeor i ndividal you contattooA. r-- j; A, /I,~ -/ -

,_L .en -ths cto was taken,,

d (t~~-r~

~

; ~
* ~ Lu-I. (4-A~4~k~~ (~ 1)LL.?~-

fdl-r'-,O'

S,)
e,"..,-4" . - j

if f . /

~f)

1-o

6i

,/"....,1



oSh 'rT IO0NS

TOS RICHARD A, COOK

Iwith ego~d to the opeeIfig pepoPted *entpibution oP loonCitod in the *ecoiwponyin@ 1ettep, Ploooo *tete whethop you
fntof~od to seke a *ontPi~ution or loon to The LOftOuoho
Compeigno , . A - .

~v

If yOU did not intend to woke • eonipibution or loon, pleoeewplain the .icueteoee OUpPOUnlding the r~qeipt by The
LoRoucho Cowpoign of the mone involved, ineluding, but not

limited to

0* *ny eoPli@p *onftt~to whith you soy heve hod with
specfic e p..**ntetiv@S of the Committee or with
popPoonftotivoo of ethor opgon~votiono relteto O
LyndOn II o eego in this peIDerd, *?oooe furnish the
neso @f *oh and every PospoOentatfVep

I

/2db cg~isf~j/ £~A4~4 A~

any oerlier uoe of your *ed01 card vnu'mbo to *oke
co triUtioF'e or loase tO Tho LaRoucho Compaign or to
other orgonigation0 relted to Lyndon H, LaROUchOo

'7

VA

a,

'0

I

I?



el (~c~5S

oUESTIzone

TOg SlJAAPWE[N K 4AyAT

with regard to the seoific rpOrted contbtiD Ion or teO
iendoe0# to ae a o ntribu !etonor loanto Ite Lo ch'F o

Campalign. O, :,

/,9,,

C-~

4A/

If you did not itenOd to meko a sontribuion or loan, sltes.ouplain thO ireutenll e* soundoing te reo iot! bY 1he
Laloucho ConPoi9 of the mOnlis involved, ing!uding, but nog
limited to

to  any elierl~ goentts wish you mey hov@ hOd wth
seiit ropreeootaivoC of thq Coemittee or with
rorOeioltetivoS of olhor *rgen!iation# re!ltd to
Lyndon He LaIOUthO! in Iti peg!Oao, s~teO furni1h the
noe of each end every roepesonttVe

C

'1)

anlly eartlierl usesl O# yOUrI creit carPd !~nilmter to nwaie
COntfbib0utiof~e or" loans~ tO Te! LatRoulche Campign9 Or to
ottoer orgaiitto'Sr~eelatedi to ynion H, !.LaRouche.

................. ........ ..... :: , 7: :, .", " ' .Td' ,>l ' : 
' :

':' ' : ' !"' ":" 
" '

: ' ' ' ": l ',,: ; <'" , " - " -'" .. .. , "! ' ' ? i " 
j' : m '

........... " .. ... . ¢'!



QUEST JON$

TOe ROBEMAR!E ., VOUNG

1.) with 'egaPO to the *p.O@ifi@ POrDOted: *@nlt~ibtin @P lO~en
cited in the iccowipenying letter, pleoee State whet her you
intended to make a contribution or loen to The LeRouce
Compel gno

ae Jf you did not intend to moto a contribution or be~n, !bee!
" oupbei#' the *ircumotenoe5 suuPnfding the Prem41i) byv The
~LeROUceo Campign of t ho mOnieS involvoG, ineludingo, but not

li4mited to ..

go eany erlieer oonteto w!hieh you ccv he hae4 viQh
~seciefie reapoeontatfveO of te oCoecfttee *r wth
rpeseoontativos of OthOr orgenfgI~tS e loted tO

) I, Lyndon !t, L oucvhO! in ths e| rdOl eboooe fvrn~eh the
, . nonme of each end every reOreenftetiveu

bo any oarlier uoe of your credit card numeor to 'eke
contributionSor Oloans tO The LaoRouohe Campaig9n or to
other oigan4gat4ons relatedl to Lyndon Hi LaROUcei



U ~CC#6c2~

QU[ST IONS

Tel 14 STANLEY 7rERGUSON

Wlith regoed to the specific reported ¢ontribution or lean
citedt In the accompanying letter, oleose stateg _-

go whether you intended to make a ¢OntributiOn or-iloan to
The Latlouche CsffPeignl

bo  whether you subsepuently took oction to obtain * refun©d
Or to remove • charge from a credit core acIount
related to this1 reportedcl ontri1ution or loin,

a. If you did not Intend to malce a c•ntibution or loan. pleese*~plein th@ c$I'Cumtenee surrounding the receipt by The
LePouche Cempaefgn of the monies involved. includitng, but not
litoited to

It oany earlier ContOCto you reay haye had with spegific
repeentt&voe of the commttee or with eepr'elentetlves
of other' orgenisotionse 'elated to L.yndon H, Leueheu
in this rogord, Plooeo furni~h the naes of 09 eef end
every representativei

Oe eny earlier usoe of your creoit ceo nu~mber to cike
contibutio~ns or loansl to The LaRouche Cempeignf or to
other orgaeliatiors related to Lyndon H, LaRouche,

If you didl take action to reverse the spocific transaction
citod in the occo~panying leter, please statel

he o~ ¢eorindividual you contectedi

hen this action as taen~

IE. i ! .--., i. 
-

. . ... .. * ..:, 4* 
r T

" 
'

-- ' ' '" ........... . *,, ,



m
QUESTIONS

TOt CHRITINI LOWE

with, pegeu' to the eoecific ,.oDtod CottP'buton or Vob n

cited in t~e oc~ompanying letter, pleeo StOteU
euihothee you intoflood to aeo a COntribution ouloan, to

The LaRoucho Cao'Poignp

Do nhoth@' oU you beeuently took aCtion tO obtain a rofund
or to removo a C€ oPge from a credit cOrd aount
releoo to thiS (preP•d contpibUtiOn Or l•on o

,*0.

If yOu did nOt iteOd tO 90k. a ¢ont'1Out@Vi or loOfi, *1@*geewplein the gipegmetenee eurrounoir g the rOeelt *v The
Laoouche Caspaogn of the monies involved, ineluding, but not
limited to
0, a ny earlier contacts you may have had with secific

PepreOentOtivs Oof thOe commtteg of' with f'prePOOetttves
Of ot~eP Opganiiotions related to Lyndon H, LaRouchep
in t'ie regard, oleos@ furniOh the flames of each anld
every PeOreOentaiveg

Do Ony OOrliOr uses *f yOUr cPedit card fnumbOP to make
Contri.tO"5o or loans to Tho Loaoucho CaOaignO Or tO
otheP orgoniiat$@o5 e loteo to Lyndon H, efOOUChe

If yOu did take eorion to reverse too soecific transaction
cited in t~o aecoeonying lotter, Please stitel

what officeor ndividual you contaCtedg

ahqn thiO octt@' was takOe

-~ 2.
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4220

OU[$T IONS

(A..)

TOE JAY Me, KEGERIZS|

With regerd to th* opee~fio reoorted *ofnirbui~on *4.srn@~ttd In the *geomporny|vi letter. ploooo oioo whoeitFWP you

I4~ntdo to makO * contr~but~on or loen to The LeRouseo

Compalgno

/'
(.

If YOu did niot Intend to moko * contrtbut~on or Ibon9 ploooo*wpbeo.n the *oesmtneoo ourround~ng the ronloei Wy The
LORouchO COmpdlOn of the mone Invobve*, Inebud!n@, but not

!toited to

me Ony *orlfee eonets wh~gh you sOy hOVe hid with
o*~etf~e Pog.oonttvoo of the CosstteoooP with
pr@oontotiVoo of other orgonlastions P#l~i~d io

LyndOn No LoRouoho#I n thI0 P99OPG, 0105O5 furnl4Oh the

noseO of OOeh end evePy PrePsente0tie

bo any earlier uOs of your credit card number to 'oPe

Other orgalitlon reledo to LynaO0 H, LOROUOheo



C,~CC~A (o~9

GUEST IONS

TOO1 JOW,, A OYERa ,

1e bvet 'qgar@ to the sp@p@tft@ popor'tod cortrtbvutton OP o!i
*lted ten the *oomponytV 1.ttee, o!00so stete whether you
1.'tendod to mnoke • contrtbuttol or Toera to Tho toaouei
ComoogIe .

If you did riot Iriterid to *oko * *ooitP~butto , or boon, pleaeoeweiroi the *ireuefoeee ourreundinO the peeoot by The
LoRoueho Ceepeigri of the moun$eo irivobvee, iuetudino, but riot
limited to

•e  Oany *orlir OP onl~te which you may haVe had with
oeqifi rOepeeflotivoo of thoCosmittee or with
pppeoerttVoS *f oter orgonu~otss re!loe to
yriden H, LeSOVOhOp in this rogard, pleee furnish the

.eoeo of *eeh end ovory repoeentetivo!

ony earlier uosO Of youUr eOIt card ,'umbOP to maeO
cOntribution.oOr loons to T'~o Lououe Compaign or tO
other orge~l vatione related to Lynon N, L@R@Oehe.



*CrCPC# &~5~

OU!gI? IONS!

TOI0 C94ARL!S li [o pOiY

With pe~gof'd to the opoeifl@e POrOted cOntributionl Or lon
¢ied in the ee@ooponying letter, p1eooo gtote whethOP yOU
intondeod toOe o * onteibution or loon to The Le~oueo
€ ampe g n •

4 7;) nIL-

If you did nOt intond to coke * eontribution or loen, Doooowplain the eiPeumetofeooS ourrounding the reeoipt by The
LeRouceo Compotgn of the mones involvoo. ineludino# but not

!limted to

eo ony eoO eentoets whieh you *.y hoe hod with
*oifi@ eepeoentotivee of theoCommtteoo or with
ropPOetOtiVO of othor orqelonono reltOd te
Lyndonf Ne LO~oUego inl thes e PgOrd pieooe fuvrnioh the
noe of oeeh ond every reproenftotivog

ony oarlier usos of your credit card number to moke€ontribUtiOfl Or leone to The Laftovehe Campaign or to
ot9'er oiganliations related to Lyndonf M* LaROUcheo



GCC a5e
QU(ST ION8

TOS q!CMA[L J. ISOVE

With 'eOeOd |O th* esgolfie pePOrted *onte|'butiOn or lgione6tod in the *e.osponving letter. p1.0.. stoio whothor you
intended to sako a eontribution or loon to The LONOUgho
Comoel gno,

6~yvTA g13t~4 i'o'~v

If you did not intond to coke o *ontribution or !oon, loooexploin the *ireusstOneOO u reunding thO reooipt by The
LeRoueo Ceeofoin of the conies involvod, including, but n~t
limitOd to

•e  eny eaPlier contootO whieh you soy hOVe hod with
speific ro~rosontotivoo of the Cossittoo or with
pepposontotivoe of other oPooniietne roeod to
Lyndon No Loftevehop in this 'ogoPde *loooo furniOh the
noses of ooeh ond every rpor.oentotive!

anY earnerP uses Of your credit card 9userO to mokocontributiono or lgone tOo aouche Compalon or to
OthOr Organisotions rOlated to Lyndon e LOROuce.O



_ C~&c2~ 4

QUE8STI!ONS

TOS ThOMAS Es PUCCY

with r'ogoad to the oecifi© ropor'tod ¢ontr'4nution or' o
citeGl in the accompa'ylrg lettor'. ploaoo state whether you
intendecl to meke a contribution or' loan to The LaRouee
Caemoeo n •

Jf you difi not Intendl tO maeO a contPribution O' lo~t *loee
exolein the |CirUotetc@S SUPPOUnding th fe P'@@@iot b~y The
Laoue ca C-feln of to monioe involvod. inclgdingew but tOt
I mi too to

a, ony oo'hI~oP contocts whiCh you may he nod with
Opectflc ro'eoosetotlveo of the Committee or' with
PegPoooaettvoo of ot~oP or'ganiiationo r'Olated tO
Lyndon "o La~b@uChe! in thiO Pegaro pleas.O furnioh the

naes *f each auG every Pear'omentativ.!

o, any eaelie U5eo of your' Peait €opel nffiOr' tO make
€ontfl~tr'toAS Or' loano to The La~oue0he Campaign or' to
othor' oeeanloations related to L~yndlon N, !LOROUche

-~ I(CM~~ v~a~S.t~/4 4,'~s..
£5 u4uri/ *73'/ f~~ff _fr~Ef -
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THOMAS E. NORA
118 Tudor Court

Lakewood, New Jersey 08701

December 28, 1984:...

Federal Election Commission
Office of the General Counsel 

-

1325 K Street, N.W. "

Washington, D.C. 20463 r .

Attention: Ms. Anne Wissenborn

Re: M1R1852

, Dear Ms. Weissenborn,

O In response to your letter and questionnaire dated

December 21, 1984. Question 1, Parts A 6 B have been responded

O4 to on the questionnaire.

O In response to Question 2, Part A, the initial contact was

> : made at Newark Airport when I was given a free copy of a publication,

the name of which is Fusion Energy. At that time, I was told that

- if I'd like further information they would be happy to send it to

me and in response I gave them a business card. I received, for

~some time, copies of this publication which I found informative.

~Approximately one and one half years ago, I was contacted by

~an individual from an organization, the name of which is, Executive

Intelligence Review. Unfortunately, I do not remember the name of

the individual who made the initial contact. I was sufficiently

curious about the Executive Intelligence Review to subscribe for

one year to that publication, during which time I read a few

articles and found that I was not interested in renewing my

subscription.

In response to Question 2, Part B, the earliest use of a

credit card was to pay for the subscription to the Executive

Intelligence Review. It was used at a later time to obtain a

number of copies of books by Mr. Lyndon H. LaRouche which I found

for the most part very difficult to read and virtually impossible

to understand. I believe at one point I did make one $25 contrib-

ution to his campaign fund but can not recall whether it was made

in the form of a check or credit card.



Federal Election Commission
Ms. Anne Weissenborn
December 28, 1984
Page 2

In response to Question 3, Part A and Part B, please see

the enclosed copy of the Master Card statement dated August, 1984

as well as a copy of a letter from me to the First Jersey National

Bank dated August 14, 1984 in which I stated the charges shown

on the August statement for contributions to the LaRouche campaign

in New York totaling $1000 where not authorized by me. The

campaign contribution charges which appear on that statement

where later removed by the Bank.

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate

tO contact me.

Yours truly,

- Thomas E. Nora

C'4

TEN/dr
e nc los ure s



TOS THQI4AS £ NORA

I0 With pegepd to th~e 8pecific peported contrib~ution or loan

cited in th. ecco.,lpany4ng letter, p~leaoe staeSe
a, whether you nltende~d to makO a cOfnttiDutiOn r loonf to

The LaoRouCho CamPotgng ,'v'o

0 owhetr you euoseOueU~tly tdooe action to obtain a refundt
or to rewove a ChO~gO from a crodit C.rd account
related to this reported contribution oP lOano

I.... If you did not itndC to move a contribution oP loon, pleoeso
oa!explan theo ~uetaeeoe surroundinfg the Poeoe1Dt by The
L.~oucho Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not

11limited to
a, ony earlier contacts you may haeve haod with seeifef€

po~rpresentativeS of the eommittee or wthl ro! rO$Ontotivos
~~~of other orgeanietionso related to Lyndcon He , LaRogehep

inl this regard, *lees0 furnish the nomes of oeh and
- every reproeont oti4veg

Oo oany ear!ier uoe of your ¢credit Card number! to moke
contributions or loans to The Lo~oucho Compoign or to
OthOr organ1iati0ons roeted to Lyndon 4. LaqOUCheo

3, Jf you did take act4O to reverse the socific transaction
citedJ in the accompanying letter, oloeaso stteso

a, whet office or" individua you contaCtOed|

0o u On t~is actiOn wasl taenO.



0 eTHOMAS E. NORA
118 Tudor Court

Lakewood, New Jersey 08701

August 14, 1984

First Jersey National Bank
P. 0. Box 977
Jersey City, New Jersey 07303

Attention: Mrs. Phyllis Stauffer
Customer Service Department

"qRe" Master Card No.

Dear M4rs. Stauffer:

?Please find enclosed a copy of my Mastercard statement dated August 6, 1984.

On this statement are listed three charges from "THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN

('NEW YORK" totaling ($1,000.00) ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS.

"X1hese charges were not authorized by me. Please have the above mentioned

....charges removed from my bill.

"*:I also request that this matter be turned over to your Security Department

for further action.

4!f I can be of any assistance, please feel free to contact me. Mly office
Phone Number is (201) 241-4400.

Very truly yours,

Thomas E. Nora

TEN/f g
Enclosure



QUEST ON ....

TOO JACK GORDOO4

with OgawPd tO the seciofic popooted cont~ibutiOn or IOancited in the *ccomoenyiug lettor, peeo stteo whether you
1 tonded to woke a contribution or loea to The Lo~oueho

If you did nOt intend to *ike a contpibution oP loon, pleoexpaiot thO *erqejmsten~oo surrounding the reoipt by The
Laflouceo Coepoign of the monioe involved, includinO, but not
limited to

o. ony eoelier contoets which you woy hove hod with
os~eifice oreoooltotive of the Costteoo or with
re Pooentotivoo of other orgonigotions reloted to
Lynd0n 1, LoRouep! in this e pged, 01ooCc furnish the
nams of each and every roepeentotivej

Ge  any earlier uesoe Ofyour credt card number tO woke
Cotributlo~a or loans to The Lafouche Campaign or to
otere orgariaatio'e related to Lynon 4i LoRoucheo

C~J



QUEST IONS

TOt DIANE PL.OEGER

With regard to the secific1( reported :ontribution or Ibancited i t ho acc(Ompanying letter, please stoto.
a0 ,berber you intonoe d to mate a c:ontribution O Oi to

The LaRouchi Camoaigng

Oe Whetter you subsequently took ec:tion to obtin a refufld
or to remove a chaerge from a CrPedit card •(cCOUnt
related to this reported (:ontribution or loan.

Zf yOU did not intend to make a c:ontribution or loan, ploooo
*xp)@in the *ireumetan(:s surrounlding the reeeipt by The

LaRouehe compaign of the mone involvod. in(cluding, but not

limited to
oo ony earlier (:onte~te you may hove had with spOgifig

rPresentat&Oives of the Committee or with rPrePenttivOS
Of other organigotions roeated to Lyndon M, LOROgeho!
in thie regord, Ploese furnioh the naesO Of ech and
every repreeentattvel

bo  eany earlier uees of your c:redit caerd number tO moke
c:ontributions or loans to The LaRouch e Compaign or to
other OrganliatiOns roetod to Lyndon o LaROu~he.

Jf you did take ac:tion tO revere the ee(ific: transac:tion
cite•d in the acc(Ompanying letter, please state:

what offi(ce or inoividual you contac:tedi

when this actiOn es takeno

I.

3.
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~LC# ~
The Laltouche CaspitlnPO. Sax 2150, G.P?.O
Nlew York, N.Y. 10116

SI)) SURKHfl CT.
GU3LT

MD 20770

t b , LTal ouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/20/84
the bhove individtual loaned *100.00 to TeLaRouche Campaign,located at 304 Vest 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

Tb. Lalouche Campaign acknowledgi. its indebtedness to1M :COORBE R only. in the amount of *100.00,which it aa repay to VMRK COUR by0O/20/64. ' This ob3~igat los of tha Lalouche Campaign to
?MUCOO3SB1R shell not be assigned.
titerred, of discounted.

Edwa rd Spannaus
Treasurer
The Lalouche Campaign

I

0

~Lr,



Laauag..&gi,

PROMISSCRY NOTE

Independent DOsocrats for Laftouch.
P.O. Box 859
Radio City Station
Ne u iork MjY 10101

(The Connittee)

,lrM8td..nB. FRANK COORSER
8111 BURKHART CT.
GREENSELT MD 30770

(The Lender)

Trie Committee acknowledgus receipt--of a loan of .100.O0 fr-n ...
tb hoLender on 08/10/84.

The Committee acknoaledge*, its indebtedness to the Lender only.i 3/n the amount of $100.O0, shi~k it'.  s hall repay to the Lender by

This-obligation of the ,Cooitt.o to the Lender shall not be
assigned, transferred, or di.a.jt)td.

.,, Gerald Rose
.; Treasurer
, Independent Democrats for LaRouchq

t,,

i , i. ,

NL '



November 20, 1984

Frank N Coorsen
8111 Burkart Court
Greenbelt, MI) 20770

Dear Mr Coorsen:

In response La your recent inquiry concerning your Visa
account, we bave posted a credit in the amount of $100.00. We
have also credited your account with $1.57 in finance charges.
We will contact you if there are any further developments in

C)this situation.

CPlease call this office with any questions. We appreciate
" T* having this opportunity to be of assistance.

Sincerely,

'a,0
:, ,- Y. Pascuzzo

Customer Service Represemtative
- 800-441-8300

I.1

Post Office So' 70060 [ Dovte. Deliavare 19903 03 800-441-8300 D3 302-734-6800



2UE87 IONS

iOI ILL IAM I M($RObIAN

with 'egepd to t$'@ •p@@if !t'@eort@O @o~itiibutton or' toen
gited in tthe eco peny!tg letter'. 019.09 etetel
*3 whether you Intended to mike a contribution or teen to

THe Lol~ouche CawmPeogrnp

bo  PeoM@P yOu sut~Seouently toot ection to obtain * refund
oP' to remove * c¢iepg* from e credit @.r'd *coount
releted to thie reported contribution @r loone

r'4 o~cffei~ -
V-al c~J '-'s /

(L.Lr~4. ~ t?-# 4e4e~J -

a.

de' ELW&E~&A4

dQi4~'

If you did not intend to moke a *ontr'ibutio" or loon, ploooo*,Pbe~fn th@ CiPCUI'ltOnCOS SUpPfUdir" t'@ reelot by T#e

L.Rouc o Cemeign of the menieS involved, i ¢lUding, but nOt

hef~ted to

r'Pes~entetive* of th9 Committee or' with repregertetiroe
of othe' orgenigetiong piloted to Lyndon N* e Rouche
in this PO'ePer PlesOe fur'u~ii the rneUel p1 ench oend

be eny oaplier ueos of your credit card number to mOke
c:OntributionS OP lOOn! to The LeRouChe Campai~gn or' to

ot~@P orgeP'iiotiof' related to Lyndon 4, LaR OuChe o

If YOU did tile Oct Ion to reverie the DOcifie tronsectiOn

cited in tthe *~co~gponyen letter, ploee statel

a, wthat ofico or' Individuel you contocteo!

l)I wlen O l *0I'ction was t5le' o



June 25. 1984
93 Cannongate Rd.
Tyngeboro, bin .187,

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The Lalouche Campaign
P.O. 305 2150. G.P.O.
New York, NY 10116

Dear Sir:

! have loaned the ILalouche Campaign several hundred dollars in

four separate interest-free loans. Of this, $300 was to have

bees repaid by June 4. 1984. This involves three loans of $100

C) each. The first loan was mde on 04/26/84, to be repaid by

05/26/64. The second and third loans were both made on 05/04/84.

-- to be repaid by 06/04/84. The amounts aid dates have been

confirmed in w riting by your office.

© To date. ! have received neither a repaymesnt nor an esplanation

of the delay. Please inform me of the status of these loans.

In addition to the above, I loaned $250 to the Lalouche Campaign

about a month prior to the above loans. This loan wan to be for

a period of three months and is not due until July. 1 m

concerned that this loan was never acknowledged by your office.

. - Please let me know whether or not you have a record of this loan.

~If you need additional information from me, please let me know.

I look forward to an early resolution of this matter. Thank you

'- for your attention.

Sincerely.

William S. Mesrobian



August 2?, 1,84
93 Cannongate ad.
Tynguboro, M 01879

3ay Uank Credit Corp.
Adjustment Dept.
P.O. 30K 62?
Waltham, MA 02154

To Whom it hby Concern:

MY August Visa statmaot (Acct. No. 
shous an

unauthorized charge to m accountT 7CariiT in the amount

- of $500 to The Lalouche Campaign in New York (see attached copy

of statement). I had given these people my Visa number and

~espiration date in Mkrch. wben I had made a small contribution.

.: However, the present charge was wholly unauthorized. 1 wish to

have this charge reversed. Also. I wish to take measures to

0' ensure that such a thing cannot happen again. If necessary, I sad

willing to cancel m present card and apply for a new one.

Please advise me as to how I can handle this.

I am investigating legal action on this matter. Please send me a

. copy of the charge or transaction slip for the above transaction.

- If you need additional information from me, please let me know.

I can be reached at work by telephone (497-3814). Thank you.

Sincere ly,

William S. Mdesrobian
Visa Acct. No.
4115 200 215 368



August 2?. 1,84
93 Cannongate Rd.
Tyngaboro, M& 0187,

The Lalouche Campaign
Attn: Dianne Oliver
P.O. lox 2150, G.P.O.
New York, NY 10116

Dear Dianne:

I received a call from the loston office this morning and was
able to discuss with them th. unauthorized charge to mwVisa

S card. It sounds like it could take some time to take care of the
paperwork. but I'm confident that the situation is under sontrol.

- I appreciate your quick action on this. You've bem a very

bright spot in what was looking like a very shoddy affair.

,! I would like your help on three loans made to the Lalouche'

Campaign. The three loans were for $100 each and were to be 30-
day loans. The loans were made in late April and early May and
the last was to have been repaid by June 4. To date I have net
been repaid. I was informed by the loston office that the loans

have been extended to November. I've got two problem with this.
S First, I was not specifically asked if it as acceptable to me
_ and second, I've received nothing in writing about this. This

strikes me as poor policy. Under the circumstances, I think
... repayment of these loans is in order.

' Attached is a copy of a letter I sent to your office in June.
The letter was never acknowledged. I'm understandably upset
about this. In the letter, I specify the loans made. I should,
however, correct an error I made. I refer to a $250 loan that
I'm told was for Campaigner Publications, not The Lalouche
Campaign. I am seeking repayment of that loan, also, but I

understand that you may not be able to help me on that one,

I seek repayment of all outstanding loans. This would allow me
to resume a productive relationship with your organization
without the poor feelings of unresolved issues. Thank you for

your attention and efforts.

Sincerely,

William S. Me srobian



' The LaRouche CampaignP.oO. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN93 CAMNONGATE RD.
TYNGSBOIKO MA 01879

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/26/84the above individual loaned *100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

~The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness toWILLIAM S. MESROBIAN only, in the amount of $100.00,
-- which it shall repay to WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN by

05/26/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
\ WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN shall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



*The Laflouche Campaign

ewYork, N.Y. 10116

WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN
93 CANNOtIGATE RD.
TYIRSB0BRO MA 01879

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/04/84the above individual loaned $100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

~The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN only, in the amount of $100.00.
which it shall repay to WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN by

\ 06/04/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

cN

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Bx2150. G.P.ON York. N.Y. 10116

WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN
93 CANNONGATE RD.

WGNSDORO MA 01879

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/04/84
the above individual loaned $100.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street. 5th Floor, New York. New York.

The LaPouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN only, in the amount of $100.00.
which it shall repay to WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN by
06/04/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
WILLIAM S. MESROBIAN shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



The LaRouche Campa tgn

ewYork, N.Y. 10116

VILLIAM S. MESROBIAN
93 CAWIONGATE RD.
T!NG$ BORO IMA 01879

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/23/84
the above individual loaned $500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, blew York, blew York.

'0The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges it. indebtedness to
WILLIA S. E4ESR0BIAkN only, in the amount of *500.00,

-- which it shall repay to WILLIAI S. HESROBIAN by
, . 03/23/85. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

WILLIAM S. hESROBIAN shall nct be assigned,
~transferred, or discounted.

C

Edward Spannaus
' Treasurer

'The LaRouche Campaign



G~CCz/~c278*I
QUEST IONS

TOI tEI.EEN N[Ett,[R

w ith regaro to the eDeific reported *ontribution or loncited in the accOmlpanying letter, pleiise state whetlher you
intended tO mite a contribution or loon to The LaRouche
Compel gn o

If you did not tnOd to mike a cOntribution Or )oon, Ploss.
ewplaoin the circuimstones srouning t !he reOeipt tby The
La!OUChe Campign of the5 mon4i involvod, including but nOt
i mited to

a, any elieriv contacts which yOU may have had with
secifle roeeeetives of the Committee or' wih
rpreseontaives of othir o*roeniati~e reloted to
Lyndon Ho LaIoucheg in this regard, Ploa~e fuislh tho
rnames of each andi every rpre~oentativeg

-#,"

~-~a.-'

~1

any ea!lier uses of your credit cara number to moke¢ontritoutionS or loens to Ths Le~oucI'e Caypetgn or to
other ogaigalotna Pelated to LynOdl onM LaOouCfte

~vi~ £

a., t



F
QUESTZONSc$~i;~t {L

TOO LARSl TH[LAP4IR 5JI\~4B AU:5 ~

With PegO~d to the eoelfige POrOted *Onte'IbqUtiOnl oP lOanfotted in th~e acc:ompanying lOete, ploooo state whaothop you
intended tO 'rake a contpibut~on oe loon to The LaeRou1he
Caomoal gn,

./

/

ZI you did not intend to make a *ontpibution oP loon, pleseexplain the *iemtonoe supPOUnlding the reei~pt by The
Laftoucho Cempaogn of the monie involvod, including, but not
limited to

ao any OarierP ontacts which you may hOVe hod ith
specific Pppooontatiyoo of tho Committoo or with
ppes~ettve of other orgenisotione roeted to

Lyndon No LOROUchel in this egaroopleaseO furnish the
name of each and every poeoeettveg

b, a y ea~lieP ues of your credit card number to make
contributions OP loase to The LaROUChe Campaign or to
other orggetions roetod tO Lyndon He LaROucPheo

OW

f

lqp



QUESTIONS

703 ROBERT to MITE

5JArg 8Atf:52

with regarcd to the epecific relorted oontribution or loan
cited in the accopoanying letter, olease state whether YOU

If YOU did not intend to make a Contribution or loan. pleaee
ewplein the .ircumetances surround~ing the receipt bay The
L~eRouehe Campaign of the monies involvedw including, b0ut not
imi4ted to

go any earlier contacts whieh yOU *ay hove hod with
olpecific reDPeslentative of the Colmmittee Or with
presoentatives of othor orgonigatlons related to

L~yndon Na LaRouchegl in thisl regard, pleae furnieh the
i names of each and evePy reopesentativeg

any earlie (Goes of youP credit card number to makecontributiOns or' loans tO T~o LaRoucp~e Campaign or tO
other organliat IOnl related to Lyndon H--LaRouchO e ,

'C 8.

.i..- - [ °



QUEST IONS '.~Li 1~~ b.

TO: RI4HAPP iL YANC[Y

with regapd to the opecifi@ PepOrted *ontf'ibution or loanlcited in the oggompenying letter, Pleoo state whether you
intended to make• a ontribution or loan to The LaRouee

If you did nOt intend to wok.e • onltributionl or loon, pleae
auplgin the eircumseongleo surrounding the reeoipt bY The
LOROuehO Campaign of the monifes involved, ineluding. but not
imi ted to

e• any earlier *lo.teete whig~h you say hoeo had with
oeefiie repeentetivoe of the Coselteeo or with
rereontetives of ether eroenisetiono re~lod to
Lynldon He L.ROUgher in this regarde *leee furniOh the
namesi of each end4 leey epoeontativeg

C, any oar14er use @f your credit tard number to maee
Contribution8 Or !oons to The L~aRouceo Campaign Or tO
other organizotlono related to Lyn0O I o La~oucheo

(N

OUEeTIO i



QUESTIONS

TOS TOM ![ HENRY

.4ith regard to the soecific rported contribution or l•on
cited irn the a¢¢o~'parying letter, pleeee stoteU

go whether yOu intended to P~u a contri'ution or leorn to
Tho LoRouChe COmDoegng

C .[/

De  'etIher you *uDOeauently tOOk *Cti0n tO obtain a refuno
or to remove a charge from * credit Cord account
re|ateO tO tHin rPBOrted contribution or loan,

if you di not intend to mate a COntributiOn Or loan, please
esploin t~o CiPc*otoR¢e surrOUndingO the receipt by The
Loeoucho Campaign of the monis involvec, including, but rnot
lisit~o to
oe any earlier contact. you *av have hod with Specific

rpeontotive of tno €oemittee or with rePOreentetives
of otner orgonigotione elted to Lyndon 4* LoRoucheg
in this regaro. oleose furniOn theo names Of OO¢h and
evePy POOPeOO~tOtiVO|

o Ony earlier uOOO cf yOUr credit card number to mate
COntributiOnO or logan to The LaRouche Comoaign or to
other oonilations rolitea to Lynd~on H, LoRoue.e

If you dia tae action to Peverse the spci fic transaection
cteo in the accospaning eOotter, oleoso Stote8 -'

whet offiCo or inOivieuol you contoctodg

kken this action was token,

- 4--.

ao

,,,.
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QUEST IONS r

S5JAN 8 AI: 52
TOI TED ORMOND

.rth Pegepa to the *pec4f4c 'OPOrted *onte'tbut$on oP !oen
eried In the aCCoRPenylfO 1ette~, 0le0se state whether' YOU

IUntF~ed to m*k@ 0 C€oitPbUtIoA oP loan to 'The LeRouche
Campoign,

~ 4~o~/

If you did not Intend to moko a ContP4buttOn Or loon. plooeo
eplofl tho *Ieu0neSo euppoundifO tho oeoeit by Yho

L.Roueh@ CoSPeOIOW @1 th* monieS involved. inctuding, but not

!ieited to

0, *ny ceplieP contacto whiCh YOU **Y hey. hod with
epoelfie Pe pOOsntOtiVeO of the Committe#e~ owith
peoo.6totlvoo of othew oentuatiOn! Peled te

LyI'd~fl Me LoRoueoh@ in thio pogePd, pleaOe tupnis~h the

oP@o o1 eaeh Ond oVoPy PopqboePttv@3

tny *.pliee uses O4 youf c€e1d4 cIaO numbeP to mike
coutf~butione oP loer~s to TMe Le~ouche Cempuign oP to

otefe oPgenmietlofn pelated to Lyf"9~t ., LaROUChe.

C"'.

cNq

S,,R86



0
QUESTIONS

TOI MILTON4 L THAKAbSERRY JR

.it' fegaro to the epecifi¢ reported contribution or loan
cited in the ec~o~Panvtng letter. olease state:

e, ',et~er you intended to meke a Contribution or loan to

The LaRouChO Ca.Palgni

ij~ f~ L~i

Oe heth@P you 8ubS@@uetly took action to obtain a pefutdop to remove a charge from a credit card account
related to this reported contrib uti!on or loan,

j .•~I*~ .~~e4 I / 7. - A*

-4 1 - P #-144- Jp-

II you dia not intend to 'ove a contribution or loan, ~loeeo
explain the circg'etanCee eurrOunOing the receip)t oy The
LaRouche CampaigA of t~o monieo 9' volvoOe includi!ng, but nOt

a, any goPhier Contcts you may hevd haed wit 1 optfific

repreen~ttiveS Of the comwi|ttee or withq repreoenltetives

Of ot~ep organliatione relaee1 to Lyndon H, LaRouchep
in this regarplease0O furnish the naese of each and

every-) " ,.rentvg7

e any earlier uses of your credit card nuber tO make
contributionS or leon to The Lae4ouche Campaign or o

oth~ep P anieteh5 related to Lyndon He LaeRouche.

If yoU aid tate etio te Peve~se the specific transaction
cited ie' the acceupanvino letter, please statel

what office or inaividual you contecteap /
.. - -.. a . a --- .. . ,* F , ,. ..

j /_ -. *

*. 4 tx e" tL4) 4
'a e~ 4 V ie t . -*- h4. . - -- ,' i - -
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7T

OU[ST IOtiS

TOI LES!TER OHo HOYT

With .agaro to the *pegifig Peoeeted cOntribution or loon
Cited in t e *ccoupanying letteP. plee otate whether you
intendod tO moto a contributiOn O@ loon tO The Loloueo

Caeoign, A ,

If you did not intono to wako a Cofltribution Op loon. leeo
explain thO CiPCU9StORCOO OUPPOUndIAO the eecoipt Oy T~o

Lofkouc'e C~epaign of tftO monieO ivOlvede ingluitng. but not
limitea to

ao any earlier contacts whi!h vOg 'cv have hod with
specific peoPresetetives of tne Comitteo or witft

'pPoSoeltatvoo of Other *ooni|tono related tO
Lyndon N, LoRouchOl in thin Pegard9 Please furnish the
namO0 of oeCh anld every reOOesntatiVeg

bo  any earlier uses of your crodit card number tO eoke
contributi0on OP loans tO The LaRouche Compaign or to
other organliatiors related to Lyndon H0 LaRouChoo

QL~-
7

I- , '1'

2.

N

N



p.d
ou![et oNS

1T01 bLLLIAN tr[RRACONI[

With PogoPd to the *p**ifig Pep@9Prd contribution OP loonl
citod inl the occomPOnYtng letter, plooe oetote whether you

intendOd tO coke a eo@nti'bution oP l@ofl to The LoROUeO
Comoigf'

L'2

If you did not intend to peke 0 *ontrittien or loon, peoe
ouplIon the *ireumotoneo ou~Ppoundin@ tho Poeoipt by The

Loeouehe Compoign of the monies involved, including, but not

limited tO

o, ony eorltor eont•ale vhich you soy hOVO hod with
opeific repPOO~fntOtfo WOf thO COssfttoo or with
P eOOenItotVO Of other ergoni~otiono reloetod to

Lyndon N, LoRouohoe/ in th4D rlOrd, PlOOBO furnish the

nloses of ooch enld every rPpOontotivep

b• ImY erilof uooe of your crodit coed uoor to moto
contributions or !one to Tio LoRouChe Comypoign or t

other orgonizotioie roetod to Lyndon H* LoRoucheo

'C 8•

e O



QU[ST ZONS

TOI PAUL C BRAUN

1.

if -~Z~ 4 ~ A~f o~12AS-~ 'q~ ~ ~ 4~41~15~ CW&

~ r

With regard to the specific rePOrted contribution or loen
cited in the c¢ompanying letter, please statel
ao Whether you Intended to make a contribution Or lOan tO

The La~ouche Csmoeignj

bo Whether you subseouently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a charge fPOm• a redit Card it+•wunt
relTed to this reported cOnltribution Or loan,

xIf you-+-- di ot intond to make contibuton or oa , leas
eupl1in the circumstances surrounding the receipt by The
LaROUche Campaign Of the monieO involvod, inluding, but net
lisited to
Oo any eler contacts you may have had with IpIelfi

representitves of the committee or with rPoesenteive
of other organflationS related to Lynon Ho LaNOuohe|
in this regard, pleasO furnish the nomes of oeh and
every reprooentetiveg .-. . .

Do any earlioe uses of your credit card number tO make
contributions or lns to The LaRouoho Campaign or to
other orgalia1tions related to LyndOn H, LaOu~he

If you did taeo acion to reverse the specific transaction
citeo i the accomoanvif g letter, oleasO stoteS

O, hat officO e or nc vidual you c ta tO0

~ ~J ;<)7?-7oC

'0

C\j

goOO



1?S rOIKewev. New YoAr. New YOrkh 10019

06/11/84

F- AUL E BRAUN
224 40TH ST
IRVI NGTONl NJ ODlll

OF AR C AR DHOLDER-

WfE HAVE RECEIVED YOUR INQUIRY REGARDING A
ERROR ON YOUR ACCOUNT.

POSSIBLE BILLING

SINCE IT TAKES SONE Ti'4E TO RESEARCH AND RESOLVE THE MATTER,
WE HAVE ISSUED A CREDIT IN THE AMOUNT OF $100.00 FOR THE
DISPUTED TRANSACTION AN!) THE RELATED FINANCE CHARGES OF
$0.93 HAVE ALSO BEEN CREDITED.

PLEASE BE ASSURED THAT YO UR INQUIRY IS BFING HANrDLED ANr) YOU
WILL BE NOTIFIED OF THle FINAL PFSOLUT1ON.

s q. EL

-7400

10001

,' IR CHICAGO
C7 XflPRT N

RE- F

4) 4)



* .---- vI.CARD _.e,,v _., Inc.
1775 Broewa, New YOrki. New Yorek 10019

06! 11/q~4

iAUL E ! RAUN
2?.4 40TH ST
IRVI NOTON NJ 07111

RE-

DEAR CAR DHOLDER-

WE[ HAVE RECEIVED YOUR INQUIRY REGARDING
ERROR ON YOlUR ACCOUNT.

SINCE JT TAKES SONIE TItlE TO RESEARCH AND
WE HAVE ISSUED A CREDIT IN THE AMOUNT
D| SPUTED TRA&NSACT ION AND THE RELA TED
$1.26 HAVE ALSO BEEN CREDITED.

A POSSIBLE BILLING

PESfl LVE THE MATTER,
OF $1 00.00 FOR THE
FINANCF CHARGES OF

PLEASE BF ASSURED THAT YOUR INOUIRY IS 'WFING HANDLED AND YOU
WILL RE NITIFIFO 1W THE FINAL RESOLUTION.

C fS1TIME /SFR VICE
-212- 977-7800

lO00l

AS ~~~o(FIRST CHICAGO
CORPORATION

0.



77Broadway. New YOrk. Ne YOrk 10019

06,12/84

F-PAUL E BRAUN
224 40TH ST
IRV |INGTON NJ OTlIIi

RE-

DEAR CARDHOLDER-

IN RESPONSE TO YOUR INQUIRY REGARDING A POSSIBLE BILLINGERROR ON YOUR ACCOUNT, ME HAVE INVESTIGATED THE MATTER AND
CAN REP(ORT THE FOLLOWINqG-

A CREDIT OF 5100.00 WAS ISSUED TO YOUR ACCOUNT ON 06111/64t
FOR A DISPUTED TRANSACTION. THIS CREDIT HAS BEEN CONFIRMED
AND WILL REMAIN ON YOUR A4COUNT.,

'0

PLEASE FEEL FREE
CN YOUR ACCOUNT. TO CONTACT US SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY INQUIRY

WE-RE HERE Ta HELP.

USOMER SERVICE
-212- 977-1800

52000

A sutmsiiy o(



TOS JAPI OEILFINO

1. iite' regard to the epocific pore contribution or loon

cited in the *gcOmpa~nying letter, please statel
o• whethor you intenood to make a contribution or loan to

De whether-you slub ~CIoll tOOK ac~o to obtain C POIf~nd -
or tO reove a c0haroo from a credit era acc¢ount

reatd othiS eoedocontrioution or lOa.o,

;" 2. If you clid not intend to mako a contribution or loan, please -O

explain the €|i¢Ug~stOnCsel urrOundin-g the receipt by T0he
- LaROUc~hO Campaign Of the monies involvoed. including, but riOt -\9%

1 limited tO
a. an earierP cOntts yOu may have had with sp ecific

04 representatives of t'e Committe or with representatives i

of other organiiations related to LyndOn 1e LaRouche!
'0 tin thio regO.O oboose furnioh the names of each Oand

o Oany slieri usesl *f yOur c10i card nlumber to make

ContributiOns O+ loans to The Lal~ouche Campaign Or to
!+ other erganixratione related to Lynoon Mo LaoOuche.

3, IJf you di~d teo action to reverse th o eoci fic transaction
clite in thet taomyin letter, please etatel

a o  what OffiCe Or inOividual you contacedcI

5*. &-0 '.- 14
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O0 0@
QUEST IONS

TOg JACK( P, MIOY

with regero to the soecific reoorted contribution or loncited in the *CCOmpernying letter. pleeoe stote whether you
intended to poke * contribution or loon to The LoRouche
Compel gn,

- -~- 'e o~rtributioris

I7,7:.,. -, e

"- !w ) of

1-]o:,:: o f

:'5,O C)Ont s~io-nd by ,'us& n .:.ilber

500 .D7 note~ signedl by eadTs
J..5.O, n:ote signed by (erud iRose
-I000.00, n-ote si~hd by .3usan~ ?. Kilber

if YOU did not intend to moke e tontribution or beon, ples
eupboin the ¢erumsones surrounding the recoipt by The
LoROUChe Compoign Of the monies involved. including. but net
limited to

0, eny erlier couiteets whigh you may hoe hod with
opecific eeseentotives of the Committee or with
reproeontotive of other oroceOtions rOlated te
LyndOn '4* LoRou@euO in this egardP teeee furnish the
noes of tech end every reoreeeti vep

';-*W' vV've ic-i o . --

tV<~ to
- DrornJslcl t~t

rerv~ -to ~-e Uefore

cry ee14oe ues O* your oeOl!t Cord n'umper to 'mekO
Contributions or leons to The LoRoucho Cepelon or to
other Orgeniietions reletedl to Lyndon 4. LoRouche.

: . " - -, - -- , " ..- ; . ' . . : ... -.-

5 J rh" (~ .7.... ./.. )t L .'. ..

"0
£n

Cn 9/21 I/>~

c4/~-

". a.
cN

" , r.' .

i mude

::;,. de



Qu~eT IONS C

a flr.w . rf

Tel TED PHILLIPS

with egerd to the specfic reporte4 *ontrib~ution Or ioncitedI in !te accompaiyng lettlee, pleoooe stte whether you
intended to sake a oontPibution Or loen to The Lo~ouehe

/

It you did not intend to weke • *@etr$~bVtie er been, leeeKxliU9 the ireusetenee sueur'unon the ceee4t by The
Loneuche Campaign ef the monies invelved, ine1ueing, but not

e, eny eerlier centeot$ which you sey hove hod wit:h
opecific repreeentetiveo of the Coesittee or wth
repreoentetivee of other *egenlgetiene reletedl to
Lyndon H, Lenouehel in this cfePoae pierre furnish the
noses of each and every representetiveg

6.. 6

eav earl e,. usles of yOUr ceedi ardl number to make¢ontrit~utione or !oes to T'oe LoRouche Cempaign or to
other' OrganiiatiOn5 ,elated to Lyndon 1, Le~ouche.

/ I /

" 4-424.~ /~dA~

'0

C\3

C~4

!f)

m

6: CC 6'~6



&cc4~34S@
QUC ST I ONS

il

T03 MARRY A, ECHAM

With reoerd to the specifiC r'eportedcl ontib~ution or' toe¢ited in th~e alccompanying letter, pleasle stateS
ee whethe' you intended tO mike a conti~bution or' loo,, to

whethe' you subsequently took action to obtain• aefundor' to r'eeove a chorgo from a cr'edit co~d *ccount
related to thiS r'eooted contribution @r' lOon

F bi4~9L A- ,2~,ed -~r ~ 4. ~ ~
I S - - I d~

mt~*'w~ee) ~ 4 k.1 c4a~4 e~d a~
CAD IhItJ

If you did nOt intend to sake a cOntribution or' loa, olee*wplaon tte @4r'cumtanoes Surrounding the eceiat by The
LeROUceO CampOign Of the mone involved, including, but nOt
limited to
a, any ealle' contacts you may have had with Oecffi

r'oproeontotivoe of the committeo or' with r'Pr'eeontotives
@1 Othe' organisetiOns r'elated to LyndIOn H e LoReuchep
in this aged, please furnish the names of each and

be any earlier uses of your' cedit card number' to make
cOntr'ibutiOns or' loans to The LeF~ouche C*Rpeign or' to
other' orgenleotlons roeted to Lyndon Mo LaROuche.

eo,,,.DJ, bA L+.re.

If YOU did tokce actiOn tO rever'5e the specific tr'onooction
cited in t~e accompanying letter'. please statel

a, 4hat office or" inOividual you contected! i.

J? CAe.t t4- t 1 0 A)O (jt ,jo~tsee 4q4'

@4)



&oc~fr (0 3q;2~

GUES$T ! ONt4 C3U' 7?

TOS JOHN P. 9(JLROY JR,
.1 r 45

With pegord to the epolfig 'eotod contribution or looncited in the occomonying letters pleaee stes whether you
intended to -eke a contribution or loon to The Laouche
Cempa4gno

I i~

jf you did riot intend to rnoke I *Ofit4bUtlto or !eon, pleie
eup|bain thO CiPeum$tenleee ouProunding the Peeipt by The
LeRouceo Campaign of the monroe invelvoo, inoluding, but not
limited to

0. eny earlier contocts whieh you may hove hod with
seofi~e Pompoeentotiy@o of the Committee er with
poepooontative of otero organigotiono related to
Lyndon M, LeRoucege in this regerd9 please furnish the
noeseoOf eaeh and every Peoeprelenttivo

any oearler uses of your ceaedt card number to mike
contributions Or looze to T~e LeRouc o Campoign or to
otner orgenigationo related to Lynoon Mo LeRoucheo

/11~U1C /j~

a.



QUE8T IONS

I. With regar'd to th! speitfi e po•rted Contribution or loan
€ited in tho accompanying lettoe p1e.el state:
O, whether you ir tended to moke a contribution or loon to

TeeO Lafloucee Caml~aign;

De  Nhother you euboequently took action to obrti a refund
or to emove a €harge from a credilt l;ted accOUnt
rilated to thi e eoeted contrioution qr loon,

*o p l. n t iriuPe nce Cronl ke. y

\ " ILaRouoP Camplnion of 1 e ,on es invo! vecd. \¢cludng, b t net
1 as4ted 0

of €) o e sn a eo f o~e komttorw hl .v ) ro Int elves

• J Ievery pe* nativ(

'..0 on~ %i~ ion__too t4i a ucvlte ao",,, o r th o

a. e Ot offitce OP' individual youJ contecteOl

i en tP'$s .CtiOi a0 t5KCe



~5~cc# ~~3qJ~
QUEST Io !

'q1

1ToS0ZL.!ZA'4 C, VIAR

with regoPa to the epec1f1c eoeted contP~butI~on oP 1oe
cited ivn the *€€Omp0ryi9 lettoe, Dloee otote vhothoP you

* tonded to "eko a CortP4butioU" 0e 1oo to The LeROUe

Comog,. o~

Ccrn+rb1~U ti'~9

I,

If 'V'u L%0 U Qt Iteen tO '*~e 0 co tPibti@ Ow' ?|.tn, pese
euplew'th eicecumet'~eee esuouvdig the eeipt by The

LoRouchO C.9eOgr of the Co4e iw volvoot iv'@1udiq o but ot

limitod to

Oo *ry oecu.e Coftects whi hYO yomy hovo hod with
opocific eepeeee~tetivee of theOCOmmitteo O with
eopee~ttiveS of otho. oeg. itetio~S e oted to

LvfdOfl M, LeRouCho1 i4, thiO PooPd.e eee.O furnioh the

uePoO of oeeh *e, ovePy Poopoee@tetiVOi

o o'iy eenie uses o* youe tedit C©o'd number to seke

€ eoto~S on 1o.~s to ThO LeRoue Compeign or to

ot~ev o~geP iletlo1S elated to Lyndon He L.Rouch@,

cN~



QUCSTION%%

TOI 0 L, PARSONS M*oO,
- .,~ :4,I

with regarO to the soeciti¢ eortedcl ontribution or l•on
trod n the cOt:OaDnying letter. plese state whether y.ou

intendeod to *aeO a contribution Or lOan tO The La ROUCho

CamlpOign.

If you dil not itno to 'oke a contribution or lOa, please
•euploin the eirtumotoA¢oo ourrounding tho POceist by The
LaRouchC Caoaen *f the *onies involved, including, but not
imited t@

a, •o•€ e arliOr
- PetPreOe~ta|t I

' " . 'I"/"

COntacts .nich you Pay hae• had withresOentat4,Os of the Comittee or with
ye Of otner organizations related to
)tOvcheu in thisrgad POPO loeae rnish~ the

On every epresenttveg

)

~?t /

K ~
~ ~

a~v earlier uses of your credit card number t6la~
contributiens or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
other ereenuations related t ?n~on M* LaRouche.

e~v~j

~79 V(dfl ?71

(NC

(N

O
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QUEST ION 5

TOS DANIXE! L. PUSCHEILL

." 1L r'1!:4 i

1. wth regardl to the ooocif4€ reportedcl ontri1utio' or loon
cited• in the eccompenying letterpleeiego ottel

• e IWhethOr you intendeod to Iiike a COnltribu~tion oP lon to

c..J p.,?,, ,,.,!-c ,) /.,., ,IA,,4 , ,,A d 6e q b,,,-. &..,rj-i ,. ,,, ,. / ,aAo
).. A)J. bo whetherP yOU! gu~slently tOOk •ction tO Obtainl a refundc

Or to remove e charge froml a credift carI accounlt
relotoo to teds reporteonOtibDut O iOnr lOo X" I 4J

'.- o If yOU di~d not intend to Poke a contribution or loan, pleaee
eoin the circumetencoo surrOUndcinfg theo receilpt by The

oLo~lOuceo Ceoipeon of the monioe involved, ineluding. but not
limedc to
• o any earierPcontOcts yOu may hove hadC with Specfic

epeeettivoo of the committee or wttn pesnoty~¢vosof othor *eohlOti•no related to Lynldon 4 oo veOUhep
inl this PegoPd, 0oeso furnlish the naomes Of each end
every Peoeontativeg

anmy eaOier uOeO of yOUr credit cord nlumber to make
cOnltributiOs Or Ons tO The LaROUChO COmpolOn or tO
Dther Oegenii|OtiOns related tO Lynonf Ho* LaRouchoo

3o If you dlid toko Oation tO oeverse te e ocific trsn !eqtion
cited in the ogeomoanying letter, pleae states

o, What office or individuol you contootecd! -/ ~ 'L

pt~ ,5e ,t,.r ~ &~,i/Jbe ,"e ,.,,J .raaw,.")/

J , d _j j hen. this. action ' as taken-  'y #"' s 5(J h',, , .zZ ,.
a/d y Ae ., s,, :.t.,j .,,. < ,s -."v,,d 4A ,,, 4 atA . ,, .

1i~

CN
'0

/&Gc, / .,

/ea Z,,e /',,-a # c.,t/ ,,-.- .. ,,,'k ,'_,::s )-7 7--36 -/ 9" " " O) ),,,>q ,/:"



7333 o10ott AmilueH.mma. Indiana A323

1ott. F1r~tob. 733 Oleott AmV.* Hawsu. T.' . *63?3'

P~uL " ,remtz * 7333 Oleott AW.o, Hawood n,, Iad. endo~
* .'. -OX 6'A9, I-~oay ho&t, I .Y. 78

:- ! au dieatiu! the oavr .e of ;lve ffmdrd ( 50O.O0)
Dollae for t1. Laeouohe Cea~eigr, Av ¥or., .. 4o dated

' ~'1rese wad '.a £11 the itf/'omtb oo you bevo o tbie

it a reito to dontt ri,. i~sun.d 0 T .0) to tne

'0 Lt.bOQwb CapS1v'n.

~I wouLa e,reexet. a proopgt repiy being s.oot to -m at
".C. %o 6AE), Rtoky toint, Z,Y. 1l1778 end a copy being
g et to cv uon Ct 7333 C1@ott Aweuue, ;Ieamo, Indi~a

'-.,' 1hock yin.

?aul 1. yazhts

rrn(/ ~



PROMISSORY NOTE

£IIwad-AKL Independent Democrats for LaRouche
P.O. Box 859
Radio City StatiOn
New York NY 10101

(The Committee)

1alltlIBL PAUL WARNTZ182 KING R3.
ROCKY POINT '4Y 11778

(The Lender)

The :ome'itee acknoeled~es receipt of a loan of $1000.00 from
the Lender on 1O/Z3/64.

The Zomuittee *c~nouled;es its indebtedness to the Lender only,
in the amount of $1000.00, which Xt snajil repay to the Lender by
11/23/84.

This obligation of the Commttee to the Lender shall not be
*ssinedt ransferred, or discounted.

Gerald Rose
Treasurer
]Independent Democrat~s for LaRouche



* The Litouche CapaiTn

New York, N.Y. 30336

PAUL WABMTZ
182 KING I OAD
ROCKY POINT IY11778

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that en 07/20/84
the above individual loaned *500.00 to The Lalouche eampaign.
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, Neh Ycrk, Mew Ycrk.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges it. indebtedness to
PAUL WAIWTZ cnly. in the amount of *500.00.
which it shall repay to PAUL I flT by
08/20/84. This obligation of the Ls~cuche Campaign to
PAUL WABMRTZ shall not be assigned.
transferred, or discounted.

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRoche Campaign



106 PAUL WARPNYZ

5. With rigard to the sei ig4 reportid contributionl Or loan
cited Inl the accOmoiifng letter, please state:
a, whether you intended to mike a contribution or loir to

ThO Lalouehe Comaitgng V CAU/E 7"l IoOo oE CA j I4

o' ,,, c.hAe% CARP .1-4e ,  .dEO 41y, MiiEA TH.'c s,, e

be  I~whet her youJ iubseuenlyl took actiOn' to obIn ' a refund~
or to remove a charge frOm a credit card accounlt
related to thi reported contribution or lon,

I, if you did not intend to make a contribution or loan. p!le
*wlaion the cltircuss e!e uounin!g the recel ipt Trio
lLORvuhO Campign Of the monies involved, inluding, but not
! leled to
ao anly oerlier contocts you may hovo had wih sOeific

rpresentat~ive of the committee or with rpresentotives
of otter orgewIgatione related tO Lynoon H LaftOUcheg
in tf0i regard, pleaoo furnih the naeso of oech and

bo any earlir uses of yOur crodit cots number to moke
contributions gr loans to The La~oughe Campaign or to
other 0rgigatilors related to Lyndon Mo Lalouche,

3, If you did tike actiOn to reverse the *oocific transaction
Cited inl~ taccOmpaiygn letter, obesie state:

a, What Office or inoivIOua) you conltcteo
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GU|IT ONS
C~~czb4

TOO [!,IZABETYM LAIflN

1.

I.

C~%j

With regerd to the eseecific rpretd contribution or tlon*|ted i.n the oeempanlyi' letor peoe stotil whothilp YOU
tendedl to maeo a eentribution or loon to The L.oueuq

Campai~gn, /

If YOU 4$$ 'net inend to meke a *ontributiOn Or l@*nl p~eael
ewploin thOo e$requmetoflei eurounding the reeiptD by The
LaRouche Campaigon of the monies involvedw including, but not
lifmited to

ag olnY earifer iconteslts whih you oly heve hod with
specitfic repreenttveo of tho.CoettO Or with

L.ynldOn Lau9e , O~O in f thi0 regapd, PleSo furnlih the
fi~~~~oesi Of eilih end vy eppe etett. e._. .

- 0 o*ny oe ore U5oe of your credilt cardc nlumber to moke
/ contributions or loons to The L.A~OUche CompoOel Or to

otheP oPgarigoti@r~5 related to LYndon '4, Lo~ouche

I~4~ ~

"r-~'



c~ &&#(p1L5)~

GUEST IONS
~1'vY /f~4'

6 (&~~4V-~--~

tel JAiMES WITMIRE

WItth regardI to the Ispecific reportedcl ontribution Or' lion
ted in the accompanying letter, please sttese ,
ao  Whet her you itended to mike a contriboution or-|la to

The LaRouche Cam~aianj F L.

be #hot!her you subeuently took o¢tion t:o obtain a refund
or to remove a charge from a crediqt card aeCOunt
relatedt to thiS repor.ted Contri!butiOn or lion,

If you did~c not intend to nelko a contribution Or loan, pleaee
exlai~n the circumstanes surreunding the Preecipt by The
LaiROUghe Campaeign of the monies involvedw Including, but net
1lmttie to
ao any elier contacts yOU may have had with !lpeeifi#

relpresentatives of the cOmmttee or with rprosenttves
of other organigations relaeod to Lyndon 4, LaftOUehop
in this regard, leaeo furnish the names of eb~ and

be  any ertlir uses of your credit card number to make
contrib utions Or loans to The !,tROUehe Campai~gn *r to
other Organi1zations relatedl to Lyndon Mo LaIROUcheo

jf you did taeo action to reverse the specific transaction
cited in the accompanying letter, pleaoe states I-

ea ,hot office or individuol you contoctedi

when tieo action was taken o



QUESTIONS

/ Vt{~4~C /d 0 y

TOS E[DWARD 7rVNSTEIN

W~th regard to the epecifi@ reported contribution or looncited inl the eccopanying letter, please sete8
a, whether you intonded to moke a contribution or loon to

The LaRouche Compaign;

be Whether you subeeuently toow action to obtain a refund
Or to remove a charge from a credit Card account
related to this reported conltributi0o Oon,

If Y@u did not intend to make a contribution or loon, pleae
explain the circu~otenCeS surrounding t~e receipt by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to
e, any earlior contaetS you may have had with specific

repreoentetivoo of the committee or with representatives
Of other orgenliations e lote to Lyndon H, LaRehe;
inl this regard, please furnish the naes of each end
every representative;

be  any oerler ues of your credit cord number to maee
contributions or loans to The LaRoughe Campaign or to
other orgonliat ions related to Lyo o, Laoeuche.

If you did take ectio" to reverse the specific transaction
cited in the ac¢Oipanying letter, please states

a, whot office or ifnOivioual .you contacted;

"hen t!i actio" bie taken,

* zo
'0

(N

(N

4 b W~;S3 ~

&-c(
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QU[STION$

&6C4t&c3&c7
22

YO1 HI[ERSERT NOOVER

W~th rerlld to the up.ie4f4€ PepoPled *ornti#but~on or loom
e*!ted in te! *lCcompirmyig lett~er, pleaee stat.e who.ther youl
intencied to coke a contribution or loarm to The LeftouChO
Compel gr,.. ..*..j.. _. _

I~~'r, r~wJ~; -' -I -

L'~- ~ -

c!-4~~- 4 ~ 4 ~ ~ ' ~ ir~Wt~ /
c~ A-~

~yt

if yvl did ,mot intend to sale a contp$bution or )oen, ploeseeiplaer' the .ircumstanoee surrouing the rcei~t by The

Laooho Campaign of the monioo involved. in¢luding, but not

limited to

ae any earlise Cotacts whih you may hove had with
specifiC reoresentetivee of the Com!itte. or wli

epelo@5lotltv0S Of othe ep@.itl!n@ related to
lyndOn N* Lalouche, i t his regar, oliese furnish the
names of each and every represettvep

o any earlier ues of yOUr' crodit Cord number to mgee
cOntributiOnS or 1OnS! to The LaRouchO Camaignl or to
otreforgaenimtionS related to Lynao' '1 LoROughe,

I



.!!r :L: ! ,, <'!  ....... *- 6.... ....... .#... ........ ... . .r

TOI CH1ARL~l J* $ANKIN

!e *WIt reger0 to the eOifiC PoPtod contribution or lOan

cited in the *iCompOnying I~ttO~, please stteo WhothoP YOU
intendod to make a :ontribuion0! Or bOen to ThO LaoOuche

Calmpoign e

w
4 i4 f~~ y-)-~ ?' /

vJ. , .+ -

< .i ,'/

5/s .2/Sy
k e~,

/* '7 ' € A

If you di not inend to eko b cOntribution or lOan, obeseo
eulllinl! thO cticumstf'@O5 suProuningI thel eoeipt bYl The
Laloucho Campaign Of the iOnicO involvocd, inciuding, but n~ot

limi4ted to

a, any eorliOr *ontocto Whi¢h YOU *SY haeo had wih
specific repeoentotive of the Comm4ittee oith
ropresontativeS of Oiothe *vgenititOs rolotod to
yndon M o LeROUChel in this regard, plOeOO furnish the

names of oo¢h ond ovory ropreoentiivO

/ /7 -. Y /~J.7

.. :- ,,.J -.- _,V j/ ,

7/ rF.. > D" 1i) /."<w' ~ ~ J.

. ' C

/.,7..

a-y *arlior usei pf your credit caro number to moko
contrlbutiO'ml or ba's to Tho Laoucteh Campign or to

othe.or OgaizaiOn rebated tO Lynon i, LaRouche,

/ 6~I ~A. /

(' t- ,4.I

'0

~-



S
QUISY1O,41

* "I,
S f

TOg R0O4ALO L. ASTLE[

With Po@oro to the esoeifig ,'oPoPto6 eontpibqut~on oe looi'
Cited in the aoepm~ayig lettee, ploee otote whothor you
intended to ake a contribution or loon to The L.R@uehe

?f you did not intend to ' oil a contribution oP !O*n, p1....
*upitn the circumstanCeS surrounding the PeeeiPt by The

LaRouche Cempeign of the oni.e invotveOd including, but not

limited to

i, eny earlier contacts whih you soy hive hed with
*pe~lifi roresenteivos of the CommittoO oP with
epeeoentotivos of othor orgtoiuetO'eO #oteod to

Lynldon 4, L.Roulhel in thi POregd !leOt frnish the
names of each and every rpreselnteltli!

Do *ny eae'llee uloS of yoW' crol Coed number to mike

eor'tf'iutio'5 of' loanS tO T~e LaRouChO Campaign or tO

other OrgaizationS related to Lyndon 'I, iLsleu@



IU.tON

ToO hANS JAGG!

Witip Pb*O*a to the *i@ 'weu'Oted *ontPi!bution op loon
citod in teo oecomponyi'g lettoe plooo se t hothoe yo

Intended to imeke 0 eontr'ibUt!on OP' lOan to lh@ L0ROu~hO

Compai'g,

?f you 414c unet 'intend to *ako a *ontf'ibut'iof or loan, *Ieoeeoowplain the gi'@uPotof'eo eurroundino the reoeit by The
LoROU~he Compaign of the mone involve ingluding, but not

!limited to

any OArlieoP eonteets whiCh you soy hove thod withseocific ePpreseontotiy@oOf the Committee or with

peprqoentotivoS of other orononttonS reted to
yndOn H, LeRovoego 'in this egard P)#.s!ee furnish the

naomes of oh end ovePy rPrPOOentotiVoJ

any earlier ue of your crodit cord number to moeOcontributions oP loons to The LoRouche Campaign or tO

other organi~ttion pelted to yndon M* LoRouche,

:: k2 k~ I A ,

- -? V~.

kv~6~,/ ~

I

a.

41"
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QUE8T ZONS

TOI KEVIN KIMN4EDY

1, with regaed to the gpe~ifi@ eeported contributione or loanl
cited in the accomponying lettoe pleaeo steso
a, Whothoe you intendoo to moe* a Contribution or loon to

The LoRouC~e Campaign! S , ,.ti. --. _ o

be Whthe yOU subeepuently took action to obtain e refund
or to remo~ve a ¢harge frO' a credit card ac¢OUnt
related to thi eorted contribution or l•on,

a. Z If yOU did not intend to maeo a contribution or l•on pleaeo
*wuploin the *ircumstoncee *urrouPcting the ee1e!t b)y The

~Le~ouche Campaign of the monioe nvolved, inc~luding,# but nOt
I limited to
a, any •eer onta~rcts you may have had with epo¢ifie

' rpresenOtatives Of the committee or wit:h rprOIesenttves
of other organiiations related to Lyn~don No LaRoveh!|
lein thiO regard. Please furnish the names of each and

"i b0 any earler uses of your edit card nerl to makO
contributions or loons t~o The La~ouche Campaign or to
Other organizations related to Lyndon Mo Laou~hei

]o Jf You did take action to revoeeo Io specific transacetion
cited in the a¢€omonyin lette, please state;

a, what office Or indi~vilual you contaced;al

r), ,hen t4is action was to~eF.



QUESTIONS

-- 4

Tel JUIUt C, KASJSlCHM;

1, With Pegged to the Ipecific PeOOrted c¢e teibutionl OP lean
sited in the a¢cOml'ying lettee. obeseI ItateS

e, Whether you intended to make a Contribution Or loan to
The LaouceO Campaignl

No. I did not intend to make any contribution or loan
to the La Rouche Campaign.

be  Whethee you eubeuently took action to obtain a refund
Or to remove a charge fro" a credit card account
telated to this fepopteO contribution or loan,

Yes. I made complains and took action with my credit card
account, and did receive a complete discharge and entire credit
for the total amount charged to my account by La Rouche Campaign.
The credit card company is First Card Services,Inc.,1775 Broadway
Ne v. York Ciy 00 9. Tey-havke mj alerbool tis. les

Oaplainl the cipcumotanceo surrOunldinlg the rocelot by The
LaNOUghe Campaign of the monies involvod. includingO, but riot
li4mited to
e, any earlier contacts you may hove hadl With specifig

coeoeeontativesoOf the COmmittoo or with epresentativesof other organtialtiont related tO Lyncdon N40 L.oaOehep
inl this regard, ol00s0 furnish the nemes of eaoh and

See answer on other side.

ay earlier ues of your credit card number to moke
eontributione or loans to The Lenouche Caoaign or to
other oPrganizatiOnsl relatedJ to Lyndon N, Lea~ouehe.

If you did toko ection to reverso-the seciefic trensaction
cited in the accompanying letter, olease Statel

a, What office or indi"vidual you contectedp
The First Card Services, Inc., 1775 Broadway,

WhOn Ehig actiOn was te'o,

NYC 10019

April 19t34

see other side.



In early 1984 I received several telephonecalls from ia man who said he was with the LaRouche Campaign. He requested
a contribution or donation. I told him I was a working man-- a
gas station attendant and could not afford a donation or contribut
ion. After several calls, I finally agreed to take a subscription 

i.

to the campaign's newspaper which he s id would only cost $25.00.
I agreed, and he rqquested , for convenneince of lpayment, may
credit card. I gave him the credit'card nullber of FirstCard i
Services, Inc. The next thing I knew was when I received a billi

from that company for $1,034.91 dated 4/3/84.

I contacted said company by telepkjone and received
a complete discharge of the charges. I enclose photocopies of
the letters from the credit company. I have since cancelled my
account. You can contract that company for additional information.

January 4,1985

CM

No:

m



1776 8Omwta, New Yobrk, New York 10019

~4 4 A ~ : Old Account

Dear Cardholder:
Your inquiry with regard to your Vis?/MasteCarde couts is acknowledged. Please
refer to the checked box for an explanation of our action.

O Your payment of $ was posted to your statement under your old/new
account number.

o Your payment was received after the billing date. It will appear on your next statement
under your new account number.

o The S adjustment will appear on your next statement.

0 Your valid balance is $ , as of your, statement.

c 0 Enclosed are photocopies of the charg slips in question for your records.

" 0 Enclosed us a copy of the statement recently requete by you.

C"heamount of $ ~~ in alleged fraud has been removed from your account.

o Please enclose a copy of the front and back of the cancelled check in question, so dtha
~we may research your payment.

Ifn you have any further questions with regard to the enclosed information, please use the
reverse side of this form and the enclosed postage-paid envelope provided for your
convenience. Please do not use this envelope for payments as it will delay the procemirg of
your payment.

yery trnours,

A subtdiary of
*FIRSt CHICAGO

COPORATtON



-, / ilfrru Ioe ttm,
......... 17Slve w .N w xo ok 09

FRe: Vsa# 1

D:eer Cardhol der
The First Niblo Bwn* of Oicg ties credlad your ancunt fo the chres) kn quetio.

H .r for auitn puos a foma beerof ispul is reuie.

I-" n view ofis wouldyou klndlydst and signtheecoie sarand reunI pmpI aln wt

* any Visa wads In you pisulo bein the cq~Ine cn nube.

Ase ,-adissse pxtodugepud envelope Is enclo your conniene.

V our cooperilon In this miln is Wpreclied.

A subsidiary ofSFIRST' CHICAGO
CORPORATION



/ 1776 StoedwIey, New 'Wrk New 'ob* 10819

ADeb ary of~

* eFSt NatIonAG e*Ofhiaohsrdld confrthcaresmquton
COvRPO fR A udtnTuIOeNafra l~ fipdsI eurd



4
QUIEST ZOt$

TOg NARY C, LNTNER I

1. WIth regard to the *pe@ific reported contribution or loan
cited in the accompanyIng letter, pisese state whether you
Intended to mate a contribution or loan to The L0ouohe

Compel gn,

'14 ~
/A~& I ~

If you di$ Ret 1.te'd to meke * contribution or loon. p~eeeoovplain the € rcumetencoe surrOUnding the reeit by T O
LeRouche Campaign of the moniee involved, ineluding, but net
limited to

a, any eerlier conltacts whigh you may hay, had with
opecific representetiveo of the Committee or with
representotives of Other orgoniiatons reloted to
LyndOn Ho LeROoehel in this egOrdP ples furnish the
nomes of eech and every representetivep

a ny earflep uee o* your credit cao number to make
contr4=utlos or loans to T~e Lanouche Campaign or to
other ot'ganlaations related tO Lynon 'I, LaRouche,



o~CC#~Si
QUESIT ONSi 4-

I I 'V' 'i:i~
T03 P4A!ROLO W, f4OOPE

With pegerd to the sp@#$tIc PePoPtea eontpibvt~on oP !oen
cited 4V t~e eecofmpenylng letter, plego. stete whethqP you
$rnternded to meke . contpibution op !oen to The Leftouohe
Ceeiegrn,

If yovS 4 ot intend to Pso C *~npibvtI40 oP toen* ptoeoo*wplein tho eh'cuseton@oe eup~oundtn@ the poeoipt by Tho
L*Rogoho Cospeo4n Of the moniee involvod, Ineluding, but not

1miteU to

Oo ony eou'lfer contot whleh you 'cv hev. hod with
*poeifie Poppeoenttivoo of the Comeitto witv4h
ppentotivo5 of othoP o~goentioton5 'olotod to

Lynldon He, LOROUehO| 4n this Pge OP, 9*5*O f'JPnigh thO
nomeo of oeh end every peppoeentottvog

any eei14eP' uses of youP erodit @er nlumepe to mike
Contrib tions OP loanS to The LaRouoe Cemeiegnl OP tO
othCP ot'gen~ot1onS eleted to Lyndon , LORouchC,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION r ..

WASHIlNGTON, DC 2046B

Ioeoesber 21, 19Se4

ADOLPH PZN'E
14601 E CELSJOR BLVD,
4NNNEPOL!S. t N 55416

Deoer AOOLP 4 V3N[;

TPo Fede!. I!0¢tio CoOsNi5oto, OstlblilO@S in Apri, 1975,
ashi tne statutory duty of ont@reing the Federol Eleetion Cemoig

Act *f 1971, es *mendd In @ofneo~tiOn with On ivnve~tiget$@n being

C oflduet@O by the COseismion, you are PequeIt@d tQ answerP in writing
the etteehe questions concer nn soecitic cone reportedly

re.. pCeiVOO frOm you by The LRouchO Cespelen, Inc.

Ae€ording to rePrt *ubmittoO to the Copsieston by The

S LeOouge , YOUmg uw Ca • w1ortpw)uYvo OP Io• to tnor Comittee
In the emount of 550O,00 on or ebout February 31, 1984_ Pleee
*newefl~r the .trochee @uesti@"5 es they releted to thet erticuler

FOr yOUr corvenioeee we hove oneloood * Oeifoeddressed,

sempCeo envelope fop your resonsfle, we would liKe to Pe~civo en
efebor within ten asys Of you"P*O¢Opt Of thiSlett~ro

'* The COmis~tOJ doe not coneddor you e PoeSOnoont 119 this

• ette, but rether., a itn~soeo lye Your eooperetion in this

inVeltigetior will ellitt the CO~'million iin resolving this setter

e0O is epore¢4ated.

Since tnis intor'eti~ol is being sought es pirt @1 en
involtigetion .ondueted py tne Co.IiesioA, the confidentielity
provisions Of P USC, Section t3lg~e)(12)(A) e Ply, Thi seion•

of the Fedoee Fletion Cempelgn A¢t pohibi ts tho sowing ouoll@ of

any invesetion being undertaken by the Co".ei84on withOUt the
express consent of the person or pgrson! with resoect to whop t~e
invest~gat~on Is being eo~ducteo,

I/ / -o

ffr ... /j ....



0

1Y01 AO!PH PINI[

If you ,eve @9W QueetI@o9Se oleeoe aIPect the. to Arnne A*WO4ssewb~u'n @P 8topo@el ', 4ime ot C 02) 523.4000, OP at the
CoemtsO~n'o tol-f~ee numbe,' (80) 4e2'iq$$O

Tkiank you for your cooPtiP|on and assl|Oei @ao

SinCeOeO!ye

Ch~erILto N* $too1o

BY: KO~nnth AAsooiate
"01 Couuwee1

CN'

04

No gge1osuroGuoot Iono



QUITIONS8

TOU AOOIJP Pfl4I

5, With uegapd to the spegific peOPOtOd contribution or loan
cited in the oeeompnyiq'G letteo.Pl ~eoo ctete whether you
intondod to ake a eontribution or loon to The LeOugvhe

I, l If you did net intend tO e.oko a contribution @P |O*~', pl@oSo
owploin the *iPeumotofl@eo ouPonding tho roeept by The
Laogoeo Campaign of the monie involved. ineluding, but not

C~4 lieitod to

Oo any oow'liep contoeto whigh you noV hOve had with
opoeifg IcPpenettVo of th@ omi!teo *P with
poppoeoeateo of othep organieotione Polted to
LyndOn No Le~ouchep in this rPd.P plaOsO furnieh the

~naes of ech end overy poppoeoeativei

Ony *arlel usO$ Of youP credit card nuber to make
@ontpibutionS or looas to The LoRoucho Campoign or to
ot~er organlietions related to LyndOn H, LaRouce.~
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QUES8 ' IONS

TOS RZCN"ARO S, BURNSl
ii t.';~ L.

with egard to tee egiefic reported contribution or' loe
cited in the accompanying lete pioece state whether you
intended to maeo • contribution or lOan to The Lonoueo
Campaigno

1'

~*~~-C(J 7~

L .1 7e~~L

!f you did not intend to mik! a contributiOn o ~Oen,! poleeolai1n the *ircUwstaneS suPPounding the receipt bY The
Leftouche Compaign of the monies involved, ineluding, but not
limited tO

Oo any eaPlieP eontoeto whieh you may hovo had with

r.PPooontotIvooo@1 otheroe Oniaions eleted to
Lyndon tio LoRouchol in thiO regard, P190Cc furnish the
nomoo of oeh ond every eeeontetivo!

be any oerlie uses of your cedit Cord number to make
contributions or lans to The Laouche Campaign or to
ot~'ee organi/ttOni reloted tO Lyndon IIe LaROucheo

/SIOA( 8

a,

---f f

fc, ., .. ,4 , _<: 'o,, r' , ' v' )



!:7 '& "C ,+o t

g.~T IONS btNHA -'C,

'~I1 : 5~
TOS MARe( SWANK

With Pegid to the epegifig poo@Pte0 *ontgibution or boen
cited Irn the agcompalng letter, poese sael whether you
Intended to make a contribution or loon to The LoNOUghO
Cam~elgno

Ti seec c. ; , e ,e 4e f ft F. O4 Ci

If you dld not Intend to wake a Contr~buitton oF loan, ploose
evploln the cIrcumstonooO Ocv ounding the receipt by The
LaROUcho Campaign of the mon!is Involved, InclUding, but not
imteod to

eo  Ony OOa!rO le ontocts which you soy hove hod with
ooecific orpeentotlvoe of the COeslt0, Or with
PpP*eontetivoo of other OrgenlOetiOnsI rlated tO
LynldOn He, LONOUchO| In this regoP,. Pleei0 furnish the
nese of OCeh end every rpeOontotlvo!

a y earlier uies of your eldit cIor mberl to make
CO!ntribLutiOf5 OP loans to The LaROUChI Campaign or to
otr'ep O~garnigation5 rlatd to Lyndon M e LtROUCheo

a.

(N

(N



UUEST IONS

YOu JACK TROYANOVIC 4 P11] : 54

1. Wth regard to the eoecif4 ti eported contribution or leen
Cited in the ecco~penying letter, pleaee state;

oo  whether YOU intendedl to mike a ontri[Pbution Or lon tO
The LaRouche Ce'Daign!

be xwhether you *ubseouent[lv took action0 to0 obtin a refund
or to0 remove a charge frPOq a creCdit card account
relatedl to this reportedcl ontribution or lOan e

ae If YvOu didt not[ intencYto make a :Ontib|uti4 ~Or lOan, !please
~explain the *ircumete Cee surrounding the Preeipt by The

LaiRouche Campaign of t[no monies involveo, includin~g, but not
C' 1limited to

a. any earlier cotatst you may have had with SPecific
C repreoontatives Of the committee or with reopeoentetive
'<D f ot~her organ iations r~elated to0 LyndlOn h e  LaRouch~eg

in thise regera, Please furnish t[he names of eeeh and
every repressentaiv e;

Cbo any earlier uses o* your cediOt cars numb er to make

L €contributi4Onr l e oans to The LeRoueo Campign Or to
other organizations relat[ed to Lyndon H, Leatouche,

3, If you dild take action t1o Peverse the specific traensactifon
cit[ed in the accompanying lt1ter, lease states

a, at office or individlul you contact[eds

o. ..en this"action ase taen.,



a-,
QUESTIONS C,; *

T08 LAWIRENCE MARlTIN 5; All 1: 5 4

With regord to tho spoeifi e ported contribution or loancited in the accompanying lotter, Ploeo states
a, Whother you intended tO mako a contribution or loon tO

The Leaouche CamPeigng

whether you oubseouently took action tO obtain a refund
Or tO P~OOOV a ChOrge from a Credit card account|
related tO tis e porotod contributionl Or loano

II you did nOt intend tO maeo a contribution Or lgon, looooosplain the eircumotoncoo surrounlding the reeOipt by The
LoRoueho Ca..oion of tho monioo involved, including, but not
imiqte@ to
O, any earier contacts you may hovo hod with ooeifie

PeoreOentatives of the committee or with roreOOentativOs
of other orgOanltions related tO LyndOn H, Loftoucho!
in thiO regard. pleaOO furnis~h the names of each and
every epeentative;

bO  Oiny earlier uses of yOUr credit card number tO make
contributiono or leone to The Lo~ouceo Campaign or to
Other erganilationo related tO Lynonf He Laouche,

If yOU did take Oction tO reverse the OO0cific tronsaction
cited in the acco-oanyin, letter, ploono statel

What officeor indi~vidlual you cOnltactod|

When this action was taken,

-

- j~ / , ~KJ
~ ~ -

L

-I- ~
Pd

~-~;/~ "~ 6

2.
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QiUEIT IONS

CrCC#t~~8
GE?~RL CO~J'SE~

15JY. 8 d(( 5

TOE POSAEPZNO Me RICPIRDS

.'th PePd to the esetPpoot4 oltcr@@It *.t~tot1@ or oeerred 4rM rose *coomponyfvg lOttOP, ploeo 0to|0 whettoP you
4fntoldod to mek@ 0 @o r~tbbutiofl oP !@oUf to Theo LOROUeho
Cmpel geOn

If you dIEd unot li te to poke e cortlbtlon or loon, P1e,0eewoln the *lreu..tenoee suproundn@ the regeipt Oy The
L~oRoUehe Coe$On49 of the mol~es Involved.t lnelud4ng, but not
lI 4ted to

a, oiny op1loP *ontoeOs whieh you noy hOVe hod wfth
solo is Pepr@oeototlvoo of the Cooslttoo or wfth
pogpoooentotlvoo of other orgon4lotlons eoedoc to
Lyndon Ne LoRovehelg In thiso regord, leeooe furnloh the
nes of ogh end every reprooentetlvog

ioo  O*lv earliOr uses of yOUr ceodit c Ord rumero tO make
contribUtiOnS or loans to T0 O LaRouseo Compign Or to
ot~er ougeniiatloSe rolatod to Lyndon Ho LoRoUehOo



,Cz ,Z

GUEST IONS

YOU EDGAR F, GOZA

5Jr8 Al : 54

elth rOear to the spe¢ifig reported contribution or loancited In the gecompenying letter, pleese state whether you
intended to make a contribution or lon to The LeRouehe
Caeooei gn ,

If you d14 not intend to meke a centribution or bee.e leaee~plein the *ireumstenee surroundinlg the reeeit by The
aoRoughe Cempalon of the mones involveG. including, but not
1imited to

ao any earlier genltoets whieh Yo OU ** hve hod with
speif 1 pOprOOsentettVe of the COmmqite or with
ropPooontetivee of other orgonisatiens rOetod to
Lyncdon #1o LO~ewehol in this rogePdt pledge furnish the
names Of eoch Ond every presenOtative;

bo eny oer14er uoos of your credit card numoe to mako
co,tributi0nS or !0on to The I aRouchO Campaign Or to
other organ4gat4onS related to Lyndon 4e LaROUcha.

..

NO Zo
C.!



QUEST IONS

Tos ItRANKL][N Le CLARK

51 JMJ 8 A : 54

w4th eogopd to the ooific poportod gontrebution~ iP looncieod in the oocomponying lottoere ploooe otote whethep you
intonded to nmike a ¢ontribution or loon to The LeRouchO
Compel gno *- .,.-

4~4 fktd~1%&
AA/

Jf YOU 'lid not intend to woke C Contribution OP loon, plisse
*wp!oin the ctlcuoeenoee OuPPOUnding the PreePt by The
LeRouche Cempolon of the monroe involved, Inoluding, but net
limited to

Om lay eorlier oonteqto which you SOy hive hod with
oseific PoePooentotivoo of the Committee or with
rOepresntOtti Of other orgnlOtiOns rileted to
Lyndon H, LiO9Uheg $n thie e pgopd, peooo furnish the
names of ooeh end every repreoontoiveg

eny eor!4er uses of your credit care 'nu"mer to mikecontrebJtionl Or loans to The LaRouche Cempoign Or to
other Orgoieetion5 related to Lyrndon N* La!ouche,

I,



OUEST IONlS

{Y5C'fA"Q5O3
TOO PETER 6o CROW~~IL

wtt regerd to the epeeiti@ reported contribution or loon
eited in the accompanying letter, micase stte whetheP you
intonded to make a cOntribution or loan to The LSoOUe

I fU o dd nfot intend to stk* a *ontfibvtiOn or lean, piias
ouplain the irPuotoeeoo *urPounding the reeiptl Wy The
LeRouche Compaign of thO monies involved, ineluding, but not
!imited to

ao any earlier *ontaets whieh you may hove hod with
specific e pPOentatlvoo of thO Committee or with
roprooontativeo of othor organiiatione relatOd to
Lyndon Ho Laoohog In thia rogerde plqoeo fvrnieh the
names Of Oach end Overy rpresentative

anY earlier uses of youP creOlt care number to sakeCotributions or loans to Tho LaRouceo Campaign @r to
OtnerP organi|ttOns related to Lyndon H1, LaROUChe.



CrCC~0 2 97
QUEt[IONSI0

101 ELS811 A, TNO#9Al

5J J 8 fl : 53

With regard to the apec~fi¢ reoted *ontributlon Or loancited in the *@@osoonying letter.pleaseO stote whether YOU
Intondod to meke• a ontributionl or loean to The LaRoueo
Campaign,

62I~~A& /

If you did not intend t@ moke a *ontribution or loon, PleseeeuP)oinl the eircesmtenlos surrounldinO the reetr by The
Loftouseo Campaign of the monies involvodine!luding, but not
limited to

a, eny oelier entotto whigh you may have hod with
Opecfi@ ropreeftttvO0 of theoCommtteeoro with
repreeentativeo of other organizationso related to
Lyndon 8, L.Rouell.! in this regard0 plee furnish the
na~mes Of aOh end every representative;

be any earlier uses of your ceeit card number to make
contributions Or loans to The LaROUChe Campign or tO
other organizations elated to Lyndon 4. Laouche



QUEST IONS

TO! JAKE NUSINSTEIN

t. %A L COUNSEL

5 SJAN 8 Al?: 53

With egerd to the eiefic eported eentr'bution or beoncited i4s the *ccempenyirsg lette'. pteee etete wheth~e' you
i'tersded to "eke a contribUtion or' teen' to The LeReuche
eempeign,

If you did 'set Intend to "eke e en~tr'bvtien or' teen, 9)eeee
expbein the *ir'@uqete"ee oUPPOwndino the Peeist bY The
LeRoueo Cemoelon of the nersioo iuvobvode ineluding, but not
lisited to

Oo OflY Oer'i~i' conteots whigh you s~y hove hod with
epef is repoeontotiveo *f tho Cometittee or' with
repreeentetiveo of ether eo'gnotie|o'e r'peted to
Lyndon H, LeSouehe, in thiSPoP poqo~ loee furnish the
neoe of eeh end evory ropr'eoentotivof

De eny oea1eP ue0s Of your' credit coe number to make
cortrlbutione oP boa's to The La~oucho Campaign or to
ot~er orgersiwetions rebeted to Lyndon Mo LeRou¢heo



I~w-~-

*1'

QUESTYI oNS

TOS COWARO RANG
7l o ,

ithl! regardt to the speo¢ific poreod cOftribution or loancitod in the accompaenying lette ploeo stateO whothor yOU
ineendc to mako a contribution or loan to The LaeROUChe
Compeo gno

If YOU elid not inltQnd to m~kO a *on~ltl~btl~ n or jj pleoaso
oulintie Cih ¢PClmotoACoo Ourroundin!g the receiptl by The
L~a~OUChe Cupign of t~o moie involved, including, but not
limited to

Oa any oelioe cOttsI vhih you may haOve had with
specific reiPresentatives Of the Comittee or witllh
eesentatives of other orgoeniatiOns reloated to
LynldOn !4o ILaROUche!l n&hisl Pega!rds leasel furishlf thel

names of oac¢an e~ voey rprosontotivep

-,--' -. ., ... -I , - -'

" -" z , /.t "

bo  :-2v od~fl taliO8~ yOUL' C~t ZZLP n&/O, 4 OO -

€l~t=l~!O-IO,= !Ol l I ! 'Io~ C OI OA

other orgelotlltors 'slaited to LynOnf 4.l LaliOucleO

~( -t)~e~ tL
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0 S
PROMISSORY NOTE

Sept. 19, 1983

For value received, the undersigned agrees to pay to Janet Rang
of Midway City, CA the principal sum of $500.00 (five hundred---

dollars) six months from the date of this note.

In addition, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder
interest at an annual rate of 10% (ten percent) for a total interest
payment of $25.00 (twenty-five dollars).

The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association with

its headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont, suite 207, Los Angeles

CA 90005.

Signed for the LALC,

Patrick L. Ruckert

~k ~ A
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PROMISSORY NOTE

6 August 1983

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to Janet

Hang of 8722 Hazard in Midway City, California 92655 the

principal sum of $I,000.00 (One thousand dollars) one year

from the date of this note.

-, IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder

" i" interest at the annual rate of 10 (Ten percent).

04 The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association

with its headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont Avenue,

Suite 207, Los Angeles, California 90005.

!. Signed for the LALC,

Patrick L. Ruckert



I ', 8

FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSION

OFFICE OF TKE GENERAL COUNCIL

1325 IC STREET N.Wl.

WASHI NTON DC 20463

All: ,53

12/30/84

ATTN: ANNE WEISBENBOR.N

I am in receipt of the letter written by Nr. Charles N.
Steele. The original intent was to donate 850.00 to the

Larouche campaign, but as you will see from the attached

letters how the scam vas run. It is unknown to me bv many

other people were victims of this fraudulant m thod to

obtain funds. Attached also is a letter received 5117/84

from the Treasurer of the Larouche Campaign, after their

receipt of my letter to them on 5/06/84. The Visa statement

of 5/27/84 shows this amount ($200.00) credited back to my,

account + on 5114184 this means that the money in question was

only in their possession from 4/05184 until 5/14/84. To my

knovledge I don't think there were any other donations made

in 1984 ,at least my records do not show any. I wlll

investigate further should it be required. If there are any

questions please feel free to contact me. During the reek I

can be reached at work (8:00am- 5 :00pm) Telephone

516-348-2560 or after hours 516-333-2252,or 516-334-1722

s incerl y

Al I.

19 Head L.ane

Westbury, N.Y.

1 1590

C'4

'0

C.

tfl



9.

QUI[STIONS
S

TOI OLIVER PIAKR JR,

with pegetd to the specific reported contribution or looncited in the accompaying letter, pleaee stote whether you
intended tO make e contribution or loa tO The LSRouchO

Camoal gn*

A ~

II YOU did not intend to wike a contribution. or loen pleooe
explain the ciecu@StonSC5S eurroundi~ng the Preoeio by The
LaRouche Camaign of the monie involved, in@luding, but not

limiteod to

5. any *arlieP !Ontcts whigh YOU may have had with
epe¢ifi e prosentatives of the COmmttee or with
repoeentotiveo of other orgeni/ttOns relOated tO
Lyndon H! L.oNuceo in thi1s regordt DIO*so furnih the
namOs Of ech end Oever ePresPenftativeg

0* ay earlier usesl of your Cedalt ¢ad number to saeo
contributionls or looas to The LoRouche Campaign or to
other o~geniaatione related to Lyndon Me LaRouche



•The Larouche Campaign 5/ 06L8 45043 Bro~ay

Rev York, N.Y.

10034

Atten: Finance Administrator,and or Campaign Manager!

On 4/05/84 Mr. Rick Sanders solilcited by telephone a

contribution to the Larouche Campaign. During the phone

conversation he attempted to extract $800.00 to be returned

when matching funds were obtained. I told him at that time I

needed all the excess credit on my Visa card for Business,

and that I would only authorize $50.00. At which time Mr.

Sanders stated " I will check how much credit you have." To

¢ this my reply was that I could not afford any additional

.... large amounts to be put on my account!!!! This was the last

I heard from Mr. Sanders , I received no recipt by mail,and

was not aware of the fraudulant amount debited against my

account by Mr. Rick Sanders. It was not until my Visa card

C I statment arrived on 5/05/84 (one month later) that this fact

~came to light. I have notified Visa that this fraudulant

, transaction be cancelled,and that no further claims by your

- organization be allowed!!!!! This matter will also be

~reviewed with legal council,as to my rights and duty under

the law to prevent this from re-ocurring!!! This blatent

breach of trust by a member of your organization leaves me

no recourse but to withdraw any and all support that might

have been forthcoming!! !! !1!!

Oliver B. Parker

19 Mead Lane

Westbury, N.Y.

1 1590



• 0

Visa (First card) 5/06/84

P0 Box 44 RadioCity Station

New York,N. Y.

10101

Name: Oliver B. Parker
Account # :

Billing Date: 4/27/84

Transaction #: 0000302060

Transaction Date: 4/05/84

Merchant Name: The Larouche Campaign N.Y.,N.Y.
C) Amount of Transaction: $200.00 (UNAUTHORIZED!!!!!)

Please be advised one Rick Sanders affilated with The

Larouche Campaign solicited a contribution via the telephone

04 on 4/05/84 at which time I (Oliver B. Parker) authorized him
'0the amount of $50.00. No one authorized the amount of the

~transaction above!! I hereby insist that this fraudulant

- . breach of trust be cancelled. From this day fovard no one

~from this organization shall be authorized to debit the

account listed above!!!!! At no ties was there any receipt

or notifcation of this transaction received by mail or

telephone. The first indication of the fraudulant amount was

when the Visa(first Card) bill was received on 5/05/84 I

12:00 noon. This matter will be explored further with legal

council. Should there be any problem with cancellation

please notify Mrs. Dorothy Parker % Sherman Piroten ESQ.

516-333-2553 Thank: you for your cooperation in this matter.

Oliver B. Parker



0FurmSwvbrune,.175BOudWay. New YOrk. Newd Yo~rk 10019

05/14/84

IOLIVER B PARKER
19 HEAD LANE
WESTBURY NY 11590

DEAR CARDHOLDER-

WE HAVE RECEIVED YOUR INQUIRY REGARDING
ERROR ON YOUR ACCOUNT.

SINCE IT TAKES SOME TIME TO RESEARCH AND
WE HAVE ISSUED A CREDIT IN THE AMOUNT
DI SPUTED TRANSACT ION AND THE RELATED
$1.81 HAVE ALSO BEEN CREDITED.

A POSSIBLE BILLING

RESOLVE THE MATTER,
OF 5200.00 FOR THE
F INANCE CHARGES OF

PLEASE BE ASSURED THAT YOUR INQUIRY IS BEING HANDLED AND YOU
WILL BE NOTIFIED OF THE FINAL RESOLUTION.

S ItCRLt 4

FLORA V D ILLARD
CUSTOMER SERVICE
-212- 971-7800

10O01

R.FRSr CHICAGO
O R3N

E--
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1775 Broaldway. NeW YOrk. Ndew York 10019

05/14/84

[OLIVER B PARKER
19 MEAD LANE
WESTBURY NY 11590

RE-

DEAR C ARDHOLDER-

IN RESPONSE TO YOUR INQUIRY REGARDING A POSSIBLE BILLING
ERROR ON YOUR ACCOUNT. 4IE HAVE INVESTIGATED THE MATTER AND
CAN REPORT THE FOLLOWIING-

A CREDIT OF $200.00 WlAS ISSUED TO YOUR ACCOUNT ON 05/14/84
FOR A DISPUTED TRANSACTION. THIS CREDIT HAS BEEN CONFIRMED
AND WILL REMAIN ON YOUR ACCOUNT.

PLEASE FEEL FREE
ON YOUR ACCOUNT.

TO CONTACT US SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY INQUIRY
WE-RE HERE TO HELP.

FLORA V DILLARD
CUSTOMER SERVICE
-212- 977-7800

52000

(@r FIRSr CHICAGO

S
I



OLIVER PARKER, JR.
19 MEAD) LN.
WESTBURY

P.O. Box 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

NY 11590

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/06/84the above individual loaned $200.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
) OLIVER PARKER, JR. only, in the amount of $200.00,

which it shall repay to OLIVER PARKER, JR. by
. 07/05/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

OLIVER PARKER, JR. shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

'E

h,,hllhh ehll.. .h ~el

r

_ _- '.. ' .0
"--_.. ^ I i.P .U-, ' '-p.O. 2150. u.



!i! C'-c§( ~~92

tot MARIAN SeRGERSO" ,-j , t) .-0

io With regard to the specific reported contribution or loan
Cited in the aCCOmoanying lettr, pese atelo
ao whether you intended to make a contribution oro

The La~ouche Campaign!

bo Whether you subsequently toow a¢tiOn tO Obtain a refuna
or to reove • hr _ 0 Crodit card accQunt
releteOi T Th~ Peoedg contribution or losas..-..........

Is If you did not intend to "o~e a Contribution or la, please
explain th* ciecunstanceo surrounding the recelot by The
LaoOucho Campaign of the monies involved9 incuding, but not
limitod to
ao any Oarlior contacts you may havo had with opelfie

rPeenootativoo of the cOmmittee Or with presenttves
of other Organletions related to Lyndon Ho LaNOughOJ
In this regard, Piesses f rnsh the names of oo Land

bo  any earlier uses of your credit card number to ake
contributiono or loans to The LoRoucho Campaign or to
other organixations related to LyndoO Mo LoRouche,

3, If you did take action tO reverse the socific transaction
cted in tho ac€omwpanying letter, please statei

a, What o /4 0 oinotviOu0! you contactedi

be when this action was taenO,

C'4

'0

-O



QU! sT: ION$

TOg CAftOt.NE GL.ICK

S

d 11 53

With regoPd to the *pe¢i/i@ popoPtod contribution or loen
cited in the occomponyiflg letter. pleoee stote whether you
iutondoO to mie@ a *ontf'ibution or loon to The .RuehO

Co ett.

19 you $$d not intend to mike e conltribution or en, please
oe!ploin the circumstance eurroundiv'9 the reeei~t by The
tLeRoucha Campaign Of tho monie invo1ved, !inlvding, but not

Si mi ted to

a, eny earlier contacts whieh you may hove had with
oeegifis repreoontotiveo of the Committee or with
rpoeoentotoveo of other OrgerlIOations relotod to
L~yndon 4o LaRoueho! in this PooaPde lOOO furni0h the
names of each and every rPeenOf ttive

b, anea 0 ier0 uses of yeur Cedilt cardc number to maeo
cOntrlbut4Ons or loo, to The LaRouche Cemognl or to
other orgaelatler related to Lyndon M, Lafouche,



0
p1 ~~ ~ix 53/ QUESTiON8

To. WILtLIAM4 WMITE

I. ~

q.I

; ~ ~ :

With regard to the *p.¢ifi¢ reoortel contribution Or looncited in the ec¢ompanlying letter, pleaee statel
ea whether you interdel to ma,o a Contribution or loan to

The LaRouche Campaigng

bo  whother you oubsequently took action to obtain a refund
or to remove a chorgo from a credit card account
related to this reported contributiOn or loan,

If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, pleooe
ewlairm the circuostarces gurrounding tht eeipt by The
LOftOUChe Compaign of the mOniOs involved, including, but not
limited to
eo any earlior contacts you may hove had with opefic

rpresentatives of the cOmmittee or with rPOresenltatives
Of other organizations related to Lyndon 94e Laotousho!
in thiO regard. 0loooo furniOh the nmesg Of eh and
every ropresentotive!

o any eorfler usoe of your credit card nmber to make
contributions or loans to The LaROuchO Campaign Or tO
other Organ41atiOrs related to Lyndon Mo LaROUChe,

If you d toko actio to reverse the specific trnsac tioncited in t e accompanying letter, 'tease otate:

~tat office or inoividual you contacteo~

0K4- &eI4n16~?L2, £/4~-
when tr'is action ~as taken,

c~'-' ~3ce'4c~1 5 ~r~'

a.

c%4



FEDgAL ELEC? ON COI4EISSlOW '
WASHiNGTON, D. C. 20463

January 2, 1985

Dear Sir:

No. I aarly in the year I made a campaign loan to the LaBgouche
Campaign that they did not use. The transfer of funds
would be from my VISA account.

No. 2 On April 20 or therebouts, I gave the IAt(OUCk i Campaign
-permission to borrow another sum from my VISA account.

They withdrew .6..•.. which I approved.

N No. 3 Towards the end of August they again requested another

- loan;

O It was at this time in conversation with them that I
empatically told them that they were not to make any

~further withdrawals from my account.
They then exercised option No. 1 above even though

OQ I asked them not to make any further withd-r-awals from my

0 , VISA account.

i - This was my reason for stopping transfer of money

i from my VISA account to the Lrouche Camaign.

No. 4 I still support LArouche and his campaign against Kissinger
C: and the banking crowd who now manipulate Freesident Reagan.

^enclosed: cooy of VISA Statement 05/25/84
copy of Bank of Hawaii letter

Truly yours,

Kenneth K. Warner

2S: You got off to a bad start when you ad~ressed this letter to my
wife.



0

sept. 11, 1984

Mr. Kenneth K Warner247 Paiko Drive
Honolulu, H4I 96821

Mr. * larer:

Tn:-t ? , : , '' .,r.., ,,, i ,-,s rec'eived today,

i , ,a :. n yoIJ' i),-1i - ,', " ,," ., , t e rrot in your Dili ngl(

iliS, :t~t rt Hi [:: , ! ,: l , ~ z

tiOr or CESOIUtIW CA
. UW ; V

Int t.Ke ,i.-; . ii

t :&i e' r "m i; yULA ,. ii7' '

for further in~fornqa-

i, A.,B:,t Ji 500).00 has been, : i.00 c nlicabie (mnd Dec For La 8
been

, :: i~.- :rure tu our attention.

J, Ta" lceb

",,,c t',preserLative
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QUEST IONS

TOt MARK N6~LL .prJ, 8 At!: 53

with regard to the eocific reported contribution or loon
cited inl thO aompanying lette~r, olease atltL_
a, Whether YOu intended to loko a(¢ontribution) or loan to

The LaRouc0he Campaignp"- .....

whother you oubooquently took action tO obtoin a refundor to remove a charge from a credit cord accoufnt
related to this reported contributionl or loan o

If you did not intond to make a contribution or loan, pleaeoexplain the circumstanCes Ourrounding the receipt bY The
LeROUChe Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to
g, any earlier contacts you may heVe had with specific

repretatitves of the committee gr with presentatIi!ves
of other organigatiOns related to Lynon H, Laowehep
in this regard, ploee furnish the names of each and
every eopeen~tatvep

be  any earlier uses of your eredit card numoer to make
contributions Or loans tQ The Laotouche Campaignl or tO
other organisations related to Lyndon N, LaoOucheo

If you did take actiOn tO reverse the e~ecific transacion
cited 1', the aCCOmpanying letter, please stateI

what office or iloividual you eonttelO

when this action was taken,

0 i

'0

tLr

,#. ... t/ :Z g -,"

{ / rj ) .... ."



6cc# ~~a'?/Arw'.

QUEST IOhS8

TOE GUNTHER H, K(AINZ

5 MNr, 8 1U: 53
-I

witi, PogeP to tho *peeIfl e po•rod *ounte'bution op loon
@ited in the *g~omponying lettorP1 0loe grt• Wh~thOP yOU
1.tended to POk. * contribution or loon to The Logouch.

Cemoelon.

f 2'~ Afb<~A(

To 7-dg j,96~
2o~~C#dE

O0A-
7T,' ,46'sraj 0 F /03. --

If yqg d 1 otintend to mok * ¢ontrtbutlon or loon, *toele
exploin the *ePumstan@eO sUrrounding the reoeiot by The
LeRoucho Comeelen of the .onre InvolveG, inetuding. but not
limited to

o, onw eorileroont•tet whigh YOU SOy hOVO hod with
sposifie rpregentotlvo0 Of the Commtteoo Owivth
rpeeoontetlvoo of oer or Ogeniiotone reloted to
Lyndon H, Leoveho! in thiO POOPde Pl0oCo tuPniOh tho
noamsof *O Oen d Overy rPOreOOnItVOIv

e ny ear|ier uses of VouP ceodit Cord number to makO
contributionO or loose to T~o L.Rouche Compoign or to
ot~". orgai~lotonn roledo to Lyndon H, LoRoucte

S
_ :. ' , .. .. , . *: i - ,m i 

' " 7 " : ' : ' ' = ' 4 T 7 : ' ° : ' : ' * ' !:!
......... < . . r ,: * ::: : i,. . • . . . . '.



0
QU!EST IONS

TOS TERRY C, AILEN

ruth regord to the slpecific relpOrted contribpution or looncited in the eccompanying letter, pleseo state whether you
intended to make~a contribution or loon tO The Laftouche

If you did not intend to make• a ontribution or loon, pleas.*x~lin the circum~ten~eS surrOUndino the rOee1t by The
LeRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to

a, any earlier coats~ which you may hove had with
specific representatlves of the Commttee or with
reprosentatives of other orgonlzttone releod to
Lyndon N, LeRouche; In this regoaa Please furnish the
names of each and every representativep

any earlier uses of your cre0it card number to nake
contributions or loans to The La~ouche Campaign OP to
other organizations related to LYndon 4.LaRouche.

1

~
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OUESTIONS

O0

TOO PLOPA Ao ANORUl!

With Pegged to the ep.cific reported contribution or lie~neited in the eccouponying letter, please states
a, Whether you intended tO make a sontributionl Or leon tO

The LONOUCho Campeignp/

o ~whether you subsequenltly tOOK actionl tO Obtain a refunld
or to roeoveo •chargo from a crOdit cord oc¢ourt
related to this reoortea gontrioution or loon,

if vow did not intond to make a contribution or loan. olese
euPlin tho ciPCumoton¢oo surrounoing the recoipt by The
Laeouche Campogon of the monies involvod, including, but not
ifmited to
Oo ony Oarier contocto you may havo had with specfic

PresenO tives of the cOmmittee or with rpOentOOtesO
of other orgonitiono related to Lyndon 4o LaRoucho/
gr thiO regard. please furnish the noesO of each end4

Oo jny oarlier uses of your credit cord numbe to make
contributions or lOanO to The Laouche Campaign Or tO
otnOr OPOanigaionsO related tO Lyndon 4o LOgOUChe

If you did tOeO actiOn tO revOrs0 the specific transaction
Ciedo in the ao.O-OVin lotte, obOOse stteso

Wh Ot offieO Or" individual yOU eOntactoeIP

,,.-) C 4.o) h oten ,won ok o .

I--- / _ . , .____.._____ .
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9
QUESilONS

4....... .p-

-o

TOOI IYi.o OZETZIN

With *egOPd to the eoe¢4fi@ poted eontition or looncited in the occoonying letter, pleese ototo whether yOU
intended to mike a contributionl or lOOnl to The LORoue
CO'mPOigne , ., / /

~IA7 L1 ,A14& £~;

oe A

'I'.-

Z. If vOw did not intend tO wike a contriOution or lOOn, PlOOO0omploin the eireumotenooo eounfdin, the Preipt by The
Leovocho Comoon of the Ponies involved, including, but not
limitod tO

0, Onv cOOPiOP O0entOet which yOU wOV WOVi hod with
eooecific roureoentotivoo of the Committoo or with

. reoresontetiveo of ether oroonilo~no rilOted tO
'" LyndOn We Lo~oucheg *A this eord, plOOOO furnisOh the
- noesoof eseft oan evory Poreeoseetoveg

-~ LV~.&J~I /%eA244,h, 41(2 ~4~Q ,,,~ ~
'p " edi ;

/v1> ,4r0 14 #- .- u 6"' A/P" . ) "jO xr,
~ i4 ~0*-~.~' &Ad4 2

/fl(

Onv eopliOp, uses of your ¢Oedi cOrd numiber to pokecOntributionsor leone to The LoloiohO Compolen Or tO
other OrgoigotiOnO reloted to Lynd#on IIe Loftouche.

• z,,
/ z * . ... .A,

/

.a

-o /, r. ,. +- ,- "
iV
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OUI8 T ION.

TOI DORISl *RAWOCNOURP

with .egercd to the epeeifie pepoptecd coftribuDtion ow' bie'cited irn the oeeompenyin9 better, pleee state whether' you
1r'ter'ded to seke aecontr'ibution or bden to The Le~ouehe

C empel Or'.

It you did not inten'd to make a *onte'ibut@on or beon, plea..*wplain thO *iPeumetene eupw'ourndin the peeipt by The

LeNogehp Cempelgn of the monieS lrnvolvea, inebuiwg but not

limitod tO

ee  oil *auhlieP confere whieh yOU may hove hod with

elof ie P'.eOeeotetiv*e of the Comttt. ow' with
peppo.entetivoe of otheP *pgeniiatltiOe Pebatod to
LyndOn 4, LoRouehet In thiseegOePde *leooo fue'nleh the

nomer of eeeh end every Pepw'eeeftetiv*P

any eer!ier uses of your' credit gerd r uq'er to *aee
con trIbutIonS or !ooze to The LeRouche Campatgn or to

other orgoniuatiOno reledo to Lyndon Me LaRoucho.

3. Z



December 28, 1984 Ii"  ,'

Re: MUR 1852 -

-o...

Federal Election Commission
Office of the General Counsel
1325 K Street N.W. c
Washington, DC 20463

Att : Anne Weissenborn

Gentlemen :

~Mrs. Butler has handed me your letter of December 21,
1984 for reply. You will find enclosed the questionaire that

.... you sent to her.

"" In addition I am enclosing copies of the letters which
were all sent on November 20, 1984, as per the one envelope I am

" enclosing. At no time did Mrs. Butler loan the campaign any money.

You will note that this was a total of $1,000.00 which
"C' was charged to her deceased husband's Visa card. When the charge

came through on the Visa statement, contact was made immediately
"'-' with Visa and you will find copies of the correppondence enclosed.

".' I trust that this will give yoik the required information

• that you seek.

, If any further information is required, please contact
" me direct.

ACI :mb

endl.



01+
QU(STIO4

TOt ALVILDA BUTLER

|o With regard tO the *peifi* reported *ontribvtion or loan

cited in the accompanying letter, p!le itete whether you
intnded to sake a eontributien or loon to The Laeougeo
Cemool on,

No

2, If yoa did not intenld to eke e conltribution or loan, pleeoe
*ipla~n thOeroPUmteneeoo suPPOUndig the PeOipt by The

LoRoughe Campaign of the nife involved, inglUdtng, but not

limited to

a, oeny eorlier gontoeto whieh you mey hovo hod with
oofie rPe.oentotivoo of the Cossiteeo oP with
preeooototiv@O of other orgonigotiMfO peleod to

Lyndon 4, Leooepo in this reord elee fUrnisOh the
names of each end every PrepOOOettVO|

I had previously been approached to sulscribe to the
newspaper which I agreed to do and did do.

bo  any eorlier uses o your credit card number to mao
contributiono or loans to The LaRou¢ho Compaign or to
Other Orgenigati 'O related to LyndOn N, LaRouche o

I believe it was used to subscribe to the newspaper

!iI



OThe LaRouche Campaign
P.O. B 2150, G.P.O

ewYork, N.Y. 10116

ALVILDA BUTLER
24566 WESTMORELAND
FARMflNGTON MI 48018

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/23/84the above individual loaned $750.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
, ALVILDA BUTLER only, in the amount of $750.00,

which it shall repay to ALVILDA BUTLER by
" 08/23/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

ALVILDA BUTLER shall not be assigned,
" transferred, or discounted.

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



ALVILDA BUTL.ER24566 WESTNORLLI.kD
FARIHZNOTOM( 54! 48018

The Laliouche Canmagn acknowledges that on 07/18/84the above individual loaned 4200.00 to The LaJouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New Ycrk, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign ackinowledges its indebtedness to
AL ]iLDA BUTLER only, in the amount of 41200.00,
which it shaoll repay to ALVILDA BUTLER by
08/38/84. This obligattipof the Lalo:uche Campaign to ...
A3VN!LDA BUTLER shall not, be assigned,
translferred, or disconted.

'0

Edward SpannausTreasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

tf)

P.O. Box ,2150, 0. .0.
New York.' N .Y. 10116



.... * # .. ,, 5h:Laaoueh. Cmpai gn

3mw York, 3. Y. I]01 6

ALVILDA BUTLER24 566 WESTJ4ORELAND
FAiMIMGTOM t11 48018

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 07/38/84the above individual loaned 450.00 to The Lal~ouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, Netv York, New YOrk.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
ALVILDA BUTLER only, In the amount of *50.00.
dhich it shall repay to ALVILDA BSTiLER b~y
O9/]&/84, Thi. obligation of tte Laoche Campaign to
ALVILDA BUTLER shall not .be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

04

Idwerd SpannausTreasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

!



Aiaguut. 30, i'f)i4

Bank Card Center RcrdLBuler

P'. 0. Box 304,50
Lnsing, Michigan 48909

Gentl]emen :

In regard to the attached statement just received, please
be advised that none of the charges were authorized or signed for

by the widow of Richard L. Butler.

~That no merchandise was purchased or received. It is my

-- understanding that this charge was the result of a telephone call
or calls soliciting funds...

Since Mr. Butler died on December 21, 1975, I am returning

c his card herewith, and I suggest that you close the accotnt and
1 charge back these so, called charges of the Larouche Caulpaign."

O Very truly yours,

~Allen C. Ingle

C- ACI: mb__

en.
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IN!CMARD L UTLk.R
4 6o wE81TIONELANO

FANMZ|iTUN MI '48g2

:DE[AR R1C$AIHD L ERuTLE :

F I"~ ACLTS

WE H4AVg NECELVLD Yuui ZNQUIRY CONCERNTNG UUNr.
MINZCUGAN SANKAIHD ACCOSUNT,

,°YOUR OUE8? IS I ECEZVING pQo4PT ATTE4T!ON
A'NED YOtj eYll BE NOTIFEID OF ACTION TAKEN OR

YOuR PAT1ENCE LtUNTNG TNI§ PERIOD IS GNIEATLY
APPR&CLATED,

14!GHIGAN BANKARD
Ct8 4,PR SINTAT VE
CUSTO'eR SERVICE DEPART'MENT
P0 SUE '704& RAPIO CITY SO biT09

A *
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Re:

October 25, 1984

Richard ,L. Btler

Hr. Hector RespetoMichigan Bank Card Center-Visa
P. 0. Box 6704
Rapid City, SD .57701

Dear Mr. Respeto:
As requested by you, enclosed is a letter signed i.

by Mrs. Butler. . >

ACI:mab

encl.

~L44

] __



October 25, 1984

Michigan Bank Card Center-Visa"!P. 0. Box 6704
Rapid City, SD 57701

Gentl1emen :

In regard of nty deceased husband,

Richard L. Butler, =and the charges which
appeared on his acc .. o " .. ent indicated byyo
as being due on September 8, 1984, please be advised that I
did not sign any charge slips, and I did not purchase anything,
and I did not authorize them to charge the account with
$1,000.00 for any Larouche Campaign.

Very truly yours.

-- Alvilda Butler

(NI



&

QUIESTIONS

TOl SPE NT C. JACOB8 JR, -

le ~with regarcd to the secilfic reportedc! ontrilbUtion or lo1-n

cited in t~o accompanying letter, pleaoe saote wheothoP you
intended to wake a contribution or loan to The Le RoUcheo

/ .- / - /4

If you did not intend to make a contribution or loon. p!eeOO
euplein the gircueenocee surrOUndifng the oeeiot by The
Le~ouche Compaign of the monies involved ine!clgdig but not
limited to

9

any earlier conto€tS which you may hovC hod witheci¢fic Oreoeeatvos of the committeo *r ith
presentativos of other orgoniaaonsO releted tO

LyndOnl 9, LaRouchO! in thiO regard, please furnish the
naeo *f each arid every reproelaenetve

any earlier useI of yOUr credi card number to makg
cOntributionS Ot !ln! to T O La ouche Campaign or to

Other organizatl0is rlated to Lyndonl Me La OUChe,

a.

(N

.... r



aa/

(US ION$

TOO JOHN J REED

With regerO to the specific renorted contribution or l~encited in the ¢ccompanying letter, pleeee states
a, Whether you intended to make a ¢ontribution or lien to

The LaRouChe Campa!Oig"g

I

-~-~ ~

*'l K .r -4 " .

bo  Whether you subooquently tOOk action to obtain a refundor to remove a chorgo from a ¢redit care account
related to this ropoeod €ontribution or lOano

If you did rot intend to make a contributiOn or lotfn, plese
*vo~lin the circumstances surrounding the reeeipt bY The
LeRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
limited to
C, eny oerlier contacts you may have had with speific

representatives of the committee or with re eentetivee
of other *rgenigotione roloted to Lyndon H, La~oueheg
in this regard, please furnish the naese of each and
every repreenttives

Oo any earlier uses of youP r edit card number to make
contributiOns Or loans tO The Lo~ouche Campaignl or tO
other organigations relteed to Lyndon , LaROuche.

If you did take actioF to reverie the specloic transaction
cited inl the accOmpaingn letter, Oolao statil

.hit office or individual you contactedi
A 1

When thi5 actic' oe tace e

a.



QUESTIONS w.

Tt O)ONAL) * RAU$JCM

1, 'with regardl to the specific Peported contribution or loan
cited in the eccomoanying letter, pleaee statel
a, whether you intend ed to make a contribution Or teen to

Tie Le~ouChe CaimP•ignp

b, ,het~er you eubsecuently took aCtion to obtain C refund
or to remove a charge from a credi t cord account
related to thi1 reported contribution or loan,

If you did not intend to mete a contribution or loon, pleoseOuDloin the ¢ircumstonco5 surrounding the receipt by The
LoRouche Caoaoign of the monies involveo, including, but not
limited to
ao any earlier contcts you may hove had with spegifia

rpreseontatives of the committee or with relPesetatives
of other organivations rOeted to Lyndon 14• LaRoueO
in thie regard, please furnish the names of each and
every representetiveg

be  any earlier uses of your credit cord number to make
contributions or lOans to The LaRoucue Campaign or to
other OrgaiuationsI related to Lyndon M, LaRoucheo

If you did take aCtiOn to reverse the eciflic transaction
cited in the accompanying letter, please state:

,hit office or individual you contacteol

when tP is action was takeon o

a.



GUI,, IONS ,i 7,

7el OaVE fBIDSTRPP

1. Wlth regaerd to the specific reporedo contribution or !o

Citedl in the accOmplaying lett!er, pleasle state whether you
]intendOe to malkO a contribution or lOanq to The LalRouche

.-. 2, If You € 4d nOt 4itend t[o un~he O *¢nriution or' beon, pIeoo

euploa the *IpeumetonCee suprounding the eeipt by The
(N LaRoue CeOlOn of the mOnie involved, incluc!ing, but n Ot

i 4mi ted to

0 e eO earlier contocts whieh you ay hove head with
opqcifiC epreoefltotIveS of the Commttee Or with

. eOOrOsntetivOO Of Other orgonigotiene¢ reloted to
Lyndlon M e ,ROUCho, in t:hiS egard, Pleooo furnish the

",.. nes of each and overy epeentotivol

I~o  4any earlie uses tJl your crU¢edit card nurObr to make

contributions or loans to The LeRouo Campaign or to
otoe organiwations elated to Lyndon Mo LeRouCnO,



U 0 @Cc~7/ 6/~
SUgST ZONS

TOS ODIN I. T4OePS0N

With regard to the ogeefi@ reoortod contributionl or loencited in the ee@o.ponying letter, plesee crete whethep you
intended to soke a contribution or loon to The LaRouche

Campetgn. ..

If you did nOt inltend to *ake a contributionl or loant olOasOeuplain the eircumoton@oo surrounding tho reept by The
LoRoucho Campeign of the ponioo involved. Includinge but nOt

limited to

o liny earlier cOnteOts whi¢h you may hOve hod with
seci¢fic rprpeentatlvoo of the ommietteo or with
reproeontotlYoe *f ether orgen$;otIon5 related to
Lynldon ti, LORouelO inl this e gard pleooo furnisOh the
noeos of oo end every rpresentativei

aily ear1ier uses of YOUr credit card number to mOnecontriLhutOnS Or lOani tO The l~aRouc~he Campaign Or to
other of'!QalattloS relate0 tO Lyndol ,o LaltOucho.
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Width regerd to the spe¢ifi¢ epiorted contrilbution or loaen
cited in the *ccompanying letter, e~se Statel

e, whether you intended t[o mike a contribution or loan to

..- // / ' -. f . s ,.

Oe hether you sutseouently toot action to ohtaln a pefunO
or tO remove a charge from * creolit ¢aPd account
related to this reported ¢Ontribution or lOan,

If you did not intents to *ax• a contribution or loan, oqeo•sW /

LaRouceo compaign of tho poneoe involv@oo in¢ludinmg, but not
limitedt to
a, *n'v erere con tacts you may hove haed with sIpOefic|

rpeentatives of the committee or with repeentatives
of other orgeni1etiOne related to L.yndon HeI. LRouoftep
in this regard, ploeee furnish theo names of OOgh one
every repeentotive; !

be  any earliler ues of your credit cede number to meo
contributiors or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or to
Otter ou'ge~tl @ related tO Lyno t!, P~ LeROuchee

If' you did take action to Peveeee the specific traneect-ion

cited in the a¢€OmOanyirg letter, please statel

ae what effete or i'9ilv ual you contacteol

~Iw#'Ier~ tr'ls act1o~ was ta~ei'~*



CrC e6
QU[EST lOft

TOs IIADRICI( HOLtIDWAY

Heith regard to the poecific POrOted o0ntribution O*rO4eancitod in the *ccoqpanying letter, ploeoo stteo whothfe, VO
intonded to make a contribution or loan to The o ROuI
campaign, i/lA). _- _

14 you did not Intend to meke e eontri~'vtio or lon, leeeeeupoin the eircemetencee surreunding the reeeipt by The
Lafeucee Cemeon of the conies involved, $neludine, but not
limited to

o, any oorlier eontoete whieh yeu eoy heve hod with
epeelfie representatives of the C¢euitee er with
ropresenttveo @ Oher~o ergaenietions reloted to
Lynd on N, LaoRu@ohe inl this P4!*Pd, Please fupniehk the
noese of Oech Ond every reprosontotive!

'4-. a -

~x ..-- ~'. I~j§4~ - '(.4 ,, - V
~/o j& 1 4 ~

any earlier ues of your credit ced number to make

other organliations related to Lyno 4o LoRoucee

~7t~h4~e-.

3.

mE



TOg JAMES WALLAC[ -

-~ I

1, with reogar to the spilfi¢ reodred contribution or lOan
citedJ in the aCc:Ompanying letter, obesoe stoteS

@e whethe' you intendecd to meke a contribution or lOon tO
The Laouche Caoal)onGI

Nol I did not intend to make a contribution to the LaRouche Campaign
at that tire.

b, whether' you *ubl:Seauently tok action to obin ~ a rofundc
or to eeove a charge from a credit card c c©ount
relatedl to this reeotedJ contribution or loano

" o Jf you did not intend to make a Contribution or' loen, plee
*elaIn~ the circjnsotaese surrounding@ the Pe~e4pt by T0he

" !,oeRouche Campaignl of the monies involved, including, but t
CN, limited to

a, any BeeTliee contacts you may heve had with *pecific
POepre~enttves of the committee or with representative
of other orgeniaationo relotedg to Lyndon H, LaRouche!

\ 4in this regard, Pleeee furnish the naese of ee¢0h eri
.. every rpeeetetiv e!

": I do not remember the names of any of the people I dealt with in the past
but prior to the incident in question I was a subscriber to the newspaper
N~ew SolidaitZ and I had contributed to the Kienetaky Campaign.

be any earlier uses of your credit card numb~er to make
contributions or loons to The LaRouche Campaign or to

! other organigations related to Lynldonl I~, LaRoucheo
. Yes. I did authorize the use of my credit card for the prior traxisactions

but on the occasion in question I refused to contribute and I had even
told the solicitor that I had canceled the card C It wasn't ) but they
used my Mastercard # anyway. I haven' t given them any money since.

3, If you didc take a¢ction to revoese the secific4 transaction
Cited in the ao(OmPOnVing ettoe, pl!ease etote:

a, u et office or individual you contoctoa5
I contacted the Bank of New York( Mastercard Dept. and told them that
a debit had been charged to my card that I had not authorized. I followed
c~eir instructions an i sent them a coy of the statement with the item

c-led in red.
Aprox. of 1934



0
QUESTIONS

TOt 6EVERLY I, GOUQEY

wtt eegee'd to tie specific speotted cOnlti'butlol oV' 10sF
cited Ir, tie *¢c@peny1~g letter, please stete whetheP YOU
1iter(ded tO o • * o~te'butiofl ot loo0' to The LOftOU~h@

~cif #~ ~/t~ /OLVCL3 L~C'(f/ ~tfie~ c /~ 1 We. 7WL~

~Sd) r~ ~ j~w as 6'#i.~ rt:

'114', 1,9 ~ 6'~' t1'~J~ 7i-iL-rec /1 4-'i' x e%7t4~,

IfP Voi did "R0t itnd to Oi *• * on~t ibUtf'OP 0e',O ulee
expleiun th* cIecumetan@ee eueeound:lrg the tece~i~t by The
LaRouche Caeo'%e of the monieS involvecd, ineluding, but not
limited to

j

~4

orny ..rliee contcts whi¢h you may hoe hod withspeelfic teoi*oOfntetive5 of the C~meitteOO OP with
Pop~oeentetiv@e of othet oeniiotion5 Polotod to

names of eaCh and eveey eeope@eettlVeg!

i1#/f:~ ~{ ,rf~~nlef6~p'6-

ci: 2~'IS7Lb~ 4-~4b 45k'6~ ~r'i'~s'r- 7Aey' Ple,~4-c Le,~v ~

)l~f 4~-i~ ~' ~ &7~ 577dL /2 LYLtv~fj~ OI'c-

)'i~e (,~Lt ~/IlLLra $ 4L'c2tck~i'O (&f~ ~4tr) trR~1(ts-~-~~ 2.

/vrT /tt/~I~ ft 4 O~i 'tHtS( /-WC('C C

any *ater es Of VOut Cedit €cad nuer; to make
conttibUtionS oe 1Qeq~5 to V e La4oUCh9 Ce-soe*o op to
oth t oegli1tl0O toot~ed to LynoO . LOROuCnC,

6)~I~T 5~Pe H '4 TH-jiY't U Sicw& ,c~ ~;;t7~cvco~q .2!-
OC'f)(ctf2?~11Ci,) (Is?. cu ~'e~dll (~-'WC A&f So~c~ )t

)(2 ~t) 7"C ~~VC"' ~ i~/ CLIK 1 Z L4~~ t1V/,b'p.#~(

-IT ~4.'~S A~Thi~ J~I~ ('O~~pr) Z

£

.

/

f



0 0

TOO BEVERLY J, SOUCEY

If YOU hove OnY quetoneS, )!oooo direst thee to Anne A,
weiseonborn or Stephen H, M~mO *t (201) 533.4000 Or 0t the
Coon'$esiov'' tol).lpoo nueop COQO) aZ69530.

Thenkt you for yOur cOOoePlon oerd eslutence,

ASSocIete Gena! Counsel

,.N

~ #/O ~/'~ ~L'jiCCA?~1CIV~i'# I~r ~ Zr 'I



QUESTIONS

TOl RICK L, GEHRKE

1, with regard to the sopecific reodred contribution or loon
cited in the accompanying letter, pleaser strates
a, whether you intended to yoke a Contribution or loan tO

The LaRouche Campaigns

Do whether you soubsequently took action to obtain ao refund
or to remove a charge from ao credit cored account
related to thiso reported contribution or loan,

Io If you did not intend to make• a¢ontribution or loan, please
OwptOin the cireumetoee eurrounding the receipt by The
LaNOUChe Campaign of the monies involved, inclUding, but not
limited to
a, any earlier contacts you ay have had with speeifig

epesoentatives of the committee or with ePreoentativesof other organiwations related te Lyndon N* Lefteueheg
in this regard, Please furnish the names of eoeh end
every ees~oentative;

bo  tany oarlor useso of your credit caed number to makecIontributionso or loans to The LeRouchO Campaign Or to
other organ igetions related to Lyndon 1, LaROUghe,

If you dici taoke action to reverse the sp~ecific transaction
cited in the accompanying letter, ploese aetatel

ao, oat office or individuluo you contectedp

I~ len thi1 aIction wastaend

3,



SJ.teruztiornat INC.
S P.O. eaX 1463 0 CALHOUN. GA. 30701

June,28, 1984 , {

The L@Rouehe Camnpaign.
Attn. Hlr. Ed Spanna~o
P. 0. Box 2150, GPO
New York, NY i0116

"Dear Mr. Spannaus :

I am preoently holding five letters from you totallin ,

$1,100.00 in 1oans that are overdue. To me, that indicates

~that your campaign wi.1l not honor its obligation.

My wife and I agreed to provide this money only if it

would be repaid. Presently I am overdrawn orn my ::aster Card

and am unable to make that payment. On that charge ppear

C $1,500.00 in 0oans to your campaign :ihich I have charged

04 back to you ae unauthiorized charges. Tl~e reiainLw #500.00

0 we provided c~rn be rqtained by you as a sift,

Sincerely,.

, U. L. Gehrke



't~i - A9/
Credit card .Center
P.O.Box 274V,
Nauhvij 1 e, T1N 37,215)

Qn Ji " e-28 I informpd .you that my statement fo 4 that mornth

,ar:.e~l a. $' ILS0.OO unauthmized charge fro:n the La IRouche

Campai n.< " 'a ,.

;I 1=V@ flO% iyet been gredLtedl with that amount a nd find tbat thisr

' months statement ;'has eanother eharge of' $ 500.'00 from La ?~ou~ho.

-. I will make no payment on this accounturtil both amounts are credited.
nor wi ! lI 1use' the card

("4 54ncerel.

' /

A~iAER1CAN NAT IUNAL RANK
CO ATrA NOW)A 'IN

I P~r t0 ' I 'A'l (oI "r'¢ h..
' ! 

- "' ... "' !,!r-,r,' H'* 
'

.-

2O.. . 00O9I/t, 4ut.,

(2 -

CRIEDIT CAR D Cti- i"
P0 B3OX ;?74~

NASH-ivILLr" TN 37?19 Ct4A 1VANijOkA IN ;..7.2; I

P..vmneeiq ,t te ab.e.m,,e . . o ,0 2:00 . ", u w b
eeedtep yo. ,..cOulas of te da@1t recesy@ l, Pllyme~lt ageelvedl *4 li

etb, teeatteA sa1g be! eUbl e!t to a dae1y c1 vl go 5 dysl lte th date
PLEASE OTAcH 40t EHNCL.OSETOP PORTION4 WiTH PAYMENT.

Ulrich L Gehrke '
2707 Nile Rd.
Chattanooga, TN 37421



p.O. Box 1104
i CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 37491

October 29, 1984

Mr. U. L. Gehrke
2707 Nile Rd.
Chatt, T$I 3742L

Dear Mr. Gehrke:

Thank you for your le o September 28 concerning your
account numnbe

We are crediting your aQcount with $50,00 for the item in
question from The LaRoucfle Campaign. We are also rebat .ng
$30.47 in interest and ~te charges. These adjustments should

C appear on your next statement.

e hope that the above 4rnformation will be'helpiul in
reconciling your statemqp~t. We *appreciate your busines~l and

CNhope to continue to serve you in the fu1ture.

04 Zf you have further queitions, please fqel free to contlict our
~Qffice at 757-3526.. *We will be "glad to help you.

Sincerely,

" Be l uto
, Bankcard Center 1-
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QUEST IONS

TO; NAN4C1 GiEHRKE

With regero to the see¢fi@ reported contribution or lon
cited in the accompanying ltteor, plose statel

o. whother you intended to make a cOntributiOn QP loan to
The LaRouche Campigns

be ~whether you subseOuenltly took ationl to Obtein a refundo
or tO remove a charge from a credit cord account
relatid to this reported contributiO o 1

If you did not intend to make a contribution or loan, pleee
Cexplin th@ circumstance5s urrounding the receipt by The
Lelouche Camign of the moniesinvolved, including, but not
limited to
ee any earlier cantacts you may have ha with seific

representaives of the committee or with representatives
Of other organizations related tO Lyndon H, Le!Ouchep
in this regard, Please furnish the nam~es of each and
every rOPreettive;

bo  any earlier uses of yOUr credit card number tO make
contributions or loans to The Laoiojehe Campign Or tO
other organliations releted to Lyndon h* LaROuche,

If you did take ictio to reverse the sIec'Ific triasction

cited in the acco~oavin letter, plase sttel

a. * it ofic!e orinividual yOU contacted;

0~e~ t~i1u action ~as taken,

- I

-.- |
i



ucc~ (0L~~7
QUE8T IONS

TO; SEHRENS 0OS8IR;

4th pegercd to the *pecifie reportedl *ontribution or lean€itedl in the accompanying letter, pleese state whet her YOU
i,'to9',dod to make a :ontribution or loanl to The LeRoughe

It you did not intend to cake a cqntr~bttfon or loon, pleaseexplein the circumaenee surrounding the rPeiptD by The
LeRouche Cempaign of the monies involved, ineludinge but not
ifmited to

e, any earlier eontacts whieh you *ey heve had with
specific representativeS of the Cemelttoe op with
representatives of other *rgenibtitls relaede to
kyndon N, LeRouche; in this eeetd please tf(0iois the
naese of each ond every roepooontotivo! i

rN)

any earlier ues of your credit cerd number to make
contribton$ or loans tO The LaRouche Campaign Or tO
other organigations related to Lyndon 4, Laoaughle

a.
cv



TOE 94OWARD L. ANDERSON "

1e With regard to the specific reported contribution or !ion
cited in the accomponylng letter, Please state whether you
intended to make a contribution or loon tO The LaRouche
Compel gr'

-x a, Zt YOU did riot intend to sake * *.ntribvtion or loon, p~le
euploin the circumstanlces surrOunlding the receipt by The

.! LaRoucho Campaign of the monies involveoo including, but not
1limited to

a, O Oiy gO!p|he *ontcti whieh you may hove hg4 with

oocific reprosentativoo of the Committe or with
:- represontativoo of other organieotions e oedo to

Lyndon 8o Lo~oucheu in this reordeP leoee furniseh the
names of each anld every Presolettyvop

be any earlier uses of your credit cord numoer to make
coteibUtionS 07' loans to The LaRoucho Compaigr or to
otner organ'Iaatlons related to Lyndon I, LaRouche,



(UT ION$

TO; *YLVIA KALUA

wtO regard to the spocifi€ reported contribution or lOncited in the accompanying letter. p)lease etatel
e, whether you intended to make a contribution or ldOn to

The La~ouche CemI~eignl

be  whether you subeeuently took action to obtoin a refund
or to remove a Charge frmecredit card occount
reletedt to th is reported cor'tribution or loon,

If you did not intond to maeO a contributiOn or lOanw P!OOIO
ewplaiii th~e circumotences *ur.rouneling the re*ei~t by The
LaRouche Campaign of the monies involved, including, but not
imi ted to
a, any earlier contacts you may hove had with speeifie

reprooentetiveo of the commtttee or wth rpreoontotlvesof other organIeations reloted to Lyndon H, LaROeche;
in this regard. please furnisOh the names of each anld
every reesentative!

bo eny cerlier ues of'our credit card number to make
@ontributione or loans to The LaRouch. Campaign or to
other organizttions relTed to Lynon M* La~ouche.

If you did take action to revere the seci¢fic traneaction

cited in the accompanying letter. p!ease stotel

a, what office or lnd~vidual you cont~ctedj

ji e ~tL -CO JtI/ c W e e

y~,l .~% ,~ -/

S.



@UCSITZONII

TOS NRl! JOhN hENRY-- ;

--- ,
|0 ~it(h regard to the speCific reported contribution or 1laa0

cited in the aCCOmpalnying letter, plees states -
WheheryouIntnde t make a cont 9.bution 0ee On~to S

be  Whether you Subsequently to action to obtain a refund
or to0 remove a chorge from * credit! card Occeunt
relede to this reportedcI ontribution or loan, ,

" .id , f,,t/j.. 9
S,, 2. Jf you did not inteno to *eke a contribution or leon, Plese

explain the circumstances surroundinhg the receipt by The
CN Lenouche Campaign *f the monies involvod. including, but no:

limited to
a, any earliee contacts you may have had with seocific

representatives of the COmmittee or with reoroeoentetives
~of otner Oronietions related to Lynoon 1e , LaROUChep

Fin this regard. *leOSO furnisoh the naeso of ech end
*vOPy POPrOSOent Ot ivO

t'o any earlier uses of your cedit card n umber to make
Lr €ontributions *e leans to The La Roucho Campaign or to
. other erganisaonPS relaed to Lyndon N, LaRoue.

3. If you did take actiOn tO reverse the SDOecfie transaction
CitedJ in to~e accompanying letter, pleseo staeso

a, o what office or individual you contacted! _

bo wOhn thisO action was taken,



k ,aSJ bh b
2~4 e

~

~~cLe~, U I-
/; 2~y Lgc

i/c, J,.;, d

£I R .

C .Q)1l14

ci
i /SA

5o

_ dhe4 a /4 d
/&4i\che

'44
Fh I

'0e IA-I Al
tic//C

/

/
7//c4-

ito

S
7

l 7 ie ~hLscJ~c1 ct~ib#,b'

/4~ / 2

/0

I~ /9L'J~

uI',g

%

)9:..

I

i



7AY- n:

"T;', c, C

. A ~ ptp

,?

; lTOTAL uvoim prO$p" prgsw.wum. I ptw to mji TOTureIUAL

.~ any c t.

562003'I

•IMPO~rANT 0
RETAIN THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS

5120135

* . IMIPOrANT 0
RETAIN THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS

(:2' ' J / - V lit CV.a vv,-

_ ; .-. .. 7)?04_ .........



SThe La~ouche Campa ign
P.O. Box' 2150, G.P.O
New York, N.Y. 10116

MRS. JACK HENRY
204 VINEWOOD
LONGV I EW TX 7 5604

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/21/84
the above individual loaned $250.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,

located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
MRS. JACK HENRY only, in the amount of $250.00,

IIa l repay to MRS. JACK HENRY by

( 0/1/42Tis obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

'NSV-fcHERY shall not be assigned,
transferred, or discounted.

C,

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign



P.O. BOX 2150, G.P.O
New York, NY. 10116

JOHN D. HENFRY III
204 % INEWOOD
LONGV I EW TX 7 5604

The LaKouche Campaign acknowledges that on 04/18/64
the abo~ve individual loaned $500.00 to The La~ouche Campaign,

located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
0HD.-UyIII only, in the amount of $500.00,

cht hlrepay to JOHN D. HENRY III by

(.07/18/84.h is obligation of the La~ouche Campaign to
' -4O I-Du-tI Yiishall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.

>969
Edward SpannausTreasurer
The La~ouche Campaign



1 0 The LaRou9h. Campaign 0
P.O. Box 2150. G.P.O
New York. N.Y. 10116

JOHN D. HENRY. III
204 VINEWOOD
LONGVIEW TX 75604

The La~ouche Campaign acknowledges that on 05/04/84
the above individual loaned $500.00 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

~The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
SJO!RY, III only, in the amount of $500.00,

(f 08/0 641)hl l repay to JOHN D. HENRY, III by
( 8/48-Tis obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to

-- O HENRY, III shall not be assigned,
~transferred, or discounted.

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer
The Lafouche Campaign

'If
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QUEOT ][OWI

TOt WARREW A sOwELl.

wit, "eters to the *oee~fie reeoPted *ontpibutlo * oee.cited in the oeeempenying letter. Pierre et e othep you
intended to moke a contribution or )oar. to The LoRouehe

Coe~oign.

q~jL~)

Xf you did not inteqcd to cneke e entribut~eo r too,',, ploeewlooinl the 6 ePcuootoeo *urPoued~fg tho Peifotet by The
LOftOUche Cempolon of the cenioo involvoo, inO!Udinoe, but rot
! imited to

Oe ory eoptie' *enteeo whieh you soy heve hod with
eceifie reou'*elefveS of the Committee or with
repreeentmtivee of ether orqeniietiene reteted to
Lyndon No Lenoueheg $n thi rqo@ Pooo e. furnish the
rose of oe end every repr eoentetivep

Oo eony earlieor usos of your crealit cope number to meke
ContributionS or loano to The LaRouche Compaign or to
other orgeniaotione roloted to Lyndon i* LOROUgheoo

a,

0



QUESTIZONS

TOl STA'4LCY G ISPEN CER

-- I
l, withI regard to the *peCifi@ reported ¢ontrioutio' orr?~oon

cit1ed in the eccomoanving letter, plese statel
a, whether you intondoed to moke a contribution or loon to

TY'o LaROuche Campaign!

bo  +whether you *ublequWOtly toolt action to ob~tain a refund

or to remove a charge frOm a credit card a¢count
roleod to this reported contribution or lOano

If yOu did not intond to make a contribution or lOan, pl#ooeewplein tne circumetanles surrounding tne recelot by The

LeROUcho CafoalOn~ of th@ monieS involved, including, but not

lieited to
a, ay earlier conaects you may have had with speific

represontotive9 of the committee or with repreentetives
of other orgonigations rOlated to Lyndon No LaoOuohO|
in this regard, pleo furnish the names of each andO
every re pesentativeg

o  any Oearlier uses of yOUr creoit €ard number tO make
contributions or loans to The LoRouChe Campaign or to
other @ognixatlons relaedo to Lyndon M, LaROuChe,

/o

If you did take o€tion to reesee the ecifi1c transaction
cited in the aomoanovig letter, please staese

,hot office or individal you contactea!

, en this4 action was taen~e,

I,

~',

AID-.

(

! .. ... .. • H , ,7



~rL~L~7t 4~'4)(rd

QUESTION;S
/d%~ 27~ Vt

TO! JflfrN J, DUNCAN

#itrh 'egaO tO the ipecifiC p@DOPt@ corntv'ibtion OP 1oern
cited in the gCeo~penving Ietter, o1eeoe crete whethep YOU
i'it@UiOe tO ".., a ¢o"teibutiofl o" 10" to The LeROUche 4

a. 7~r&~.a~.k o

If you €ltc ' ot totvi to 'seo a contricutlon or ]Oan. peoo.
ev~oboin the €ct¢c,mOtO~nCCo *uruOndlng the receipt by The
LewOuche Coele4Q o* t~e *o~iee involvecd. including, but not
l$, iteo to

en, eaeteP Conftcti .hih you 'mev hove 'ed wttheoectfO¢ PeCW eetetiveo of the Com~ittee or ith

EeoPCetteSe of *th@P orgontietlonS rebat@~t@
~yn1O - eo k uChel *n this PegaoP, please 1 pfl$h
AsseS *f eecm end evePv evrPeSentativeg

the

eny *.lli usOO O f VOUP credit cOic u DOP tO makt
¢oteootbto~o oP loone to Tee Lagoucre Campaign oe to
other oPgeniietione related to Lynlon He Laoucheo

04
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ouCS8tI!ONS9
7,. |-

TO; ANNA N. NUOO

mite" regard to the soecifiC sporte! contributiOn or loon
cited 4n the oC~omoanying lettOe pleaOO otate whether you
Intended to *eke a €ontPibution or loan to The LaRouche
Comoeone

£ , , / Alo~ V

I-,

V' .

p4 *~. ~..j ~ 1 ".~9"r~ cii ', r-
/.' C

If you d n ot intq d to "evo a contribution or loon, please
eumloin t O circuestenges suPrOunainfg the POceist by The
Lotmouceo Co-poign Of t~e monies involvod, including, but nOt
limitod to

a o  any eOplier COntactO mnigh you *ay hiOVO hOd with
OOO~4fig PeOrpeetatqvoo of the Committee or with
PeOrsOmtO*Itves of Other eOaOnfltiOens reletoe to
Lyn~o "e oeogcho! in this regard, pleOSe furni|n the
namso of ooch and every PePreslottive;

o amy ear~le uOOO Of your cred~t caoP number to mako
COntP4butlOnO or loans to The LaRoUCho Campaign or to
OtheOP OrgOniu~ti~n5 reled tO Lyndonl N o LaRougheo

- /',* . 4 2 g..l'

O L.L#;

t

L I #<' .'" ., C , 1,1'7" ,..',.._



QUEST IONS

TOS 9.11 w JOHN4SON

1.

whey thisO 0¢t'40 was toluene

/~aZ~-~' A

~w~th PegaPd to the opoctfi€ reportod ¢ontribution or loen
cited in the accompanying letter. oeeo statet

go Whether you i-renege to mite a €Ontribution or lOOn to
T "0 LaPouche Capaini

o whether you isuOSo@uetly teot oction to obtain a rofund
or to remove a charge from a creodit Card a¢cOunt
Peloted to this1 Peor@tO conltributionf or Olon

If you did not intend to elak• a ontribution or loan. poese
oapboin thO CIPCvSotoACoo surrounoing the reeotp by The
LoRoucho Comooo *f the cone involved, Including, but riot

limteod to
o, ony oelier Contacts you may hove hod with socific

roprosentotiveo of the COmmittee or witth eorosontotiveo
of other orgonogotiongloaO.ted to LyndOn He LoRouchog
in this PegarO.pleaseI furnishl the names of oech ona
every rOresOeqntOtiVelg

r I  nearlierqO use of y@UJP credit Cerd number to mOke
contrioutlono Oe leone tO The La Roucho Compaignor o to
OtherOP anOilat4OnO related to LyndOn H, LOROuche"

If yOu did taeo getiOm tO POvOP50 the Ospecifi¢ traniO@tiOn
cited i e  t0wO acOe¢OanlvIJ letter, Doeao staeo

ao what office o .inoiv.duql you contoctedi
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QUESlT ZONS

T08 EDNA 0, $ [[T

.4th pegoe !to the *pec~fqi@ eoted *@ote~tut$@n or l6oncited 4-i the *ccomopenyiflg lette pioeeo stete whotheF- ou
,u.t.fooo to .. e.. @@o.,ibuto.,lop ,oan~ ,,.Th Leou.h

--( ,, ,.__ / C4+ 4 /x_

2,

CN

61
11 you $l+id 'O .tot riyl to felkg a c:OflPrtDuti|O or |oe". '|eeovpbln the *$rcumstefl@eS surrounding the re@el@| by The
LeRouche Ceepeign of the monieS Invobvede if'eludingu but nOt

lImi1ted to

a, eny ee'liev contacts whieh you may hove hod with
specific repesentetive$ of the Committee Or with
repeeetetivee of other orqenitltnS reboted to
Lyvndel" I, Lalouehse, in thso UegoPd 0190o0 fuf'flth the
flwO Of *@oeb~" e very rPeeitotl ve

V

L~IY~k _

any earlier uses of youP credit COed number to make
¢ont"itP3U nS~l OP' 'O,,lS tO Tl,,,e L*R~oU,,CMOI CaplSon or to
other oegeniuetionS riloted to Lvnd P H, LseOu©he, ,.4

.AA _ ,v 3o. I

-'. 1 .. t7 " i 1

V +. -' +.

i (:-/; 
+
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8.cc #/./5
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QUIST: ONS

V'0! RUSSEtlLL W KALE[N

With ..o~o: to the..o@o1,i@ ..o.,. @or,tpluof0 o* ,l,,*itod In te •*oeeomponyirg 1ettop, P190eo stote whth*POu~e
intondod to meko • @@otPfbuti~o or 1oar to The .o~oJ@~,

Jf yoj diO net intevct to mek, 0 Contribution oP lOCA, 019OOO

eolein the *ipeuseteeoo suruPn~fdig the roeoipt y The
L~oRouche Comp~oign of the 'ioV'ee i.vo1vod, inc€ljdi g, but not

limitred to

0, ony eor1ler *o@rtst which yOU soy hove heed with
epegifie epotreoentotiveo *f the Commttee *r with
poepreetetiove of other orgonigotiono relted to
Lynd9n '~, Loeugeg in thio PegOPCde oleooo fvrnieht !the
fleece of eoch oal overy reproeotitvel

. eny earlier uses o4 your cediJt toed numoer to 'e~e
¢ontributions or loons to The LeRouG~e Cemoalgn or to
other orgenlietlone relat:ed to LYndoO 1, LoOOuChO,



-~ -

OUI[STO4S

TOt LIONARD CHARlSON

a. wifth PggePrI tO the *pe@$ofig @POP~ted *@ontribution Oo )!gin
cited I,', ho *c~o.mpenying Iotte~, ploeo stteo whethoP YOU
intefcled to0 meke a c:Oet~ibgtiOn @p loan to The LeRouceo
Campaign.

A

ao

F

N

~ L2. ~ '~>1~~ ~?~24 Cc

If YOtU did "Ot if2ttd to fiko a @OftP bUt10 OP @-On, pieOe
OupeiOn the *Ircumotoeooe ourrogrdtng the roqolt y The
Loftoucho CoaeleOn of the monies Involvoo, tn@)udvtn, but net
lreited to

ao any oesplio *ofote~ whloh you mOY he hod with
o.*fo¢ e proe*ntivo of the Commltoo or with
Pppooo~ntioo of other orgoniiotions e lato to
LyndOnl 4, LaROVohO| in this POgerd, plOase furnisOh the
noes *f *och end eVery PeproO*ntetive|

11 ,44~n4& eCa1'>

any OaOie! uO01s of your ¢OCredt card number to0 'lkO
COntributions or' loane to TY'O La~olcheo Campaig or to
other orgleniga!tiOns related to Lyndon P4o LaROjCohO o

!

• ijii........ ('2



9U~ST 0ONI

tot mOSCRT Ao $AHN(S
CO

W~th egeud to te elf peported ¢ontiibution oeb !oon
oltod In the accompanying lettepe pleaoe state whethee ,you
intenlded to make a contribution Or !oen to The LaftOU~h@
Caempai!g. o,

Jf OV dpf6 net intet d to P~ko * contriOuton or b.*n, pleseeoxploin thO *iroumeoeO suPPOw ifng the PreOeit by The
LeoveUhe Campaign *f the Ponies involv*G, innolu4ing1 but nOt

limited to

a, onv eoPbiep enteets whigh vow may hOVe hOd with
spegifie PoePP@#tfVoo of the Cosseeoo O with
poPPoSOoltettvOS ef other ergen~letions related to
Lyndon H, LeRevehet In this regard, pbeoee furnish the
aeoS Of oec end every representat~ve;

other organliationo rebated to Lyndon '1o LaROuChe.

.~4L ~ ~ j4 ~ A4 VL~~~

2~4 /B-,44u $ ~~4L~ ~ ~ S7~41 , ~/
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0
WUIST £0NS

TOS GEORGE SRlJ ERl

with regard to the speelfic reported cofitri4JOf', ow' lon
cited in the accompanying lelter nleeee ctete whether' you
intended to mate a contribution or loan to The Lapoucho
Cemolgn

If youJ did nOt intend to make a contribution or loerne pleaee
eulaien the circunstenceo surrounding the receipt| by The
LeRouche Campaign of the monieS Involved, includingw but not
li!mi ted to

C. OnY *ear @fot*@tS whigh YOU may hove hod with
specific wepreeentetives of the Committee or with
'eppeeentotivee of other owganistitons relatedJ to

Lyndon eio LoRouchel in this Pegard, pleaoe furnish the
names Of eOch and every epODeOenttVO|

C / / 4 . . ..../ZL..., -,---- --- - _

- 7~K~ V -~92~. ~ ~ ~-~4~Z~.(- -~t~P~

~4i77(, ~ /F1~ 6-? '-~'~- .~ --

-~ A ~ inmaM

__ _ /

contributionS or lom to The LRouche Compaign or

other Organi1lti0ns related to Lynoo o LaROuCh5.

.,., . -.. #- .. - -,-*.'V-, , '

__ .... k ~j~:~ // 2
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GUES!T ON S

TOS *[ORGE 8EnG

iuith ieged to the *peeifi* fepoPted eonttPibution op looneited in the !eoouipenyino letter, pieos etite whether you
intended to rooks * *ontu'ibvtion or loon to The Le~ouohe
C omPe ign •

If you did not intend to *oko * contribution or lsen, pbeese
exploin the gePemetoeoe surrounding tfte roeot by The
LeRouehe Coepelon of the monies involved, ineluding, but not
im4ited tO

eo eny eplieP genteets whigh you loy hove hod with
seif to repoooentetivoe of tho Comettee or with
representetivee of other ergeniset~ene releted to

v~nH e LOHouehe; in this regera. plesge furnieh the
noeso of oeh ond every rpeeetetivo!

o, ony esenior uses of your credit cord number to make
co~tPiOUtion~s or looan to The La Roushe Cempolen or to
other orog4 oniutor ,.leae to Lyndon M* LeRouce.s



0
LC6~ 6/~

QUItT ION8

TOt POPION E. 94ETZI4AJ

W~th pegawo to the seocifi@ reporte4 contribution or !oen
cited in the accompanying letter, !eese state whether you
intendled to make a COntribution Or loon to The L.eoudhe
C eroaei gf9,

If you d$d not intend to take a *ontrlbution or loetm, ptease
explain the circumetefl@ee surrounding the reeeipt by The

LeRouohe Campaign of the monies involved, inelu.,dng, but not

limited to

Oo onY oearlio gontoete whigh you *oy hovo hod with
opecific reopoentativoe of tho Cosaiteoo or with
preoosettiyo of other oflgon8oti~o5 e loedo to
Lyndon No Laotoueho! in this PegerO, s!easO furnisOh the
ame of OOch Ond every roepo@Setotivog

0 i~v eawlier uses of your credit card number to make
COntri ut10r s or |Ooei to The LaROuche Campignl or tO
otrner OwgnilttO"S related to LvnOOn M* LaRouche,



QUEST ZONS

TOt GEORGE ZANZAROV

bath egoed to the seii eot onibto ! I
cited Ifn the *ccompeytig @ettep, p1.0oe grte WhethoP .*@U
Intended to mete * cOntp41butiOn Op !oea to The LieRouoht
Campe ign0 €

If you did not intend to uok* * eo~fte4 tbiton @P )oen, pl**g*owploin the ciPeumetenee SUuVoEnflO the f'oqoipt by The
LeRoaehe Campeign of the monies iI'V@1Vod, including, but not
limited t@

eo orY oePrIoP eoeeete whieh you sey hOVe le, With
e 0eef~e .eP*eeelttvee ef.the Committee ee .dth
pe*etetiyeo ef etNeP e~ee-iiot1eno eleted Ie
vndo9 . L. Rouehe! in thiSeeoed, *leaso fue'nieh te,
noeseof ea eee end evepy pooep.e.tivei

any es iep UeeS of voup ceeO1t card nu pbep to ea~eConteiutlene oP !cans to The L.ouecte Campaign oe to
ot9'er' of~an1at1oF5 elaed to Lyndon H* LORoUCho,

C\



GUEStlT i ON

t01 WARK 9, I*I[NTON

w4tp POgerd to the opoelfie rpoitodl eontribut1@on or looncited in tho *ecompeny4ng lottoP, pioeo otote whotheP you
intenioed to moke o eontr~but~on or loon to The Leouoi _ *

A ge ! OI7? , -r/-

rC

if y*. d~d not Intond to *eke • *oitf'but$on 0? loon, ploeeoowpioin tho e$PeuOitonOoo SurrOUndini tho roeopt by The
Lo~oueho Coepeon9 Of the @n$oe inVOlVO~, tnelu~tP9, but not
limitod to

0,o m orlY o erii'ooee whieft you soy hOVO hod with
oelefe toepreeontetive of the Committee or with
PepPelefltttlV! 0f *ther *fgiflitI~oflI f|ited to
Lynldon M, LOReOUehO1 in thiS rOgordp leOse Ufurnih thO
noses Of *Oeh OnG ovory PepfO~onttvoi

bo  OnV eorler uses ot your crodit Cord numbOf' to eoke
contributions or loans to The LoRouche Coe4agf or to
other orgoniaetionS .elateo to Lydoon 8, LeRou~heo

a.

CN

cN



G'CC~tACo/#3

QUEOT ON$

!103 CAIPIKTO PUt4IAL.N

with r'o*ep¢ to t'. ipeeifie 'poi'ied *oniP~btion *P 1oeun
citod I,, the *@compenyi'g 1.ttO~. !?O* Stte whnhOf'! YOU

itie~ded to o eeacnPbto ~~e~t h ooet

oxpliln tee *t!'@unitfliOS IUPt*VfldIfl th9 POe!ecipt lY T
Leti~hO lO*II,*In of the monti invlolvog, I ingi$ng, but n ot
! imiteo to

go ri O *a OOiee onOtO whi h youl *av O IVO hod with
epige ol Pt@Slttivo of thO Cometttoo oP with
peoe~nO~ivoi of otkitp O~*t$#ltlil! alteod to

nameso each ond ever'y PeIpeeeentiVep

t o  tay eie|PrI~ ssof your credit card numbeOr to make
COntributiOntI or l ln to The iL.OUohe Calpilgn or to
othe orgar!ittOn"i roeled to Lyndon , La~ouche.



CC# /
QUEST IONS

1'0t SRUNO v, ecms

With regard to the opoeific rePorted contribution or looncit0d inl the accompayingle Itter, please state wheother YOU
intoendod to make a contribution or loan to The LoRowoeo
Compel gno

A ~2L~'e L3a14yP4f'

If yoU d$(W "Ot int@Ad to moke a contribution *P iOo.~, plee
explin the cieumstenoe surrOUnding the Preipt by The
LOROUChO Cempaogn of the mo4oe involved. ineluding, but not
limited to

o, any earlier contacts whigh you may hOVO had with
OeO¢fic epresentotives of thO Committee or with
reDpreontatiyoo of othor organliations relat. to
Lyndon No LeRoueo!in this regord, Ploeoo fu i4Oh the
na~mes of Oach Bnd every rprePseflNatvO| ...

be Ony earier uoes of yOUr creole card numbOr to maeO
contributions or loans to The LaRouche Campaign or tO
other organlZotloro fol*tod to LyriOon Mo La OUChe.

eP

J



- ,

Tpog DANIEL. N IIL-

Io witth PeiAd to the OlDOifi@4 rPOrOted ontributon Or loan

citecd in the eccompanying leteropl eoe seote whether you
itndod t:o mokO a contribUtion or loon to The Laftoughe

Caempo ign, /

I" ;!/ ,0 ~ A~l __ l; J~eID /

fr
Lf'~. -'-

. If you didc not intend t@ makq a *;ontributic~n or •oneaseooeolaien th* eircumotonee surrounaing the Peipt W~v The

©: LoRoucho Ceepaogn of the monie• involvoed, inoluding, b~ut not

imioted to

ao any earlier entecte whigh yew soy hOVe hoe! with
\o Ospeific e OreOOntatiVeO of the Comeittee er with
.<: Pq~rpraseneifOtve0 of othor orgo ensatn relaedo to

Lyndon H. e ROucei n this regOerif I!eooe furnigh h

• -rtOnas0 Of Oeh an~d Overy Pesetti vetiVO d'2 6 {6?.

%;s~~ cLG''r ,' , Ae /1 ) v17, &4-=~ d 8

.... f'.. / 7 any v~ earioe ueoo of your cedilt card number to make

:OnriPbutiOns or loansl tO The LaftOUChO Campaign oe to0
oth~er organliaOtions roeated to L~yndlOn 1 LoRouche,

q



S S
QUESIT ONtS

TOU ROY K, 4Y|R

with Pegepdl to the op*eef1. reportedcl Ontri1ution Or loonteod in the oeeomanyin@! letter, pioee otate whothgqr YOU
intended to moke a contribution or loon to The LoRouebto c,
CoupaenS!O 3 _:, ..

If yOU did nOt Intend tO noke• aeontribution Or lon. lalseexDoen th@ *treumeteneeo OUrr~undin@ the rooipt by The
Lomoughe Campaign *f the monies involvede inel~ding, but not
limited to

eo eny eawliOr *onto@te whigh you sOy hove hod with
opeeoil@ ePoeSltfv@S of the Committee or with
rpresentotivos of other orgonife!Ottnel| oted to
LyndOn M, LeoaeheI in this reged. t peoe furnieh the
names of *o~h and Oeey representativeg

Oo  any @erlier uses of your credit card number to eike
contributionS or loins to The LaRouohe Campaign or to
other organizotione relaede to Lyndon H* Lo~ouchS.



S
QUEST IONS

TOO ROGER NARR SON

w~th eoed to the epeoIfto poetod gontribution op loon
cited in the oocomponying letto, pleseo Stolo NhethoP yoU
intendod to mike a eonteibutlon Or lOOn to The LOouieo
Campaigne e -~

If you did not intond to sake a ¢ontributien oc loon, pleo.
euplain the *e@~umeafl6eo ouPending the reeeiot by The
LoAOueo Campoign *f the monies ifvlvolY~d inOluding but not

ifmited to

ao any oapliop sontoeto whigh yOU *ay hove hod with
ooe~ifio PePPoeeRtotivoe *f the C@S*$Itoq oP with
Pepreoentetiv@o of othep *rgenhuotiono related to
Lyndon He LoROUOhe| inl this Pegapdf Please furniseh the
noesO of eeeh and every repreenototivep

D)AD

day eOrlier uses Of your credit cord number tO wake
cOntributiOnl Or la to The gIROUCht Campaign or to

teP Organhilt10995 'eloted to LyndOn H* LeROUChO,



&CO#~ L~/3~

QUESTIONS

TOS SAMUEL 4, DONATTO JR,

1th regard to the soecific r@~o'tca €ontributiOn or l n
cited 4 the *©comoUyy g let tee, please statel "

e, whether you intended to me a €ontribUtion Orr~oen to

The L*Roueh@ Ceoiqnl!

o wnethor you *uoeoauontly took action tO obti a refuno

or tO remove a c¢.r.e from a ¢redit CaPd ac€Ount

,.lteac to tse Psoorted €ontribution or looze

Jf you dio nOt inteno to make a contribution or loan, please
evplain tne ¢irPs~tenceS surrounoing the receipt bY The

LORou¢he C. pei2' of t~e monies involved, ivcluding, but not

a, any *a li@C Contacts you may nave hod with sPECiuic
repreetativee gf t~e Comwittee oP with PebreeOntetve

of otme + organt lal e lated tO Lyndon H* LoROuC Oi

in twiO regar. •Tease fUpn|Oh the naso* O OCA ao

*vOPv rPeeototivdI

+. any @691 is uses of your creOlt C•ad number to woke

ConttOutiOnl or loans to T'e LaRouche Campaign Or to

Otwer *rgenigoltOn5 related to LynOOnl II. LaRoucfle

If you did take a¢tlo" to reverse the specific transaction
Cited in the a¢¢o*poavt"0 better. alOaIO stateI

a, what office o' inoividuol you €OntaCtedp

b. whOn this actto" was taken,

I . ,' ~i' +r

. --- ~
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QUE$T 1O14

706 LOU PAYT0O4

le w~t regard to t~. specific reoorted contribution or !ay,
toted in tP'@ cC¢Ompanytil letter, pleaso StateS

el whether you intended to make a contribution oP loan to
The .LatOuC'@ Campaign,

ID0  iwhether" you oubsooauontly took oction to o!totai a Pefund

or to reOvle a ¢harge frO a cedit Ccri accOUnt
rllt!O tO t i0 Pepoetod ContrfibutiOn or looa,

20 f yohI 016 Hot 1 ttn to poet 0 Contf' UtiOn oP Ileal ptlee
*uploin t~o ¢4rcu 'ota ¢oo lUPPOun~oin the receipt bY The
LaoRouche ComootGR Of tne monies involved. ingluair,ge but not
lIm4itgO to
oo oany oarier ¢OntaCts you may ohovo had with 811oCific

PerPoooetotiveS of t~o committee oP lih repro~onlttlvoo
of otmer orgaoutonso Pelated to LyndOo 4* Lo~ouchOg
im t~Is ege!o.o oleas. fuenish th~e ames of each and
*vOPy P@PPeoontotitVo l

o. o*y earlier ,e ofl your creolt Carld numbeor to make
€One~tt'ons, Or iloea tO ThO L.OROUChO Campaign Or tO
Othe oanalOtqs arelateo to Lyndo0n M", LaOu~c.e

Jf you oi'# toil actiom to reOverse t e specific transactiOn
cite0 trn t'~e alCOD'v' le tter.t pleaOe OtateS

m Ot office 0r Ie'oivIoual you contoactOdf

• 'On t'4O aCtioF, .a takeno



0 0

I think it :.S in ,.ay ot this year that I received a
?)hone call from a young woman with the La Rouche Campaign
in Houston. She recjuested a contribution of 250.00 and was
very insistent that it was urgent because they had a dead-
line to meet or they would lose the matching funds provided
by the Federal Governm~ent. She said they would send a mess-
enger to pick up my check or I could charge it to mydVisa
card, as I had charge~d the magazine subscription. I eclined
to do either and she called back two or three times to ask
if I would make them a loan of the 250.00 that would be re-
paid after they had received their matching funds.

I told her that I had been out of work and was in no
position to contribute anything and that I was near my credit
limit with Visa. ididn't hear anything more from her and
forgot about it until I received my Visa statement the foll-

9 owing; month on which were listed three separate charges from
the La iouche campaign; two for ?5.00 and one for 100.00.

I immediately contacted the Visa office in houston and
'- they referred me to their Dallas office. I explained the

circumstanCeS to cr.e of t heir representatives and they told
" me I would have to write a letter to the La Rouche Campaign
04 and p end Visa a cony., .1 -il not have an address so they called

me back with the in..ormation they had. I wrote the letter
9 describing what h~d taken place and the next months statement

from lisa showe. credit for the full amount.

Ithought t.:!t was the end of it and did not keep any of
-7 :~h noteF- or rec- r 2 i ha1 made. Unfortunately, I can't rem-
, . '-mber the names- cr xact dates. 1 would think that Visa has

that information in their records and I could get it if it
'D would be helpful t: you. rl~ase contact me if there is some-

thi. : more I can o.

Sincerely-

J VOU Payton )



,~c 6 40

QUESIT ONS

T01 [V4tL! C$At40N

#9th regar'd tO the *POoifie reported cOntribution or |ln
*itod in the *c@omponyi g lettor, pleeso stoto whother YOU
intended to s*kO a contribution oe lon to The LoOUchO
Coel Ogn*

CL-6 c-kiLl

If you did not intend to cet e ontribution or loon, pieeoxploin the circUestanlOO surrounlding the Preipt bY The
Lo!OUeO Campaignl of the ROf @Oi nvolvode inoluding, but not
limited to

Oo Ony Oerier o OnteetO whigh YOU SOY hate he4 with
ope¢ific reproseontativee of thoCoS~ittQC or with
rPPooontot$Voo of othor *rganiileiOfn rOleted to
Lyndon 4. LIoRueh.; in this rog&Pdg ploe furnishf the

noesof 0*.Oeh end every epresOnteOiVep

Do  eny eaer ses lOf yOUP credit Card number to sore

con4triuto~ or loon0 to The LaRouche Compa4gn or to
otheroP roonliatiOng Pelated to Lyndonfr4 e !ouchO.



QUEIT IONS

TOl HOSSEIN K(IA

ith regard to the segiefic eported contribution or lOaneited in the acGomponying letter, ploeo~ state whetheP you
intonded to make o contribution or loan to The La~ouche
Compel on,

lo If you did not intend to moie a contrliutio or leon, alese
exisin th5 cirCusitaOCSe surroundin~g the receot by The
Laoohe Campaign of tne monies involved, inluing, but not

ltmi ted to

any earlier eontacts whigh you may heve hed with
oPegifi© presentatives of the Committed Or with
eporesentativee of other OrgenimetionS reloted to

Lindon H, La~oucheu in this regarPleseoo furnisOh the
naOmOs *f each anld every roepeontotivei

. I

(e,,,w ,< ,t

1"--13-~ C'

any earliear uOl of youre di cerd nuvOer to mike
cortritOt4orso oar OS to Tie LaRouche Campaign Or to

other oeganitllofU eiloted to Lyndoo #4, Leouehe,

~~/e~*i Ad4 rt4~w (~-e 'C7._ ot,-$ ,,.



/ December 18, 1984

Warren Johnson :-
P.O. Box 2322 .
Key West, Florida 33040

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The Federal Election Comission, established in April, 1975,
has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. In connection with an investigation

,. being conducted by the Cmmission, you are requested to answer in
writing the attached questions concerning specific monies

... reportedly received from you by The LaRouche Campaign, Inc.

O According to reports submitted to the Commission by The
LaRouche Campign, you made contributions or loans to that

O.t Committee in the amounts of $50, $250 and $125 on or about April
S 3, 1984, July 20, 1984, and July 31, 1984. Please answer the

attached questions as they relate to these particular
;- transactions.

::- For your convenience, we have enclosed a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for your response. We would like to receive an

" answer within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

-" The Commission does not consider you a respondent in this
matter, but rather, a witness only. Your cooperation in this
investigation will assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and is appreciated.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
investigation conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) apply. This section of
the Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits the making public of
any investigation being undertaken by the Commission without the
express consent of the person or persons with respect to whom the
investigation is being conducted.



If ou aveanyquestions, please direct theme to Anne A.
Weissenborn or Stephen H. Mimes at (202) 523-4000, or at the

Commission's toll-free numeber (800) 424-9530.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Char].es N. Steel

Associate G neral Counsel

Enclosure
Questions



QUEST 0146 ~$wE P~/i~$V4p1

TOS WARREN JOHNON

1o With go!pd to thO spific eP.~ODOt contPibUtionl op loon
citod in the oempaonying letterp le.. stoto whether you
intended to wokeo c Ontri~butionl or loon to tho LomOUOhO
Cospoono

10 If you did ot Intend to woke o contribution or !gon, pleeso
oiploinl the eieumteies surrounding tho receipt by Tho
LoReueo Compoign Of tho mOnie invotvodw includ~ng, but not
limited to

0, only cOie|O contocts which you soy hOVe hod with
secoific eereOOeftotivoo of thO COsmittee *r with
rosreeontottvoo of other oonis~otieno rolote to
Lyndon N o LoRouego in this e ood, Soe furnish the
noses of cOch enld evOPy POePOOsetotive|

bo ony orlior uses ot your eodit cord number to wOkO
cOntributions or loon. tO Tho Lo~oucho COmpoignl Or to
othOr orgonqlot Iono reoeo to Lyndon N, LOROUehO.

Ue



QUEI ONS

TOI DONALD T, ICN~?SNER

1, ' th e'egePd to the *p0€41!@ vP@Pt@d *onte'ibutlon op 1oewn

@Itod tn t0'o *cCompo~y$"9 1ottoP, pioeoo grote whoth*P you
4ttfrdOd to mel~o * ¢qo~tPfbuti~on lo" On to TheO LeRoucho

2. It you did rnet "'tend to *eke * • rO! 'bUOtO'F* |Oe.~, .1.ooo
oupi~efl tho@ *$fOUPotofleoo SupP@ufldif thO POOOfpt by Tho
L.eROugho C~eP*Q of ttho mOnieO inlvolvoed, ift4lUEfl~ but not

C' ! imited tO

C'< Io Oily OaPliOr *OntOtt whtich YOU noy h OvO hed with
\ eoeeif e ppoooefttv@S of the O oett.o or with

Pp*OOfltOtiY@# Of OtherqlPniieflt|O l Oeted !ts
' Lyndofl 4, L.RoW@lto in thiSO PogoPd, p~oooo fuPifi~h the

,*omle of *oh end every 'PoDPg@lftOtiVO|

Io o  *oiy oopliop USoo of youP cpreO4t OPa number tO moe
*oitPibutlonS or loans to Tho LaRouceo Campaign 0 to
other, oPgenititnoe otted to LyndOn M* LeRouChe



QU[ITTIONS

TO, M3Ct9AEI, 7, EUION

W4th eger to the epe¢ific eoted contribution or joan
cited in the oceoimpanying lettee, Please Stete whthiJ YOU
Intended to 'atke a contribution or loon to The Lo~oug~y

Caspafgno ,p

w5~o ch cc ~ei-.~~/2 
-I--

tI

If yog did not intend to *ake a eontribvution or loan, PhOOse
ewelOin the ¢ircumetoee oueroundin* the Pore-lt by The
La~ouche Campaign of the conies involved, inoludivng, but net
lei~ted to

ee eny erlier contacts which you may have hod with
spefic resO~ettiVOO ef thoCoseitteo or with
reereOentOtiVOO Of other eoanlseon.fl rilOted to
Lynldon He LaRouehep in this egaO PeaOO fgurniOh the
naeso of oech Ond overy reprosontativep

o any oarle uoe of your cedit crd numbor to *ote
contributionS or loase to T~o oaoueo Coupaign or to
otn.r Organiuotionl reoteco to LynO0 M9 LoROUche

c~- 44A c~r~L~ t9~d&rd

~O(D ~%~airb4 L ,e(

L4~

I

A A



QUEST IONS

VOl AUGUST F, ARAC['. :

1. Wit" Pegerd to the *pecifil reported contribution O or I, -:
cited 4n~ the .ccompenying letter, 0leese stete whetheu.,you:,
Intended to 'eke a Corntribution or te to The LOROUCIO
Ceimoelgn,

A-QL 3~ 4 A 1

Io 3If YOU dJid riot intend to ma' ak c ontrinutio'i of' |ls' pIlOe
• " evplain the circumtnces 5urrounoirg t~e receipt oy The
C L, Rouche Campoig. of the monies involvedl, itnelu€lige but not

!lieited to

a. any earlier ctcts whilh you may htVt ha. d with
l~secific representatives of the Cowlittee or" wih
roprosontativeS of other oOonhlati@9"O reled tO

~LynldOn M e ROUCho| in this regard, please furnish the
naese Of etch end every Peoresentative|

r a ny ea!lier ue of your cre &i Carl uer to a~e
contP~buitlorn oP !lans to The Lealouc:he CaL~align or tO
other OrganiatiOnsl uelateo t Lyn oon "e Laovocee



~c~&9 / ~3

(JUESTIONS

YOl RICHARD QELPICH

thl regard! to the sIpecifi¢ reported :ontlribution or leln
cited in the accompanying letter, pleaSe etateS
a. Wihether you intended to make a contribution or lin to

The LeRou¢!he CamPaign;

, • , .

bO  ilhether yOU Iubsequenlv tlook Oction tO Obtain a refund

or to remove a charge from a credit card aecount
reaed to this reported contribaution or loan,

If yoUi did nOt intend to make a contribution or lan plOeseevplain the €iPcumste ¢ee surroundin the receipt bY The

LoRouche Campaign of the monie involved, including, but not
limited to
- . .-- any earlier contacts you may have had with specific

repreentetivee of the comittee or with repreentatives
of other organliatiOns related to Lyndonl H, LaRoueheg
in this regard. please furnish the names of each and
every representati Ye; ., r ,

any earlier uses of your credit card number to make
contributions or lars to Pie LaRouche Campaign or to
other organigations related to Lyndon 0 LaRouche,

L 4 ~ 4 .rc~*A 4 Fu~s ~ 4&.#~ -*. C. ~N

Zf you did take ection to reverse thee *eeific transaction
cited in the *eC~mparyi19g ltter, please state;

S, xhS& office or indlvidulus you contacteeo!"g. s .r .

4 W, i ,?iLa..? ,..a X? 'S.4- -'t , .- c i_ ' '

De ,Jen t~1s aciohn ial taken.



0
QU ESTIZONS

I'0! ROBERT' RIED:ILLER

with regardl to tho *po¢1fic roported oii jnor loin
cited irn the *¢¢omponying lottero~ e5 pOITRo whhehr you
intended to make a contribution or loan to The LaRouc:he
Camoalon. -. ' I A /7 i2 . "

'i

-9,

A AI~t'~
1%) ~, ~ / -~, L~L

It you did not intend to mike a *ontr1Oution or loanl, p!las
ouplein the circumstonce suuPnfding the roeeot by The
LaRoucho Ce~paign of the monies involved, inluding, but not

limited to

a, any earlier contacts whieh yOU may hovo had with
seciofic prepsentatives of the Commtteeo or with
preoooltetive5 of Other OrgeOisetiOns reledo to

LyndOn H, LaRouchel in this Pegerd, *l9*se furnish the
name of eoch and every repesoonttvep

.ny **pljer ues of your credit cara nu"er to make
cOtPibutions Or loans to The La, Ouche Cawoaigi or to
ot~~eP o gsv"'at4ofs uolaeo to Lyndon .o La OUChee

d
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 21, 1904

CHARLES W* €OLLZt'SPO, 0OX 1443
KERRAVILLE, TX 78028 Al

LP

RCi .NUR 1832

Dear CHARLES$ . COLINSI

The Federal Election Co~eissien. etahltehed in April, 1975,has the statutory duty of enfoscinp the Federal Eetion Campaiee
'ct of 1971, as emended, in connection with en tnveSti~ation being
onducted by the Coswiiefn, You are reauestod to answer in writing
the attached ouestions concerning 0Decific sonieC reportedly
w ceived tPee you by The Leleueb. Campaien, Inc.

~According to reperte Bubeitted to the Coseison by The
SRou~he Caspaipn, you *oe * centeibution or loan to that Cemrtttee
the amount of 550,0O en or aboug April 5, 1984, Please

4 e~er the attached queetions as they related to t(hot particular
transect ion.

F',r ynUr c!orvenienee we have enclosed a selfoedopecssed,
Mavpoea "envelope for your reconsee we would like tO receive an
9nswer bthn ten daye of your reee4¢t of this letter,

. lhe Crisson es not cOnsluer you a resriona-.ttr, but ratter, a witness..nl, Your cooperat
fPvestigation !Ill assist the Cei, ission in resolving
and Is aoprecfatedo , i

Since thi1 inforeatiOn isecding sought asl
investi eti'~' coucted *y the Coq*iosion. the confi
orovisions of 2 US C. Section *37sl() A)teFlyo. Th
of the Federal Eleedon Cemuie~ Act Prohibits the mating
any lnvestioation being undertaken by the Commission w
eiprese consent of the pfesOn Or persons with Pespect t!
investipation is being conouctedo

tnt in this
ion in this
this matter

pert of an
clentiality
!i section A
Ithout the
0 hOI' the

.4,,.°
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ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, PC. .,.

ODIN P. ANDIER oN ,a " : LONGFLLOW PILACE[
RoE:WrLl,, ,,OSS',, !, r,, 51JIrE2,e
A. DAVID DAVIS ... SO6lON. MASrSAcI4uSEYTO2 114

January 11, 1985 ./i ,_'- i

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman .
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463-J

Re: MUR 1852 - Response to a Reason to Believe Finding

Dear Chairman Elliott;

., This is a response to the Comiission's December 11,
1984 finding that there is a reason to believe The LaRouche

-- Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer, Edward Spannaus, have
violated 2 U.S.C. Section 434(b) (2) and (3) and 26 U.S.C.
Section 9042(c). Notification of this finding, along with a

. Subpoena to Produce Documents and Materials and Order to
Answer Written Questions, was received by the respondents on

-- December 29, 1984. A Motion to Quash and/or Modify FEC
Subpoena and Order was submitted to the Office of the

:. General Counsel on January 5, 1985.

As the respondents have stated in the Motion to Quash
and/or Modify now before the Commission, the facts stated in
the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis do not

~support a finding of reason to believe that a violation of
the federal election laws has occurred. The Colmmission is

~therefore not within the ambit of its statutory authority in
making a reason to believe finding and conducting an
investigation in this matter. In addition, the conclusions
drawn from the minimal facts presented to the respondents
appear as no more than speculation and conjecture. The
subject matter of this inquiry is complex and therefore not
easily understood without sufficient facts and circumstances
from which to extrapolate. Attempts to do so from the data
available have been fruitless. Therefore, the respondents
find it impossible to respond to MUR 1852 at this time, not
only because of their belief that the Commission is
operating without statutory authority, but also due to the
fact that they are unable to determine exactly what is at
issue.



The respondents request that the Commission present
them with a detailed statement of the specific contribution
and loan monies allegedly "not intended by the source to be
contributions" and the particular facts supporting such a
serious charge. In addition, it is requested that the
Commission specify the knowing and willful misrepresentation
that the respondents have allegedly made, the fraudulent
evidence that they have allegedly furnished, and the
supporting facts. Without such information, it is
impossible to assist the Commission in resolving this matter
and to bring TEJC into compliance with the law, if in fact a
reporting violation has inadvertantly occurred.

Furthermore, the conclusions drawn by the Office of the
... General Counsel appear to contain allegations of criminal

acts by TLC and its Treasurer. The respondents find this
~intimation extremely serious. To make such a charge based
, upon such minimal information is startling. The Commission

" is cautioned to proceed with utmost regard for the rights of
! the respondents and the boundaries of its own authority.

7;S i ncerel y,
The LaRouche Campaign,

4 Edward Spannaus, Treasurer,
=_ By Their Attorney,

Anderson /& Associates, P.C.1 Lo bfllow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114
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Karl L. Foster
9808 5th St. N.E.
Blathe, t'N 551134

Federal Election Comission January 8, 1985
Office of General Counsel
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Attn: Anne Weissenborn

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

I am in receipt of your letter dated December 18, 1984. I wish to thank you for
your brief explanation about the Commission being established in April, 1975 and
its statutory duties as amended.* However, I have grave concerns about those two
little words - as amended.

As you know the United States has suffered some of its darkest days as a result
of Congressional legislation viz: Federal Reserve Bank Act, personal income tax

c ) (the first gave the stattutory power to steal and the latter to confiscate),

monetary legislation, legislation for energy and education etc., all of which
+ produced nothing but wasted costs and for what - I know not.

And then, of course, we have the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, which, as you know, created the Federal Election Coimssion in April
1975. In my considered opinion, Congress did little here to change its reputa-

(N tion of producing dark days perpetrated against its constituents.

" In your letter you mentioned an investigation being conducted concerning monies

reeived from myself by the Laflouche campaign etc.* However, I noticed in an
/ article in the St. Paul Dispatch, a daily newspaper in my area, that Walter
"-.,7 Mondale had irregularities in his campaignr fund that would make the LaRouche

campaign look like a choir boy organization.

And the article went on to say that the Commission was not going to investigate
' Mondale's campaign because his organization would pay back any illegal funds.

~However, the Commission has the unmitigated nerve to conduct an investigation
against the LaRouche campaign and pulls every dirty trick in the bag to hold up
and delay the matching funds it needs to pay back legitimate loans, let alone
any so called irregularities.

If you really have nothing better to do, may I suggest you conduct a vigorous
investigation of~ the Federal Election Coumission and their illegal acts. I
believe the serious questions that would be raised would require answers.

As you know LaRouche was one of the first candidates for the Presidency in both
the 1980 and 1984 campaigns to meet the requirements (by law) of matching funds
tor Secret Service protection. Nevertheless, the Service's protection was denied

LaRouche while at the same time Ted Kennedy received Secret Service protection

-1I-



*
* for a period of six weeks before he even announced he 'as a candidate in the

1980 elections. Jessie Jackson received Seret Service protection the minute he

announced his candidacy even though he had not yet met the requirements required
by law. No doubt other so called minor candidates were outrageously refused pro-

tection as well as Laflouche.

As I mentioned, the Commission drags its feet on matching funds for not only

LaRouche but also other candidates that the major news media refers to as minor

and not serious contenders. Who gave the major news media, the Treasury Secretary,

the Commission, the CFR and the Trilateral Commission the right to play God in

their attempts to subvert the campaign laws to suit themselves.

In addition, I recall that Laflouche, President Reagan and other candidates had

legal action in the courts pending against them by the Conislsion over so called

illegal campaign irregularities dating back to the 1980's campaign. Yet only

LaRouche had the (proven) matching funds. Is it policy that fairness-in-action

has been abandoned in this country?

Moreover, only days before the election U.S. Attorney William Weld, Republican,

initiated an investigation of so called campaign irregularities and a major T.V.

network took to the airwaves to charge the LaRouche campaign and others with

credit card fraud, forcing certain banks to confiscate funds of the 'Independent
Democrats for LaRouche' campaign and thereby preventing the purchase of a half

hour time slot on CBS-TV which ias to be an election eve show on the Strategic

Defense Initiative.

Is it the policy of the people who choose to play God to refuse and continually

harass the only candidate who really has something to say to the huerican public.

Must the public be forced to hear the same old gabbley-gook of the other candi-

dates whose only subjects are nuclear freeze, disarmament and claims that ech

is prepared to give away more of the United States than the other guy because

the self chosen gods wish it so.

I have many other complaints against the Commission and others. And the first

suggestion I would have to you is to clean up your own act before you investi-

gate others for so called improprieties.

I fully realize that the truth is like bitter medicine in that it's hard to

swallow. The fact is - Congress has created numerous 'Frankenstein monsters' in
the past and the Federal Election Commssion, in my opinion, is no exception.
And as a patriotic citizen, I believe it's my duty to urge Congress to dismantle
the Commission along with the other 'monsters' I have mentioned.

A copy of this letter will be sent to every member of the Minnesota delegation
to Congress. And a copy to the LaRouche campaign informing them that they may

use this letter for any appropriate way they choose to do so.

Sincerely,

Karl L. Foster

-2 -
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In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign, Inc. ) MUR 1852 '.,. !I ': 49

GIRAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

On December 27, 1984, the Commission received the attached

telegram from Edward Spannaus, treasurer of the LaRouche Campaign

("the Committee"), stating that the Committee had not as of

December 26, 1984, received notification of a Commission reason

to believe finding in the above-cited matter, but had learned

that the Commission has been contacting contributors in the

course of an investigation. Mr. Spannaus requested that the

- Coinuission cease all contacts with contributors until the

commitee received notification.

C The notification of the Commission's action in this matter

was dated December 21, 1984, and left the Office of General ,

~Counsel on that date. Because of special procedures involved in

. _ sending letters by certified mail, the notification apparently

, - did not leave the Commission mail room until December 24, 1984.

'_c On December 21, 1984, the 350 letters to contributors also

~approved by the Commission left the Office of General Counsel and

were mailed that same day. Virtually all such letters bore the

same date as that of the notification to the committee; the few

which did not were those to persons whose transactions appeared

in the samples drawn more than once, thus necessitating specially

prepared letters dated December 18. Even these latter letters

were held for mailing with the rest on December 21, 1984. It was
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the intention of the staff that all of the letters, both the

notification letter and those to the contributors, be mailed the

same day.

On December 27, 1984, following receipt of the telegram from

Mr. Spannaus, this Office received a telephone call from Ms.

Tracy Roach, an assocate of Odin Anderson, counsel for the

LaRouche Campaign. Ms. Roach asked what had happened regarding

the committee's notification, and it was explained that the

-_ notification had been sent by certified mail. She asked that a

'" copy of the notification be sent to the committee, and this vas

done that same day. After that conversation, this Office

verified that the FEC mail roam mailed the letter directed to the

LaRouche Committee on Monday, December 24, 1984.

Neither 2 U.S.C. S 437g nor the Commission's regulations at

_ 11 C.F.R. S 111 specify that a respondent must receive

~notification of a reason to believe finding before an

' investigation may begin. The statute simply requires

notification and an investigation following a reason to believe

finding by the Commission. 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2). In the

present matter the Commission found reason to believe that The

LaRouche Campaign has violated provisions of the Act and of Title

26, U.S. Code and following that determination notification was

sent and the investigation begun.

In SEC v. Jerry T. O'Brien, Inc., 104 S. Ct. 2720 (June 18,

1984), the Supreme Court held that when a federal administrative

agency, without notifying a person under investigation, uses its
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subpoena power to gather evidence adverse to that person, the Due

Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment is not implicated because

an administrative investigation adjudicates no legal right. In

the present matter the Commission's requests for information from

contributors were not issued under order and thus only voluntary

compliance by the persons contacted was anticipated. The

Commission would have been under no obligation to inform The

LaRouche Campaign of its intention to issue subpoenas to third

party contributors prior to doing so, and certainly was under no

obligation to inform the Committee of requests for voluntary

responses to questions.

Cq The Commission was under neither a statutory nor a

C constitutional obligation to notify The LaRouche Campaign of

investigatory steps being taken. The fact that the Committee

received the notification of Commission action after

contributors received their letters is of no moment; respondent

was not deprived of either procedural or substantive due process

thereby. Therefore, there is no reason to suspend the

Commission's investigation. This Office recommends that the

Commission deny the request of Mr. Spannaus that the Commission

cease all contacts with contributors until its receipt of

notification of the Commission's reason to believe findings or

pending investigation.
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Reccnendat ion

1. That the Commission deny the request of Edward Spannaus,
treasurer of The LaRouche Campaign, that the Commission
cease all contacts with contributors to The LaRouche
Campaign, until its receipt of the Commission's notification
of a reason to believe finding or pending investigation.

2. That the attached letter be approved.

Charles N. Steele

BY: Kenneth A. Gros97
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Telegram from Edward Spannaus
2. Letter to Edward Spannaus
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The La ouche Campaign, Inc.
MUR 1852

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmions, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 15,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Deny the request of Edward Spannaus,
treasurer of The Laflouche Campaign,
that the Commission cease all contacts
with contributors to The LaRouche
Campaign, until its receipt of the
Commission' s notification of a
reason to believe finding or pending
investigation.•

2. Approve the letter attached to the
General Counsel' s Report signed
January 10, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald

and McGarry voted affirmatively in this matter;

Commissioner Reiche did not cast a'vote.

Attest :

1-- g
Date

J Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission

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

1-11-85, 9:491-11-85, 2:00

'N t

x2~



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

January 18, 1985

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The La Jouche Campaign
PoO. Box 2150, G.P.O.
New York, New York 10116

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

Your telegram of December 26, 1984, has been received, and
the Commission has considered your request that the Commission
cease all contacts with contributors to the LaRouche Campaign
until the committee had received notification of the Commission's

S reason to believe finding or pending investigation.

The Commission on January 15, 1985, denied the above
request. The Commission is under neither statutory nor
constitutional obligation to notify the committee of

: investigatory steps being taken in an enforcement matter. See
SEC v. JerrY( T. O'Brien,, Inc., 104 S. Ct 2720 (June 18, 198).

(N The fact that the Committee received the notification of
Commission action after contributors received letters from the

S Commission is of no moment; the Committee was not deprived of
: either procedural or substantive due process thereby. Therefore,

there is not reason for the Commission to suspend its
-- investigation.

Sincerely,

.. ............... ... .. ................ _ .. ..... ............ .. . . ... .... ..... . .. . .. . .. . . ...



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION SO

in the Matter of )

The LaRouche Campaign ) MUR 1852

Edward Spannaus as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNISEL' S REPORT IN RESPONISE TO THlE NOTION OF
THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN TO QUJASH ANID/OR IK)DIFY

SUBPOENA AND ORDER

1. SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

On December 11, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign ('TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as

9 treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and

.... 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c), and approved issuance of a subpoena and

"" order to the committee. On January 7, 1985, the Office of

C4 General Counsel received from counsel for TLC a Motion to Quash

C and/or Modify this Subpoena and Order. (Attachment 1) For the

reasons set forth below, this office opposes the motion submitted

. on behalf of the respondents in this matter.

S 2. LEGAL ANALYSIS

t A. Timeliness of the Motion

The Commission's regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 111.15(a)

states:

Any person to whom a subpoena is directed may
prior to the time specified therein for

compliance, but in no event more than 5 days

after the date of receipt of such subpoena,
apply to the Commission to quash or modify
such subpoena, accompanying such application
with a brief statement of the reasons
therefor.

The subpoena was mailed to the respondent on December 24, 1984.

Counsel's statement in her motion indicates it was received on
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December 29, 1984.1/ Counsel's motion was not filed, however,

until January 4, 1985, six days after receipt. Although more

than 5 days elapsed between receipt and submission of the motion,

the General Counsel's Office believes the motion should be

considered as timely by operation of the computation of time rule

specified in section 111.2(b) of the Commission' s Regulations.2/

B. The Commission's Reason to Believe Determinations Support

the Issuance of the Subpoena and Order

Counsel's motion argues that "the issuance of the subpoena

- and order and the investigation to which it relates is not being

'" conducted in pursuit of authorized objectives for an appropriate

purpose, and is thus without statutory authority and is ultra

4U

vires."

This matter is before the Commission pursuant to its

. authority to investigate possible violations of the Federal

-* Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), and the

presidential Primary Matching Payment Act discovered during the

course of its normal supervisory responsibilities. See 2 U.S.C.

S 437g(a) (2) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.8. The matter, which involves

unauthorized credit card transactions, was referred to the

Commission by the Audit Division in its Interim Audit Report of

the LaRouche Campaign. See 11 C.F.R. S 9038.1. The Commission,

1/ Although the subpoena was sent by certified mail, the

receipt card has not yet been returned to this office.

2/ Section 111.2(b) states that "[Wihen the period of time

prescribed or allowed is less than seven (7) days,

intermediate Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays shall be

excluded in the computation."



-3-

on December 11, 1984, considered the recommendations of the

Office of General Counsel contained in the First General

Counsel's Report in MUR 1852. Based upon these recommendations

the Commission determined there is reason to believe that the

respondents have violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) and (3) and

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). A copy of the General Counsel's Factual and

Legal Analysis setting forth the basis for the Commission's

actions was forwarded to the respondents with the letter

notifying them of the Commission's determinations.

~The Commission's statutory authority to issue subpoenas and

orders is clearly provided by 2 U.S.c. $ 437d(a) (3) and 11 C.F.R.

© $ 111.12. In the present matter the Commission, after

(Ndetermining that there is reason to believe the respondent

\ violated the above-mentioned provisions, voted to authorize

issuance of the subpoena and order. The subpoena and order were

simultaneously forwarded with the notification letter and factual

and legal analysis.

~Respondent's motion argues that the "facts stated in the

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis do not support a

finding by the Commission of reason to believe that TLC violated"

the above-mentioned provisions. The Legal and Factual Analysis

cites the existence of $35,000 in unauthorized credit card

transactions noted during the audit, and proper and improper

complaints received which have alleged such unauthorized use.

The relevant statutory provisions are set forth and explained.

Therefore, the Commission's findings of reason to believe were

supported in the analysis received by the respondent.
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The General Counsel's Office believes that in light of the

Commission's determination of reason to believe the respondents

have committed the violations previously mentioned, the

Commission has properly invoked its authority under the Act to

issue the subpoena and order in pursuit of its enforcement

responsibilities.

C. Claims of Bad Faith and Harassment Are
Unsupported and Baseless

The motion further alleges bad faith on the Commission's

~part and claims the subpoena and order are unconstitutional. No

~legal or factual bases are offered to support these allegations.

~The Commission's investigation was initiated through the

course of examining information ascertained in the normal course

of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities. 2 U.S.C.

. $ 437g(a) (2) states that once the Commission initiates a matter

under review and finds reason to believe a violation has been

committed, it "shall make an investigation of such alleged

' violation. . .. "

There is a strong presumption of good faith and regularity

in the actions of administrative agencies. See Withrow v.

Larkin, 421 U.S. 35, 47 (1975); FTC v. Owens-Corning Fiberglas

Corp., 626 F.2d 966, 975 (D.C. Cir. 1980); Association of

National Advertisers, Inc. v. FTC, 627 F.2d 1151, 1173 (D.C. Cir.

1979). See also United Steelworkers of America v. Marshall, 647

F.2d 1189, 1208-1209 (D.C. Cir. 1980). "In the absence of clear

evidence to the contrary, courts presume that [public officials]
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have properly discharged their official duties." United States

v. Chemical Foundation, 272 U.S. 1, 14-15 (1926). There is,

therefore, a heavy burden upon the respondent to sustain its

allegations that the Commission's decision to investigate its

activities was made in bad faith. United States v. Powell, 379

U.S. 438, 58 (1964). (IT~he burden on the party to whom the

subpoena is addressed is not a meager one. . ... It must come

forward with facts suggesting that the subpoena is intended

solely to serve purposes outside the purview of the jurisdiction

.. of the issuing agency." NLRB v. Interstate Dress Carries, Inc.,

. 610 F.2d 99, 112 (3d Cir. 1979). See also United States v.

C' Thriftylan, Inc., 704 F.2d 1240, 1249 (Em. App. 1983); EEOC v.

~K-Mart Corp., 694 F.2d 1055, 1067 (6th Cir. 1982); EEOC v. Bay

"< Shipbuilding Corp., 668 F.2d 304, 311 (7th Cir. 1981).

The respondents' unsubstantiated assertions of bad faith and

harassment provide no basis for granting the motion to quash or

, modify the subpoena and order.

D. The Commission is Not in Possession of Sufficient Material
Necessary to Conclude the Investigation

Counsel, in paragraph 3 of her motion, argues that the

subpoena and order is improper in that it seeks the production of

materials that are not necessary for the Commission's decision of

whether to take further action in this matter. The General

Counsel's Office believes this is clearly not the case.

As previously noted, the Commission has found reason to

believe that the respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S§ 434(b) (2) and

(3). These findings were based upon irregularities discovered
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during the course of an audit by the Commission pursuant to its

authority under 26 U.S.C. S 9038(a). The information gathered

during the audit together with information derived from reports

filed by the LaRouche Campaign and from complaints filed with the

Commission raised the possibility that the respondents have

failed to satisfy these reporting requirements of the Act.

Specifically, it appears that the respondents have reported the

receipt of funds as "contributions' or "loans" when, in fact, the

persons to whom the "contributions" or "loans" were attributed

never intended to make the "contributions" or "loans."

Information requested by the subpoena and order deals with these

, issues and is information not presently in the Commission's

4 possession.

Furthermore, the Commission voted to find reason to believe

that the respondents violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). This

provision makes it unlawful for any person to knowingly and

willfully furnish

~"false, fictitious, or fraudulent evidence,
books or information to the Commission under
this chapter, or to include in any evidence,
books or information so furnished any
misrepresentation of a material fact, or to
falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or
information relevant to a certification by
the Commission or an examination and audit by
the Commission under this chapter ....

The materials requested in the subpoena and order are a necessary

aid to the Commission's investigation and are intended to be used

to determine whether or not violations of the Act occurred and

whether the respondents knowingly submitted "false, fictitious or
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fraudulent" information to the Commission. They include

documents and materials related to the: (1) solicitation of

contributions and loans to the LaRouche Campaign;

(2) contributions and loans received (including bank memoranda of

debits against charge card receipts that explain the reason for

the debit); and (3) telephone bills, logs and message slips and

other records of phone calls made or received by TLC (tending to

show, inter alia, whether persons reported to have made

contributions or loans in fact intended to do so). The subpoena

and order also requests that the respondents answer

. interrogatories intended to identify those persons responsible

~for the telephone solicitation of contributions and the lines of

C J responsibiity for the supervision of solicitors. The information

sought also is intended to generally show whether statements

submitted to the Commission during the course of its audit and

certification responsibliities are accurate.

r The facts presented to the Commission indicate the

~likelihood that a substantial portion of the reports, statements

and materials already provided by the respondents are "false,

fictitious, or fraudulent." In addition, other statements have

been made to the Commnissioni3/ in summary form that may have also

been based upon materials similarly produced in a "false,

fictitious or fraudulent" manner. Production of the requested

3/ Statements of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations, for
example, provide information to the Commission relevant to

its certification responsibilities.
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documents and materials will enable the Commission to conclude

its investigation into this matter. Thus, the Commission's

subpoena and order are directly related to its investigation of

the matter and they request materials not already in the

Commission's possession.

E. Scope of the Subpoena and Order

Counsel asserts the subpoena and order is "unduly vague,

unreasonably burdensome, overly broad and therefore statutorily

and constitutionally impermissible." The motion does not contain

.... any suggestion of the basis for the claims nor does it indicate

with any specificity which requests the respondents object to.

~The General Counsel's Office believes that the subpoena and order

C has been drafted with sufficient specificity and clarity to

afford the respondents the opportunity to comply with the

• . request. The subpoena and order carefully defines its terms, is

. limited in time, and is also limited to the discovery of relevant

, evidence.

~As previously mentioned, the respondents have been supplied

with the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis that

clearly sets forth the basis for the Commission's determinations.

Thus, where there is a question regarding the scope of the

subpoena and order, the Factual and Legal Analysis may serve to

provide considerable guidance to the respondents in understanding

the scope and basis for the Commission's inquiry. The factual

and legal analysis sets forth the time frame for the subpoena and

order and establishes the basis for the Commission's
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investigation both through the analysis of facts and statement of

legal reasons for the Commission's determinations.

It is well-settled that the courts will enforce

administrative subpoenas duly issued that seek information "not

plainly incompetent or irrelevant to any lawful purpose. m NLRB

v. Williams, 396 F.2d 247, 249 (7th Cir. 1968), quoting Endicott

Johnson Corp. v. Perkins, 317 U.S. at 509. The basis and

authority for the Commission's investigation has been previously

discussed. Issuance of the subpoena and order has, as its very

4 purpose, the discovery of evidence that will assist the

Commission in determining whether there have been violations of

the Act and of Title 26, U.S. Code. See Oklahoma Press

C Publishing Co. v. Walling, 327 U.S. 186, 201 (1945). The

judicial standard that has evolved for the review of such agency

. action may thus be summarized: "it is sufficient if the inquiry

is within the authority of the agency, the demand is not too

C indefinite and the information sought is reasonably relevant.

~The gist of the protection is in the requirement, expressed in

terms, that the disclosure sought shall not be unreasonable."

(Emphasis added) United States v. Morton Salt Co., 338 U.S. 632,

652-653 (1950) , citing Oklahoma Press Publishing Co. v. Walling,

327 U.S. at 208.

F. Assertion of Constitutional Privilege

The final arguement by counsel is that the information

requested by the subpoena and order "is constitutionally

privileged." Respondents' assertion of a general constitutional
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privilege does not provide the Commission with an ample

opportunity to address the concerns of the respondent.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the foregoing discussion, the Office of General

Counsel recommends that:

1. The Commission deny the Motion to Quash or Modify the

Subpoena and Order issued in MUR 1852.

2. Approve and send the attached letter.

1.! Charles N. Steele

C Associate General Counsel

: : Attachments
1. Motion to Quash or Modify Subpoena

" and Order
. 2. Letter to counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouChe campaign
Edward Spannaus as treasurer

t4UR 1952

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. nmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that 
on January 31,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Deny the Motion to Quash or
Modify the Subpoena and Order
issued in MUR 1852, submitted
with the General Counsel' s Report
signed January 28, 1985.

2. Approve and send the letter
attached to the January 28,
1985 General Counsel's Report.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald 
and

Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter; 
Commissioner

McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:

(\I

Date
Marjorie W. Ekumons

Secretary of the Commission

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

1-28-85, 4:191-29-85, 11:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGIONUC. 20463

February 4, 1985

Thomas E. Nora
118 Tudor Court
Lakewood, New Jersey 08701

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Nora:

This letter is a follow-up to the letter and questions sent
to you by this Office on December 21, 1984, concerning the
receipt of $250 from you by the LaRouche Campaign which was
removed from their accounts on or about October 5, 1984. Your
telephone call of December 28, 1984 to this Office was
appreciated.

It is our understanding that you did not authorize the $250
charge cited above. In addition, reports filed by the LaRouche

- Campaign show loans from you of another $250 and of $500 on
July 27, 1984, and August 1, 1984 respectively. The committee's

-- reports also show that these second and third receipts were
debited from the committee's accounts on October 5, 1984.

"o We have not yet received from you a written response
concerning the $250 debit about which you were asked in our

" original letter. It would be very helpful if you would be
willing to address this and the other transactions cited above,

" including your intention or lack of intention to make a loan in
c .each instance.

- Thank you for your cooperation.

~Sincerely,

Charles N. Steeler'

B: enneth A. Gross,
AsoiaeCone
Associate Counsel
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February 7, 1985

Steven Mims
Federal Election Commuission
1325 K Northwes t
,Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Mims:

My Master Card bill for August 24, 1984 showed a charge of $500 for-""
the farouche campaign, N/ew York, New York $500.' As you can see by
letters 1, 2, and 3, copies of which are enclosed, I tawediately noti- C§:.
fled Master Charge that I, under no circumstances, authorized such a
charge. I had received a call that week from the LaRouche campaign ask-
ing for a donation. At that point I refused to renew my membership and
in under no uncertain terms refused to donate any money to their cam-
paign. As far as I am concerned this is an absolute falsity.

I notified Master Card of this and on the letters enclosed you will see
that I requested at least on two different occasions copies of any re-
ceipts from the LaRouche campaign that they had. I have, to date, not
received any copies of any receipts from the LaRouche campaign.

There is simply no way that this could be a mistake and on recollection
at the time it appears that the date of the charge was actually even be-
fore the phone call for my "donation" although I cannot be certain about
this. However, I am certain that I at no time authorized a donation of any
amount to the LaRouche campaign and I at no time~except in January, 1982
authorized any money to the Fussion Foundation and I have since refused
repeatedly to rejoin or to have any association with either of these two
campaigns.

I h inotified Mr. James Quick, the agent in Alton, Illinois, of the Fede-
ral Bureauof Investigation, your office, the LaRouche campaign in New York
and iso in Chicago. Since that time, I received a $500 check from the
LaRouche Campaign which was returned from the bank for insufficient funds.
The only time the Fusslon Foundation would have had my charge card numbers
was in 1982 when I initially joined for $100. I asswne, therefore, that
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they copied the nwmbes from that umIbership and reued then without smy
authorization for this alleged "donation".

There is no mistake about it. There is absolutely no possibility that
this Is a "loan" or an error of any kind. I did not, except for January
7, 1982, ever again give them ny Master card nwibers let alone authorize
their use. I wish, therefore, to file a forml complaint with the Federal
Election Cosuiission and ask that all rumedies that are possible be approached.

Sitncere ly,

RICHARD 1. BUTLER, M.D., F.A.C.P.
711 Euclid Place
Alton, IL 62002

', RLBfcsw
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Kansas City, NO 61P1

AYRE:
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My accoamt nuber .n h~~ It vould appsawrse~l

lyr with the dlmige row p| soeone else my be ul
my card muber, thewrez'oe. I wish a hew oa and a hey account aw-

I have neww ftlb3d to IBy my bills but wnder these civcuastanoes I
wish to ceau Ul z entiz,2 .

I am sinwai o by biaz1m a • ettew vith a cow t. - statiq thet
I viii ant be wasinSlbbs few azq tutr pwcrd ns m this sard U
bas sls4t'Smi]y a~i~i by - 4ua tarn gvL .

R15WL. Tlilt, It.D, P!.Lt.C.?.

Addendumi: AIM charges uinos these andi before the issis ofl a Isew i
will be taben on an iglviduki basis. it I feel I have iaros those haw-
pa I vi11 py tor the. If, hoeve~r, I do not fee I law those
charges I viii set anmS this leatter is fermi rntiftoattoa tiarof.

CNI



° INEWAL RO UP 0

RbtW, hictt, M.D.. F.A.C.P. Suite 206 Guy W. Aros. MO0.
Iohsu L, Woruew. M.D.. F.A.C.P. 281t. Anthony's Wey Rqlchwd L. Butler M.O.. FA.C..P.

Ifl'*uu L Gross, M.D.. F.A.C.P. Alton. Iflhno4s 62002 DevIdl I. Riodsl, M.D.
WUilo C. Nays, M.D. John C. Wune,. M.D.

(@18) 4624743

September 19. 1984

State Attorney General
State of Illinois
Cosumer Fraud Division
Springfield, IL 62706

Dear Sir,

Enclosed is a copy of a Master Card charge Statement. You will1 see that there
is a charge on 8124184 for the "LeRouche Campaign, Mew York, lNY $500". z
received a call that week for the LaRouche Campaign asking me to donate money
since I had, in the past, joined the Fusion Foundation. At that point I refused
to renew my metmbership and in no uncertain terms refused to donate any onis

, to their cmpaign. As far as I am concerned this is fraud. I understand the
first $50 I am responsible for. However, I wish to obtain that first $$0 back
from the Laouche Campaign.

Rave notified eater Card of this fraud which 1as occurred. It sem to me
this has to be a violation, not only of the Consumers' Protection Law but alo
of the Federal Election Lava. As you know, Uhr. Lslouche is running for Phresi-

~dent of the United States. * do not support him in that bid and I have no
desire, as I indicated at the time of the phone cafl which occurred during that
week, to rejoin that group, There is siriply no way this could be a mistaket.
They must have obtained my easter Card numbers from the previous tins two to

• three yeasr prior when I had joined their group. They ret have then mrked
out another charge for his campaign and signed my sne.*

I have asked easter Card for the receipts and I want to press this maitter ad
file a formsl coplaint. I want all remedies taken care of as I feel this is

: a cross violation of the law, both of the Consmrs' Protection end Fraud and

also I am sure it nust be a violation of the Election Lava.

Please acknowledge a receipt of this letter and a copy of the ,Master Card state-
naet herein. I wish to know also what action you plan to take. If necessary.
I wrill go to court to ask for prosecution and return of any nonies that I may
be held responsible for.

Sincerely,

RICRARD) L. BUTLER, M.D. F.A.C.P.

Enclosure

CC: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Alton, IL
Federal Election Commnission, Washington, D.C.
Lindon La~ouche, Election Campaign, New York, NY
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October 2 l

Mr. Qhwis NorrsCustomer Service Dept.
P..ox T3
ran~as city. NO 6 1

RE:

Dear r. Mrris:

Tnis is in regards to Iu' letter of October 1, 1 4. You maid thetyomade an adjustment of $550.00 in q account, houeswr, as I explatad to u

you in my letter the chw /br 'Rawer" y¥ be 2 ittute sai I asked
for t.a reeipts of the charge of 'Ranover" and! most especially for the
LaRouche caaen. I must tell you thet the Attossey Gearnal for the
State of Illinois and the Cammp Pna.d Division for the Itate of 1111-
nois sants copies of those reoeipts as sail. It is ri~ht to haw cop-
ies of those reoeiptr so ples send1 me a cop of those receips. It my
be that the two eharles to "Rovr" my be absolutely corret and that
I owe you the $50.80 for vhatever. I want to be sure that you are peid
the correct amount.

The $500. 00 for the kRowche msapln is uvaiestionsbly ftlse and for
legal reasons I must have copie s of those r'eceipts for the U.S. Attorney
Oeneral's office and for the Consamer FraK Division.

Plas forward these as soon as possible.

Very truly you's,

RICHLRD IL. BUTfLER, M.D., P.A.C.P.

RLB/csw

cc : Attorney Genrr.l, Stzate of Illinois
C~nstuuer ?r'sd Division.
Feieral B'.r'e'u of' In: estiation; Jun. Quit::, agent
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) r4 :i
) MUR 1852

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

On December 11, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and had knowingly and

willfully violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by reporting as

contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

or loans to the committee, by including debts incurred without

the consent of the creditors on the committee's statement of net

C: outstanding campaign obligations, and by presenting books and

S to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by 26 U.S.C.

5© 9038(a) which included information concerning contributions and

loans that misrepresented the intent of the individuals involved

and the amounts and totals of such monies received. The

Commission also approved a subpoena and order to be sent to The

LaRouche Campaign, plus sample letters and questions to be sent

to individuals whose names were associated with two samples of

transactions reported by the committee.

The letters to contributors were mailed on December 21,

1984. This mailing included a total of 207 letters involving 212

transactions taken from itemized receipts reported by the

committee, 145 letters involving 157 transactions taken from

itemized debit entries reported by the committee, and seven
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letters involving both credit and debit itemizations and a total

of 15 transactions.

As of January 30, 1985, written responses concerning 151

transactions and solely telephoned responses pertaining to 8

transactions had been received for an overall response rate of

41.4%. Of the sample of 220 receipt (or credit) transactions

selected, 19 or 8.636% had thus far been cited as unauthorized by

the persons reported as contributors. The Audit Division has

advised this Office that, according to attribute sampling theory,

an 8.636% rate of occurrence in the sample size selected permits

one to state with a 95% rate of confidence that between 5.3% and

13.2% of the total population of 14,886 credit transactions

contained in the reports of The LaRouche Campaign, or between 789

and 1965 transactions, represent unintended "contributions
t. 1/

Regarding the smple of 164 debit transactions, responses

as of January 30 indicated that at least 23 or 14.02% of these

represented unauthorized uses of credit cards. Again, according

to The Audit Division, given the sample size in this instance and

a 14.02% rate of occurrence, we are able to state with a 95% rate

of confidence that between 9.55% and 19.8% of the total population

of 1047 debit transactions contained in the committee's reports,

or between 100 and 207 transactions, represent unauthorized

receipts.

j/ At least 10 individuals have stated that the payment was
ntended for another purpose such as purchase of a magazine
subscription from a LaRouche-related organization.

'0

c7

C o
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This Office is in the process of writing follow-up letters

to certain persons involved in the sampling whose responses are

unclear, and within the next week will be contacting as witnesses

persons not in the samples who had earlier telephoned or written

{complaining about unauthorized uses of credit cards by The

LaRouche Campaign.

As was discussed in the General Counsel's Report in this

matter transmitted to the Commission on January 29, 1985, The

LaRouche Campaign has filed a motion with the Commission to quash

or modify the subpoena and order approved by the Commission in

December. On January 31, 1985, the Commission voted to deny this

motion, and the committee will be given ten days to comply from

04 the date of its receipt of notification of this Commission

(Ndetermination.

On January 16, 1985, Edward Spannaus, The LaRouche Campaign,

one committee volunteer, and two contributors filed a complaint

in the United States District Court for the Southern District of

New York alleging interference by the Commission with campaign

activity and the committee's constitutional rights, and asking

for a series of declaratory judgements and preliminary and

permanent injunctions involving this and other related enforcment

matters currently before the Commission. Pursuant to the Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure, the Commission has sixty days in which

to respond to this complaint.

Charles N. Steele
Genera)usl

Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA!SHINCTON. D(- 2O463

MEMORANDUM TO :

FROM:

DATE:.

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS /JODY C. RANSOM C/iA
%.1

FEBRUARY 5, 1985

MUR 1825 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #1 signed February 1, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 4, 1985.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign ) MUR 1852
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

On December 11, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and had knowingly and

willfully violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). A subpoena and order was

issued to the respondents and the Commission authorized the

Office of General Counsel to send letters to certain contributors

identified on the reports and other records submitted to the

Commission. The Commission also authorized this Office to

contact as witnesses persons who have previously contacted the

Commission about unauthorized or unrepaid contributions or loans

obtained by The LaRouche Campaign, but who have not filed formal

or proper complaints against The LaRouche Campaign ('the

Committee').

As part of the investigation, the Office of General Counsel

has contacted persons who provided information orally but who had

not filed formal complaints. One such person is Ms. Mae Driver.

Prior to the Commission's reason to believe findings, this

Office received an unsolicited telephone call from Ms. Driver'ss

local bank representative, Mr. Kenneth Vawter. Mr. Vawter, of

the Security Pacific National Bank, called to inquire what the

Commission could do to assist Ms. Driver in her effort to recover
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funds taken without her authorization from her credit card

accounts.*/ The charges, according to Mr. Vawter, were paid to

numerous LaRouche affiliates including the Committee, the

National Labor Party, Campaigner Publications, Independent

Democrats for LaRouche (the general election campaign), and New

York Democrats for LaRouche. Although a total of nearly $20,000

has already been obtained by these organizations, Mr. Vawter

further said that numerous callers asked Ms. Driver to obtain a

mortgage on her home and give them the funds.
C)

Pursuant to the Commission's authorization to contact other

witnesses and after a finding of reason to believe, this Office

placed a telephone call to Mr. Vawter at the bank. Mr. Vawter

(NJ indicated Ms. Driver was very ill and had been recently

9 hospitalized. However, Ms. Driver is lucid and anxious to

* provide information relating to this matter, according to Ms.

Marilyn Cavener, her financial adviser. Ms. Cavener is acting as

Ms. Driver's personal representative and has advised this Office

that Ms. Driver does not have an attorney. Ms. Cavener further

advised that she mailed a letter on February 12, 1984, indicating

that Ms. Driver is willing to testify in this matter.

*/ Follow-up conversations indicate this amount may be as high
as $11,000 with another $10,000 contributed through other forms.
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The Office of General Counsel believes that Ms. Driver's

situation would, if submitted under oath, provide important

evidence supporting the Commission's findings in this case and

recommends, therefore, the issuance of the attached subpoena to

appear for depositions to Ms. Driver.

Recommendation

1. Approve and send the attached letter and subpoena to Ms. Mae
Driver.

Charles N. Steele

Associate GeneralCus1

Attachments
"":-Proposed letter and subpoena
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

The LaRouche Campaign )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

MUR 1852

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 14,

1985, the Commission approved by a vote of 6-0 the

sending of the letter and subpoena to Ms. Mae Driver

as attached to the General Counsel's Report signed

February 12, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Atte st :

Date
Marjorie W. Emnus

Secretary of the Comumission

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

2-13-85, 9:352-13-85, 11:00

(N



* 0
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASINGTON, DC. 20463

February 15, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ms. Mae Driver
c/o Ms. Marilyn Cavener
23021 Mill Creek Road
Laguna Hills, CA 92653

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign

, o Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

- Dear Ms. Driver:

The Federal Election Commission, established in April, 1975,
: has the statutory duty of enforcing the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26,

O4 Internal Revenue Code of 1954. In connection with an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the attached

© subpoena which requires you to appear and give sworn testimony on
• * February 22, 1985, at the Security Pacific Bank, 3475 Via Lido,

Newport Beach, California, has been issued. The Commission does
-- not consider you a respondent in this matter, but rather a

witness only.

Since this information is being sought as part of an
'O investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.
That section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made. You are advised that no such consent has
been given in this case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. You will be given a check for your witness fee
and mileage at the time of the deposition.



-

Ms. Mae DriverPage 2

Please confirm your scheduled appearance with Stephen H.
Mims on our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your
receipt of this notification.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Mr. Mims,
the attorney handling this matter, at (202) 523-4143 or the toll
free number listed above.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

rBY: enehAGs

c Enclosure
Subpoena
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign ) MUR 1852
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

SUBPOENA

TO: Ms. Mae Driver

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $ 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-styled matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition with

LO regard to funds obtained by The LaRouche Campaign from you with

- or without your authorization. Notice is hereby given that the

S deposition is to be taken at the Security Pacific Bank, 3475 Via

C'! Lido, Newport Beach, California, beginning on February 22, 1985,

at 10:30 a.m. and continuing each day thereafter as necessary.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

:: has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., ths/ day of

• , 1985.

ATTEST:

Mar rie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



FINANCIAL GROUP

Marilyn I. Cavener

February 12, 1985

Mr. Stephen Minis
Office of The General Council
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street NW
Washington D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Minis:

: At this time I am willing to aid in any investigation of
the LaRouche Foundation.

This letter is written to authorize the following:

1 - . Marilyn J. Cavener may serve as my personal representative

to aid in making arrangements and setting meetings for
, interviews with your commission.

:! 2. My Security Pacific Bank credit card and banking records
~may be released for investigation and information gathering

conducted by your commission.

Any further questions may be directed to Marilyn Cavener.

MAE b. DRIVER

23201 Mill ('reek Road
Laguna Hill, CA 9265,3

7141 859-g4(X1



RUB 1852

Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

/i. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85
4. Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5. George Canning, 8/20/86, 1/28/87
6. August Popevich, 11/3/87
7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

I.

t) y

'' 2;) 'U:j,

) MUR 1852 ')
) ~ EEcIJIE SISH

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT MR2B,..,KGIK..UND

On December 11, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that the LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

(collectively referred to as "Respondents") had violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) and (3) and had knowingly and willfully violated

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by reporting as contributors persons who had

not intended to make contributions or loans to The LaRouche

Campaign ('the Committee'), by including debts incurred without

the consent of the creditors on the Committee's statement of Net

Outstanding Campaign Obligations (NOCO), and by presenting books

and records to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated

by 26 U.S.C. S 9038(a) that included information concerning

contributions and loans that misrepresent the intent of the

individuals involved and the amounts and totals of such monies

received.

On December 11, 1984, the Commission also authorized the

issuance of a subpoena and order to the Committee and

Mr. Spannaus. The subpoena and order were mailed on December 20,

1984. On January 7, 1985, the Commission received a Motion to

Quash and/or Modify the Subpoena and Order. On January 31, 1985,

the Commission voted to deny the Motion to Quash and/or Modify

CN

W



-2-

the Subpoena and Order. The Respondents were notified of the

Commission's determination by letter dated February 6, 1985.

The February 6 notification letter advised the Respondents

that the Commission "considers the subpoena and order ... to be

in full force and effect and expects that you will comply with

the requests set forth therein within ten days of receipt of this

letter." To date, no response has been received from the

Committee or Mr. Spannaus.

O Given the continuing failure of the Respondents to comply

fully with the Commission's subpoena and order, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission authorize this
C J

Office to seek enforcement in the United States District Court.

II. RUCOSIKEND&TION

r Authorize the Office of General Counsel to institute a civil

" action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b), seeking enforcement of

r the subpoena to produce documents and order to answer written

questions issued to The LaRouche Campaign andd Spannaus, as

treasurer./

Date Ch]lsN e
General Counsel

Attachments

1. Subpoena and Order
2. Letter to counsel for The LaRouche

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MR15

The LaRouche Campaign ) MR15

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enunons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commnission executive session of March 20,

CD 1985, do hereby certify that the Conuiission decided by a

~vote of 4-0 to authorize the Office of General Counsel to

" institute a civil action, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(b),

C< seeking enforcement of the subpoena to produce documents

and order to answer written questions issued to The

Laflouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer.

. Cojumissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, and McGarry

~voted affirmatively for the decision; Comnissioners

"c McDonald and Reiche were not present at the time of the vote.

~Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Znnmons
Secretary of the Commission
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S
1055 Wood Avenue
Bridgeport, CT 06604
September 25, 1984

Attention Francie Semnes
BANK OF THE SOUTHWEST
8111 Preston Road
P.O. Box 12367
Dallas, TX 75225

Dear Ms. Semmes,

i in half as you requested,sof today.
to cancel our

Because of the continued unauthorized use of our account by "The Larouche
Campaign" we ask you to transfer the remaining balance on this account
to a new account imediately. Any further charges to the old account are
unauthorized by us.

I am also sending you my most current bill vith another charge for the
Larouche Campaign for $600. This charge is unauthorized and should be
removed from my account, credited accordingly.

Please send me two new cards for the nev account number -- one for
myself and one for my wife, Patricia Daly.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Sincerely, (5
John F. Daly, Jr.

Please also note new address at the top of this letter. This should
be used for all future billings and correspondence.

Enclos
accoun

ed £s



S!
P.O. Box 5002
Westport, CT 06881
February 1, 1984

BANK OF THE SOUTHWEST
8111 Preston Road
P.O. Box 12367
Dallas, TX 75225

Attention Alana Stevens

SUBJECT: VISA Account-

I called your office today to report an unauthorized use of n,' VISA card

_. and Brenda Jones told me to write this letter.

. On January 30 1 received a telephone call from a person named Joyce

Rubenstein who works for a political group called The LaRouche Campaign.

She asked me for a contribution, which I declined, by saying I had no

. € unused credit on ny VISA card. A copy of n,' latest statement is attached

showing unused credit of $198.22.

On January 31 the same person called me again to say that they "ran a

S check" on u VISA and discovered an unused credit balance of approximately

$750, so they helped themelvyes to a $600 contribution.

_ I hereby notify you that this charge was not authorized by me. I don't

know how these people obtained n VISA nuuier. In any case, I~wll not

S be responsible for this unauthorized charge and would appreciate your

advice as to how to prevent this type of thing from happening again.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Very truly yours,

John F. Daly, Jr.



Sp

Southwest

JOHN F. DALY
P' O BOX 5002
WESTPORT CTo8/1/184

JR.

Re: VISA

Dear John F. Daly :Jr.

Thank you
: ARPICHE
ment wiii

for notifying us of the correction due your account concerningin the amount of 1000.00. Your future monthly state-
include our adjustment.

of further service, please let us know.

Sincerely,

BEVERLY GRANT
78

1-214-696-9370

BANK OF THE SOUTHWEST
P.O. BOX 12367
DALLAS, TEXAS 75225

IN 6A

06881



SANK 0? TH 8IOUT1WZST
P.O. BOX 12367
DALLAS. TEXAS 75225

JOHN F. DALY JR.
P 0 BOX 5002
WlESTPOT CT

08/24/84

Re = VISA

Dear John F. Daly :Jr.

We are in receipt of your recent inquitry concerning LAROUCHE CANPAIGH in the
- amount of $1000.00 which you may be assured is receiving prompt attention.

Please allow us time to research the problem, and ve viii notify you of our
C findings as soon as possible.

"0 Thank you for contacting our office regarin this matter. If you have any
addtional questions or if we may be of further assistance, please let us know.

Sincerely,

CAROL KIN4G
82

1-214-696-9370

N 6A,

06881



S
BANK OF THE SOUTHWEST
P.O. BOX 12367
DALLAS, TEXAS 75225

s~v~

JOHN F. DALY
P 0 BOX 5002
WESTPORT CT

1o/04/84

JR.

06881

Re: VISA

-~; ,rj
7-, f)Y)

Dear John F. Daly :Jr.

Thank you for notifying us of the correction due your account concerning

LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN in the amount of $ 600.00. Your future monthly state-

ment will include our adjustment.

We regret any inconvenience this matter nay have caused you. If we may be

of further service, please let us know.

Sincerely,

P. TURNER
78

1-214-696-9370

N 6A
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September 26, 1984

John Daly
1055 Wood Avenue
Bridgeport, Connecticut 06bO0'

Dear Mr. Daly:

we received your correspondence of September 29, 1984 but did not find
the credit cards enclosed. Please send these to my personal attention
so that we may open a new account for you.

Sincere

Francie Semumes
Customer Service Representative

7r 4$

A Carxporatlon Prov iin C d Card Sevie t Barnc t.SI *wss and Preston Stale Bar c6170 Srry Lare. P0O Box 12367.ODaltas Texas75225-(2i14) ,63-151l



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. C. 20463

12 August 1985

Ms. Janet Rang
8722 Hazard Avenue
Midway City, CA 92655

RE: Deposition Schedule
MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, treasurer

Dear Ms. Rang:

This letter confirms your telephone conversation with
Stephen Mims of this Office on August 6, 1985, in which you
agreed to appear as a witness before representatives of the

~Federal Election Commission to give your testimony in the above-
, . referenced matter.

The deposition will take place at the Ramada Inn, 5325 East
Pacific Coast Highway, Long Beach, California, on August 14,

C: 1985, beginning at 9:00 a.m. The Commission appreciates your
cooperation in this matter and advises you that the

c confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g~a) (12) (A) apply.
D_ That section of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, prohibits the making public of any investigation
conducted by the Cission without the express written consent
of the person with respect to whom the investigation is being

- made. You are advised that no such consent has been given in
- this case.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. $ 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $ 30.00 plus mileage at the rate of 20.5

S cents per mile. Please be prepared to advise Mr. Mims of your
mileage at the time of your deposition. A check for your witness
fee and mileage will be mailed to you upon his return.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter,
please contact Stephen Mims or Anne Weissenborn at (800) 424-
9530.

Sincerely,

.Jl



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

12 August 1985

Ms. Etta Collins
6112 Andy Street
Lakewood, CA 90713

RE: Deposition Schedule
MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, treasurer

Dear Ms. Collins:

This letter confirms your telephone conversation with
Stephen Mims of this Office on August 6, 1985, in which you
agreed to appear as a witness before representatives of the

C Federal Election Commission to give your testimony in the above-
referenced matter.

-4 The deposition will take place at your residence on August
14, 1985, beginning at 2:00 p.m. The Commission appreciates your
cooperation in this matter and advises you that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a) (12) (A) apply.

c! That section of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
~amended, prohibits the making public of any investigation

conducted by the Commission without the express written consent
; of the person with respect to whom the investigation is being

made. You are advised that no such consent has been given in

this case.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
, Commission shall be paid $ 30.00. A check for your witness fee

and mileage will be mailed to you upon his return.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter,
please contact Stephen Mims or Anne Weissenborn at (800) 424-

9530.

Sincerely,

BY:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, .C. 20463

12 August 1985

Ms. Lucille Pieper
1684 Ebers Street
San Diego, CA 92107

RE: Deposition Schedule
MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign
Edward Spannaus, treasurer

Dear Ms. Pieper:

This letter confirms your telephone conversation with
Stephen Miss of this Office on August 6, 1985, in which you
agreed to appear as a witness before representatives of the

- Federal Election Commission to give your testimony in the above-
. referenced matter.

.... The deposition will take place at the Best Western Hotel,
5005 North Harbor Drive, San Diego, on August 15, 1985, beginning
at 2:00 p.m. The Commission appreciates your cooperation in this
matter and advises you that the confidentiality provisions of 2
U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) apply. That section of the Federal

.© Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, prohibits the making
public of any investigation conducted by the Commission without

i the express written consent of the person with respect to whom
the investigation is being made. You are advised that no such
consent has been given in this case.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
t Commission shall be paid $ 30.00 plus mileage at the rate of 20.5

cents per mile. Please be prepared to advise Mr. Mims of your
~mileage at the time of your deposition. A check for your witness

fee and mileage will be mailed to you upon his return.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter,
please contact Stephen Mims or Anne Weissenborn at (800) 424-
9530.

Sincerely,

BY: K -nneth A. Gro$"--"Associate General ounsel



NURt 1852

Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
J2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
$3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85
74. Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5. George Canning, 8/20/86, 1/28/87
6. August Popevich, 11/3/87
7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88
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September 9. 1985

Mr. Frank 8e11
The LaRouche CampaignP0 BOX 17720 

:Washtngton, D.C. 20041-0720

Dear Mr. 8e11:"
I am in recept of your iteer dated September 1, 1985, with a check -• -enclosed in the amount of $250.00. According to your letter, you €c ,indicated this completes repayment...,

According to ity records, X am due another $400:00. Are you sayingthe Lalouche campaign cumttment is comlete, only? Is the $400.004efrom Xndependent Democrats for Ladouche? Please advise soonest.

Peuars truly,

Iktboro, Ma. 01581

Wo Independent Democrats for LaRouche
- PG BOX 859, Radio Cty Station

Mew York, Y 10101

Atty Kenneth A. Gross
Federal Election Comssion
1325 K. St., N E
Washington, D.C. 20463

" " v; m l 
-

, " . ',' *SWar a41 lll ell l M amsmmmelmm .....



S.. WILLIAM GRADT
NIW ..... 34

0* C~bnt:,1C

9)

4I. PR.4'IKL(/ A LL.

. B~x 1 7720 -o -

Ldd 5H/AN70A 0..20 ¢ 7

.-

YCC#A~ C/~~t NO. ZY'/4~ b"7'5L~ ~11y2O

" 3393 ~J~x n (q~5 Ia Soo.
11 1' a' 334'9 'I So~y~, i9~y" 25~

I aii VsIi 3ZPr~, 'VRA,~- 5~ 3$4
3Gi~ 56P7.4 I9f~-u ~

To ~

YOgd S7~7'eO /A( Vol/IC t~7V~C5 OP V5P4/Tqs.

~ cH~ cAs- ,iO.3~J'f 1 't',O 3~/~ CodVp~.ErE-s
~ F',q Y'F.7~.vT o P ~ rwc' A- V#9"v'$* Z L.v~j5~/ 70 Pieg~p'

Yoz,* qrJ~7yo,,~# 7~ ~ c~T# rAq7 0 £f'~ fEe~'qj~.

4 ~ s Pg~~ 4r~-s ~ 55ff A~ 0 TES' ~4

1~o '9Cce~,5 /A/~~$y qr RN ~'u-~ ~-m&

/0 -~e~ce,.f7' ,rao~, 7/,'~: ~ ~ ~

S~~y 12 I9J~' poe

Po #~, r,','e~ L 0 -~N.
Ut a o ~ -r YocJe i~, TE7 ~ ro 7~i~6 P,4~~-'

7//~97 ~ie~e~ /5 -,~-j, ~ ~ $1O7-~ r~e

Li

~"'~P'?'~-~/ ON 0C7 3~ ''?N'~?', oiei~~~ ~~-~7&

4 5S0c ~ ~ a

7
F

£



0

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

Sept te 26, 1985

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, Massachustts 02114

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Ms. Roach:

, On July 25, 1985, this Office received a letter from you
-J, addressed to Chairman John W. McGarry which responded to the
S Commission's finding of reason to believe in NUR 1976 and which

also requested an explanation of the effect of the merger of
NO MR 1976 and others into NUR 1852. This letter addresses the
latter request.

C The Commission has voted to merge various matters involving
The LaRouche Campaign and Independent Democrats for LaRouche into
NUR 1852 for administrative convenience. All of these matters
involve the 1984 campaign effort of Lyndon H. LaRoucbe, and one

-" or more of the issues also being addressed in NUR 1852. By
_ mrging these matters into one, the Commission avoids duplication

of internal procedures and thus of staff time. The merger should
-- also be beneficial to the respondent committees by reducing the

numbers of responses which may become due in the future.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Glene 1 Cone
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With egerd to tqe specific reported contribution op .F.an

cited in the *CCompenying letter, please ttel
e, ther you intended to eee a Contribution o Toen to
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In the Matter

The LaRouche
Edward Spann

independent D
ranuche and
treasurer ))

The Los Angeles Labor Committee, )
)

Campa ig ner Publ icat ions,)
)

Executive Intelligence Review )

GENERAL COUNISEL' S

-o
?€-

0

,; c")

IREPOl

A. B8h:KGm0ND

On Decemeber 11, 1984, the Commission voted to find reason

to believe the LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as its

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and 26 U.S.C.

$ 9042(c). At that time the Commission authorized the mailing of

questionnaires to a sample of individual contributors to The

LaRouche Campaign (TLC) asking those individuals to confirm the

contributions reported by TLC.1/

The General Counsel's Office has reviewed responses

submitted by certain of these individuals and has conducted

depositions of four persons to date. Each individual deposed

expressed a willingness to appear for the deposition voluntarily.

Each of these witnesses resides in the Los Angeles to San Diego

region of California. Each of these witnesses has provided

information pointing towards possible violations by other

1/ A subpoena and order was also issued by the Commission but
iS being opposed by TLC and the matter is presently before the
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York.

o:~

c '

Campaign and)
laus as treasurer, ) MUR 1852 c

emocrats for )- --o -

Gerald Rose as ) -4 ..
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organizations which may have solicited contributions on behalf of

TLC and/or Independent Democrats for LaRouche. ~

3. SWIR 01 WITNSSTETION

Each of the four deponentsV has indicated that she

contributed or loaned substantial sums to various LaRouche-

affiliated organizations. In each of these cases the witness was

approached by Ms. Louise Gandhi and/or by Allen Levinson, persons .

who identified themselves as affiliated with the Los Angeles

Labor Committee (LAW ). On the basis of a complaint filed by

Ms. Pieper (MUR 1976), the Commission voted, on June 25, 1985, to

~find reason to believe LA violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434 and k

441a(a) (8). That matter was subsequently merged with MUR 1852.

The testimony of the deposed witnesses may be summarized in

! the following manner : :

~~(1) each contr ibuton or loan was made to LAWii
with the understanding that the funds were to ,i*

~be used to assist Mr. LaRouche's campaign :
. elffor ts; :

,.. (2)from time to time, Louise Gandhi or Allen :

Levinson would call the witnesses to solicit
• contributions or loans to either TLC,

Independent Democrats for LaRouche or
Campaigner Publications for the purposes of
assisting Mr. LaRouche's campaign for
President ._V

2 / Ms. Mae Driver, Newport Beach, CA. ; Ms. Janet Rang, Midway
City, CA.; Ms. Etta Collins, Lakewood, CA.; Ms. Lucille Piper,
San Diego, CA.

3/ The record also shows that some of the witnesses contributed
to other LaRouche affiliates such as Executive Intelligence
Review, the Schiller Institute, Fusion Energy Fourndation and the
National Democratic Policy Committee. Of this group, bnly the
National Democratic Policy Committee is a reporting committee.
Alan Levinson and Louise Gandhi also solicited these
contr ibut ions/loans.
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(3)each has had some experience with a charge
being made against a credit card without
author izat ion;

(4)each has received promissory notes from
various organizations signed by Dorothy
And romed as.

Despite this evidence, LALC's response to the reason to

believe notification in MUR 1976 categorically rejects any notion

that LALC solicited money on behalf of other political committees

or that it is a "political committee" under the Act:

The LALC is a voluntary political
association which has no obligation to
register with the Commission and absolutely
did not "conduit" monies to The LaRouche

0 Campaign. The LALC does not solicit
contributions for other political

- committees." As to "failing to report the
receipt of earmarked contributions" I have no
idea what you are talking about. The only

&! "earmarked" contributions which the LALC
receives are contributions "earmarked" for

~the LALC. (Attachment 1).

O The letter is signed by Tim Pike. The General Counsel's Office

is unsure in what capacity he has written the letter but believes

he must have some first hand knowledge upon which his statements

t are based.

C.-, D. T FOR SUBPOE NA AND ORDER

In order to resolve certain isuses regarding the

solicitations made of the deposed witnesses, the role that LALC

played in the solicitations, and the use to which funds solicited

for LALC (over $30,000 from the four witnesses), the General

Counsel's Office recommends approval of the attached Subpoenas

and Orders to be issued to Louise Gandhi, Allen Levinson, Dorothy

Andromedas, Tim Pike, and the Los Angeles Labor Committee.
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IWECOIUEUDATIONS

Approve theApprove the
Approve the
Andromedas.
Approve the
Approve the

attached
attached
attached

Subpoena and Order to Louise Gandhi.Subpoena and Order to Allen Levinson.
Subpoena and Order to Dorothy

attached Subpoena and Order to Tim Pike.
attached Subpoena and Order to LALC.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Ke6neth A. -Grossg / "
Associate General Counsel

Attachments

1. Response of LALC to the reason to believe notification.
2. Proposed letter and Subpoena and Order to Louise Gandhi.
3. Proposed letter and Subpoena and Order to Allen Levinson.
4. Proposed letter and Subpoena and Order to Dorothy

Andromedas.
5. Proposed letter and Subpoena and Order to Tim Pike.
6. Proposed letter and Subpoena and Order to LALC.

s/M

QYk~iLi
bte

• • i
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WAsHINd.rTON DC 204b1

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE, GENERAL COUNSEL ,

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ ARNITA D. HESSION

OCTOBER 16, 1985

OBJECTION - MUR 1852 - General Counsel's Report

The above-named document was circulated to the

"! Commission on Wednesday, October 16, 1985, 11:00

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

S as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissiloner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Harris

Commissioner Josef iak

Commnis s ione _Mc Donald

Commissioner McGarry

This matter will be placed on

agenda for Tuesday, October 22, 1985.

the Executive Session

0



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

The LaRouiche Campaign and )
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ))

Independent Democrats for ) MUJR 1852

LaRouChe and Gerald Rose, )

as treasurer )
)

The Los Angeles Labor Committee )
)

Campaigner Publications

DExecutive Intelligence Review )

~CERT IF ICAT ION

CN I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary 
for the

'0 Federal Election Commission executive session 
of October 22,

' 1985, do hereby certify that the Commission 
decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions 
in MUR 1852:

i. Approve the Subpoena and Order to

o Louise Gandhi as recommended in the

.. General Counsel' s report dated

October i1, 1985.

2. Approve the Subpoena and Order to Allen

Levinson as recommended in the General

Counsel's report dated October 11, 1985.

3. Approve the Subpoena and Order to Dorothy

Andromedas as recommended in the General

Counsel's report dated October 11, 1985.

(continued)



Federal Election CoITmission Page 2

Certification for MUR 1852
October 22, 1985

4. Approve the Subpoena and Order to Tim Pike
as recommended in the General Counsel's
report dated October 11, 1985.

5. Approve the Subpoena and Order to LALC
as recommended in the General Counsel's
report dated October 11, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak,

McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the

dec i sion.

Attest:

Date Mroi .Emn

Secretary of the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL Otbr2p18
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED Otbr2,18

Louise Gandhi
c/o The Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

IIUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democracts for
; LaRouche and Gerald Rose

as treasurer
The Los Angeles Labor

_ . Commi ttee
Campaigner Publications
Executive Intelligence Review

~Dear Mrs. Gandhi:

~On July 5, 1985, the Commission notified the Los Angeles
Labor Committee that it found reason to believe that the Los
Angeles Labor Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434 and

= 441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is being

~conducted and it has been determined that additional information
from you is necessary. Information is being sought from you
based on your activities on behalf of one or more of the above-
listed respondents in this matter.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires you to appear and give
sworn testimony on November 14, 1985, and to provide information
which will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory
duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.
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Pursuant to 11 CFR 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in the
appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of the
deposition.

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Stephen Mimes on

our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your receipt

of this notification.

You are advised that the investigation now being conducted
shall remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C.
ss 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless the respondents in
this matter advise the Commission that they wish the
investigation to be made public. To date no such notification
has been received.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Stephen
. Mires or Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys handling this matter, at

(202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: KentA. Gro
" Associate Gen .ral Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order
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SUBPOA/ '10 PW'JDOCB DOCKTSlmP AND MAlTERIALS8

TO: Louise Gandhi
c/o Los Angeles Labor Committee

RE: MUR 1852

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), Louise Gandhi is hereby ordered

to produce for inspection and copying all documents and materials

listed below that are in her possession or control. Production

is to be made at the Los Angeles Labor Committee at 3200 Los

Feliz, Ls Angeles, California at 10:00 a.m. on November 12,

1985. In addition, Louise Gandhi is hereby ordered to appear for

deposition by representatives of the Commission at 1:00 p.m. on

November 14, 1985, in room 14217, 11000 Wilshire Blvd., Los

Angeles, California.

? As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

- are defined as follows:

1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,

notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary

* 7 ,7! ! .', i • 7/ 'D !' !'",, * ! * /.j ... .. ..... . . .. .... . . ... L !



* e
entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of Louise Gandhi.

Designated "documents and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated "doctuments

and materials."

2. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

.o attorneys, auditors and other employees.

..... ,3. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

~object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

~indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

" subject or object.

4. The term "you" refers to Louise Gandhi in her capacity

as agent, express or implied, of The Los Angeles Labor Committee,

L The LaRouche Campaign, Independent Democrats for LaRouche,

Executive Intelligence Review and/or Campaigner Publications,

Inc., as well as in your individual capacity.

If any documents called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identfying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;



Cc) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

Ce) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

Ci) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

5. For the purposes of this subpoena and order, the

, - following requests apply only to documents and materials relating

~to the period from January 1, 1983, through December 31, 1984.

c Please provide in their entirety the following:

C 1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to the Los Angles Labor Committee

including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or

other documents considered by Los Angeles Labor Committee and its

, agents in determining who would be potentital contributors or

S lenders; ultimate lists or other documents containing names of

potential contributors and lenders to be solicited; and lists of

persons actually solicited.

2. All documents and materials related to contributions

and loans received by the Los Angeles Labor Committee, including,

but not limited to, lists or other documents containing names of

contributors and lenders; bank records of contributions and loans
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received, including deposit slips, copies of checks and credit

card slips; and bank records, including bank memoranda, or debits

against the accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit

card charges, cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

3. All documents and materials relating to contributions

and/or loans solicited by you, directly or indirectly, on behalf

of any candidate for Federal office.

4. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

you regarding the solicitation of contributions and/or loans by

you on behalf of any candidate for Federal office or any

committee supporting such candidates.

~WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Coission

NI has hereunto set his hand at the office of the Commission at 1325

' K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this e day of

d217IZ , 1985.

ATTEST:

jotS4 w. o rf&s
Secret~ y to the Commission



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WMNHINCTOIN D C 20463.

CERTIFIED MAIL October 23, 1985

Allen Levilnson
d/o The Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democracts for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose

..... as treasurer
.... The Los Angeles Labor

Committee
- Campaigner Publications

Executive Intelligence Review

N Dear Mr. Levinson:

On July 5, 1985, the Commission notified the Los Angeles
Labor Committee that it found reason to believe that the Los

' Angeles Labor Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434 and
441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

:: 1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is being
. conducted and it has been determined that additional information

from you is necessary. Information is being sought from you
' based on your activities on behalf of one or more of the above-

listed respondents in this matter.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires you to appear and give
sworn testimony on November 14, 1985, and to provide information
which will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory
duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.
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Pursuant to 11 CFR 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in the
appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of the
depos it ion.

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Stephen Mims on
our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your receipt
of this notification.

You are advised that the investigation now being conducted
shall remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C.
ss 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless the respondents in
this matter advise the Commission that they wish the
investigation to be made public. To date no such notification
has been received.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Stephen
Mimes or Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys handling this matter, at

"! (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charl N. Steel-

Assoc laeCounsel

• Eniclosu re
. Subpoena & Order



UIYN2D STATUS OF AKERICAFEDERL ELUCCIOU COUISSIBOl

SSOUS~A TO PK)0[CE DO ET AND KATURIALS
ANID ORDER TO APEA FOR DEPOBITIOUI

TO0: Allen Levinson
d/o Los Angeles Labor Committee

RE: MUR 1852

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), Allen Levinson is hereby

ordered to produce for inspection and copying all documents and

materials listed below that are in his possession or control.

Production is to be made at the Los Angeles Labor Committee at

3200 Los Feliz, Los Angeles, California at 10:00 a.m. on November

12, 1985. In addition, Allen Levinson is hereby ordered to

.... appear for deposition by representatives of the Commission at

©: 10:00 a.m. on November 14, 1985, in room 14217, 11000 Wilshire

c Blvd., Los Angeles, California.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below
are defined as follows:

r 1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

, otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,

notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary
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entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of Allen Levinson.

Designated "docwments and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated "documents

and materials."

2. All references to the Federal Election Commission

. ("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

S3. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

: object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

4. The term "you" refers to Allen Levinson in his

S capacity as agent, express or implied, of The Los Angeles Labor

' Committee, The LaRouche Campaign, Independent Democrats for

S LaRouche, Executive Intelligence Review and/or Campaigner

Publications, Inc., as well as in your individual capacity.

If any documents called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identfying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;
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(c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is

otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

5. For the purposes of this subpoena and order, the

~following requests apply only to documents and materials relating

... . to the period from January 1, 1983, through December 31, 1984.

O! Please provide in their entirety the following:

C 1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to the Los Angles Labor Committee

including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or

other documents considered by Los Angeles Labor Committee and its

t agents in determining who would be potentital contributors or

r- lenders; ultimate lists or other documents containing names of

potential contributors and lenders to be solicited; and lists of

persons actually solicited.

2. All documents and materials related to contributions

and loans received by the Los Angeles Labor Committee, including,

but not limited to, lists or other documents containing names of

contributors and lenders; bank records of contributions and loans
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received, including deposit slips, copies of checks and credit

card slips; and bank records, including bank memoranda, or debits

against the accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit

card charges, cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

3. All documents and materials relating to contributions

and/or loans solicited by you, directly or indirectly, on behalf

of any candidate for Federal office.

4. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

you regarding the solicitation of contributions and/or loans by

you on behalf of any candidate for Federal office or any

committee supporting such candidates.

~WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at the office of the Commission at 1325

: K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this , day of

"ICZZI 1985.

ATTEST:

Marjo i W. EmmonsSecre tarky to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

CERTIFIED NAIL October 23; 1985
RETRN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dorothy Andromedas
c/o The Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democracts for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose

~as treasurer
The Los Angeles Labor
Committee

: Campaigner Publications
Executive Intelligence Review

Dear Mis. Andromedas:

On July 5, 1985, the Commission notified the Los Angeles
Labor Committee that it found reason to believe that the Los

r: Angeles Labor Cmmittee had violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434 and
441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

" 1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is being
conducted and it has been determined that additional information
from you is necessary. Information is being sought from you

~based on your activities on behalf of one or more of the above-
listed respondents in this matter.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires you to appear and give
sworn testimony on November 15, 1985, and to provide information
which will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory
duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.
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Pursuant to 11 CFR 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in the
appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of the
deposition.

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Stephen Mime on
our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your receipt
of this notification.

You are advised that the investigation now being conducted
shall remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C.
SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless the respondents in
this matter advise the Commission that they wish the
investigation to be made public. To date no such notification
has been received.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Stephen
Mims or Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys handling this matter, at

~(202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
C' Gene 1 Cptwsel

~~~~By: Kenneth A.G o - -

. Associate General Counsel

... Enclosure
~Subpoena & Order
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SUBOIA TO pWDK DOWT AN MATERIALS
ANiD m TO APPEAR FOR DEUPOSITIOIN

TO: Dorothy Andromedas
d/o Los Angeles Labor Committee

RE: MUR 1852

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), Dorothy Andromedas is hereby

ordered to produce for inspection and copying all documents and

materials listed below that are in her possession or control.

Production is to be made at the Los Angeles Labor Committee at

3200 Los Feliz, Los Angeles, California at 10:00 a.m. on

S November 12, 1985. In addition, Dorothy Andromedas is hereby

, ordered to appear for deposition by representatives of the

C, Commission at 1:00 p.m., on November 15, 1985, in room 14217,

11000 Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, California.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

- 1. The term 'documents and materials' shall mean, unless

, otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,

notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary
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entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of Dorothy Andromedas.

Designated "documents and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

attached tO, relate tO, or refer to such designated "documents

and materials."

2. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Com mission, its

attorneys, auditors and other employees.

- 3. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

i object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

C indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

4. The term "you" refers to Dorothy Andromedas in her

capacity as agent, express or implied, of The Los Angeles Labor

Committee, The LaRouche Campaign, Independent Democrats for

S LaRouche, Executive Intelligence Review and/or Campaigner

Publications, Inc., as well as in your individual capacity.

If any documents called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identfying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;
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(c) the name and title of the author;

Cd) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

5. For the purposes of this subpoena and order, the

~folloving requests apply only to documents and materials relating

: to the period from January 1, 1983, through December 31, 1984.

c c Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to the Los Angles Labor Committee

including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or

other documents considered by Los Angeles Labor Committee and its

S agents in determining who would be potentital contributors or

- lenders; ultimate lists or other documents containing names of

potential contributors and lenders to be solicited; and lists of

persons actually solicited.

2. All documents and materials related to contributions

and loans received by the Los Angeles Labor Committee, including,

but not limited to, lists or other documents containing names of

contributors and lenders; bank records of contributions and loans
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received, including deposit slips, copies of checks and credit

card slips; and bank records, including bank memoranda, or debits

against the accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit

card charges, cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

3. All documents and materials relating to contributions

and/or loans solicited by you, directly or indirectly, on behalf

of any candidate for Federal office.

4. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by
ci

you regarding the solicitation of contributions and/or loans by

you on behalf of any candidate for Federal office or any

, committee supporting such candidates.

~WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at the office of the Commission at 1325

K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this dyof
" - Li, 1985.

ATTEST:

MarJo W. Emmons
Secre ry to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON I D ( 2'f4t,3

CERTIFIED MAIL October 23, 1985
RTR RCEIPT REQUESTED

Tim Pike
c/o The Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democracts for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose
as treasurer

.... The Los Angeles Labor
Comi ttee

- Cmpaigner Publications
Executive Intelligence Review

Dear Mr. Pike:

On July 5, 1985, the Commission notified the Los Angeles
Labor Comittee that it found reason to believe that the Los

: Angeles Labor Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. Sf 433, 434 and
441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

" 7 1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is being
,- conducted and it has been determined that additional information

from you is necessary. Information is being sought from you
' based on your activities on behalf of one or more of the above-

listed respondents in this matter.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the

attached subpoena and order which requires you to appear and give
sworn testimony on November 15, 1985, and to provide information
which will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory
duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election Cmpaign

Act of 1971, as amended.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so
represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.
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Pursuant to 11 CFR 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 20.5
cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in the
appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of the
depos it ion.

Please confirm the scheduled appearance with Stephen Mires on
our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your receipt
of this notification.

You are advised that the investigation now being conducted
shall remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C.
ss 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless the respondents in
this matter advise the Commission that they wish the
investigation to be made public. To date no such notification
has been received.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Stephen
Mires or Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys handling this matter, at
(202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele,
" : ~ ~~~~Ge ne la 1" uns /;/ FJP

By: KnehA- ~
r Associate Ge eral Coun el

" Enc losur e
~Subpoena & Order
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FU)ERAL ELECTION COBIIISIOE

s8oBiqnA TO PWE DO CWIST AND MATERIALS
AND ONDEDR TO APPEA FOR DEPOSITIONI

TO: Tim Pike
d/o Los Angeles Labor Committee

RE: MUR 1852

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), Tim Pike is hereby ordered to

produce for inspection and copying all documents and materials

listed below that are in his possession or control. Production

is to be made at the Los Angeles Labor Committee at 3200 Los

. Feliz, Los Angeles, California at 10:00 a.m. on November 12,

... 1985. In addition, Tim Pike is hereby ordered to appear for

deposition by representatives of the Commission at 10:00 a.m., on

' November 15, 1985, at room 14217, 11000 Wilshire Blvd.,

Los Angeles, California.

As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

S are defined as follows:

i1. The term "documents and materials" shall mean, unless

- otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,

notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of

telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary
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entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of Tim Pike.

Designated 'documents and materials" shall be taken as including

all attachments, enclosures, and other documents that are

attached to, relate to, or refer to such designated "documents

and materials.'

2. All references to the Federal Election Commission

~("FEC") shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

.... attorneys, auditors and other employees.

S3. The term "concerning' with reference to subject or

! object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

subject or object.

S4. The term 'you" refers to Tim Pike in his capacity as

S agent, express or implied, of The Los Angeles Labor Committee,

' The LaRouche Campaign, Independent Democrats for LaRouche,

Executive Intelligence Review and/or Campaigner Publications,

Inc., as well as in your individual capacity.

If any documents called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identfying each

such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

together with the following information:

(a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;
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(c) the name and title of the author;

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document
is addressed;

Ce) the name and title of the person to whom the document
was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document ;

(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

Ci) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

. 5. For the purposes of this subpoena and order, the

following requests apply only to documents and materials relating

to the period from January 1, 1983, through December 31, 1984.

Please provide in their entirety the following:
@4

1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to the Los Angles Labor Committee

... . including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or

~other documents considered by Los Angeles Labor Committee and its

'/ agents in determining who would be potentital contributors or

lenders; ultimate lists or other documents containing names of

potential contributors and lenders to be solicited; and lists of

persons actually solicited.

2. All documents and materials related to contributions

and loans received by the Los Angeles Labor Committee, including,

but not limited to, lists or other documents containing names of

contributors and lenders; bank records of contributions and loans
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received, including deposit slips, copies of checks and credit

card slips; and bank records, including bank memoranda, or debits

against the accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit

card charges, cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

3. All documents and materials relating to contributions

and/or loans solicited by you, directly or indirectly, on behalf

of any candidate for Federal office.

4. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

you regarding the solicitation of contributions and/or loans by

: you on behalf of any candidate for Federal office or any

C! committee supporting such candidates.

~WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

~has hereunto set his hand at the office of the Commission at 1325

K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this O2 4J2C day of

£2 d 1985.

ATTEST:

Marjor e W. Emmons
Secrety to the Commission



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINgeTON. D C 20*,3

CERTIFIED MAIL October 23, 2985
RETURN REE P RUESTED

Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, California 90039

MUR 1852
Los Angeles Labor Committee

Dear Sir or Madam:

O. On July 5, 1985, the Los Angeles Labor Committee was
notified that the Commission found reason to believe that the Los

S Angeles Labor Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434 and
441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is being
conducted and it has been determined that additional information

~from the Ls Angeles Labor Committee is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
O attached subpoena and order which requires the Ls Angeles Labor

Committee to provide information which will assist the commission
:': in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The agent authorized by appointment or by law to accept
service of process may consult with an attorney and have an

S attorney assist him or her in the preparation of the responses to
_ this subpoena and order. It is required that the information be

submitted under oath and that the requested material and answers
to the interrogatories be made available to representatives of
the Comission on November 12, 1985, at the Offices of the Los
Angeles Labor Committee.
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If there are any questions, please direct them to Stephen
Mires or Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys handling this matter, *t
(202) 523-4143. i

Sincerely, -/

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel

Enc losu re
Subpoena & Order

!~f)



,,,im T A2' OF MI..XCA i
FEDER~lAL .UICIOUI COU1SiOU880

SUSVIOlA 5TO P3)01X DOCWIST AND KM'ALS
AIDONDER TO A3 3 VRX QUSIOUS

TO: THLE [,0 AWELE, S L.AWIR CWNIZTN3E

RE: MUR 1852
At the instance of the Federal Election Commission, pursuant

to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3), the Los Angeles Labor Committee
is hereby ordered to produce for inspection and copying all

documents and materials listed below that are in the possession

or control of The Los Angeles Labor Committee or of its officers,

agents, staff members, or employees. Production is to be made at

- the Los Angeles Labor Committee at 3200 Los Feliz, Los Angeles,

California at 10:00 a.m. on November 12, 1985. In addition, the

Los Angeles Labor Committee is hereby ordered to prepare
(Ni

responses in writing and under oath to the interrogatories

,© propounded herein, to be made available to representatives of the

: Coiiission on November 12, 1985 at 10:00 a.m. at the offices of

S the Los Angeles Labor Committee.

' As used in the subpoena and order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

1. The term 'documents and materials" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, the original, all copies, and drafts of

writing of any kind, printed, audio, visual or electronic

materials, including but not limited to correspondence,

memoranda, reports, transcripts, minutes, pamphlets, leaflets,

notes, letters, lists, telexes, telegrams, messages (including

reports, notes, memoranda, and any other documentation of



telephone conversations and conferences), calendar and diary

entries, contracts, data, agendas, articles, visual aids, print-

outs, account statements, billing forms, receipts, checks and

other negotiable paper, credit card slips, records and

compilations in the possession or control of the Los Angeles

Labor Committee. Designated "documents and materials" shall be

taken as including all attachments, enclosures, and other

documents that are attached to, relate to, or refer to such

designated "documents and materials."

2. The Los Angeles Labor Committee shall mean its

predecessors, affiliates, committees, subcommittees, divisions,

- branches, projects, publications, as well as any other bodies

C which conduct business on behalf of the Committee, and its

officers, agents, employees, staff and volunteers.

\ 3. All references to the Federal Election Commission

("FEC') shall mean the Federal Election Commission, its

... attorneys, auditors and other employees.

,,- 4. lIdentify" vith respect to individuals shall mean to

" give the full name, last known residence address of such

individual, the last known place of business where such

individual is or was employed, the title of the job or position

held with The Los Angeles Labor Committee, and the dates of such

service.

5. "Agent" shall mean any person or entity who has actual,

oral or written authority, either express or implied, to make or
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to authorize the making of expenditures on behalf of the Los

Angeles Labor Committee, or any person who has been placed within

the Committee's organization where it could reasonably appear

that he or she may authorize expenditures. "Agentn shall also

mean any person or entity which has actual, oral, or written

authority, either express or implied, to solicit contributions or

subscriptions on behalf of The Los Angeles Labor Committee.

6. The term "concerning" with reference to subject or

object shall mean mentioning, discussing or directly or

: indirectly regarding, referring or relative in any way to the

~subject or object.

7. For the purposes of this subpoena and order, the

: following requests and interrogatories apply only to the period

from January 1, 1983, through December 31, 1984.

If any documents called for herein is withheld under a claim

of privilege or objection, please furnish a list identfying each

~such document for which the privilege or objection is claimed,

t together with the following information:

" (a) a description of the subject matter;

(b) the date of the document;

(c) the name and title of the author

(d) the name and title of the person to whom the document

is addressed;

(e) the name and title of the person to whom the document

was actually sent;

(f) the identity of any other person who read a part of the
document;
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(g) the number of pages;

(h) the paragraph of this subpoena to which the document is
otherwise responsive; and

(i) the nature of the claimed privilege or objection.

Please provide in their entirety the following:

1. All documents and materials related to the solicitation

of contributions and loans to the Los Angeles Labor Committee

including, but not limited to, lists of solicitors; lists or

other documents considered by the Los Angeles Labor Committee and

its agents in determining who would be potential contributors or

lenders; ultimate lists or other documents containing names of

potential contributors and lenders to be solicited; and lists of

persons actually solicited.

C 2. All documents and materials related to contributions

. and loans received by the Los Angeles Labor Committee including,

: but not limited to, lists or other documents containing names of

contributors and lenders; bank records of contributions and loans

received, including deposit slips, copies of checks and credit

card slips; and bank records, including bank memoranda, or debits

against the accounts resulting from non-authorization of credit

card charges, cardholder disputes, and stop payments on checks.

3. All documents and materials relating to contributions

and/or loans solicited by the Los Angeles Labor Committee,

directly or indirectly, on behalf of any candidate for Federal

office.
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4. Copies of all disclosure reports required by any

governmental unit.

5. Copies of bylaws, articles or other documents

identifying the purpose of the Los Angeles Labor Committee.

6. All telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message

slips, and other records of telephone calls made or received by

the Los Angeles Labor Committee regarding funds raised or

expenditures made by it, directly or indirectly, on behalf of any

candidate for Federal office.

Please answer the following interrogatories:

.. A. Please identify the persons responsibie for creating

,, the Los Angeles Labor Committee and the date of its inception.

'B. Please identify all individuals who are officers,

directors, employees, staff members, volunteers, consultants, or

other agents of the Los Angeles Labor Committee. With respect to

each individual identified, please identify that person's

S geographic location and supervisor. An organizational chart may

be provided in lieu of identifying the supervisor of each

" individual.

C. Please list all street addresses of all offices used by

the Los Angeles Labor Committee.

D. Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by the Los Angeles Labor Committee, noting the extensions

assigned to or used by each person identified in response to

Interrogatory B.
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E. Please identify all persons who are in possession of

any documents referred to in the documents and materials

requested in 1-6 above.

WHEREFORE, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at the office of the Commission at 1325

K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., this c2.. A day of

4t ~, 1985.

ATTEST:

~SecretS to the Coinission

5S4

'-C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In Re MUR 1852
x-------------------------------------

MOTION BY INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LAROUCHE
TO QUASH AND/OR MODIFY FEC SUBPOENAE AND ORDERS

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and its Treasurer

Gerald Rose, by their undersigned attorney, hereby move the

Federal Election Commission ("FEC") pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.15

to quash and/or modify five (5) FEC subpoenae and orders directed

to IDL and Mr. Rose. The subpoenae and orders are dated October

23, 1985 and are issued to the Los Angeles Labor Committee

(U[ALCN), Dorothy Andromedas, Louise Gandhi, Allen Levinson and

C Tim Pike. For their reasons, IDL and Mr. Rose state the

following:

O 1. On October 25, 1985, the above named organization and

S individuals each received a subpoena and an order allegedly to

provide information to the FEC relative to a pending

investigation and to assist in the supervision of compliance with

+ the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

Act"). The LALC has been ordered to answer written questions and

produce documents. The individuals have been ordered to appear

for deposition and produce documents.

2. The notification of the subpoenae and orders makes

referance to a July 5, 1985 notice of a finding by the Commission

of a reason to believe that the LALC had violated 2 U.S.C. 433,



434 and 441a(a) (8), provisions of the Act, and bears a notation

regarding MUR 1852. It indicates that an investigation is being

conducted and that additional information is necessary.

3. IDL and Mr. Rose are respondents to MUR 1852 as a result

of the merger of several matters with MUR 1852. The merged

matters allege no facts indicating a relationship or connection

between IDL and the subpoenaed organization and individuals.

4. Despite the facts stated in paragraph 3, the subpoenae

and orders to the individuals define the term "you" as used

therein as referring to the individual ". . .in (his/her]

capacity as agent, express or implied, of The Los Angeles Labor

" Committee, The LaRouche Campaign, Independent Democrats for

04 LaRouche, Executive Intelligence Review and/or Campaigner

Publications, Inc., as well as in your individual capacity."

(emphasis added) In addition, it is stated In the notification

that information is being sought based upon alleged activity by

S them on behalf of one or more listed respondents, which include

S Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Mr. Rose.

5. The facts stated in the General Counsel's Factual and

Legal Analysis which accompanied notice of the opening of MUR

1852 and in support of the reason to believe findings made in the

MURs to which IDL and Mr. Rose are respondents and which have

been merged into MUR 1852 do not support a finding of a reason to

believe that a violation of the Act has occurred. Therefore, the
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issuance of the subpoenae and orders and the investigation to

which they relate are not being conducted in pursuit of an

authorized objective for an appropriate purpose and are thus

without statutory authority, ultra vires and unconstitutional.

6. The true motivation for the issuance of the subpoenae

and orders is unauthorized, improper and in bad faith and is for

the express purpose of harassment and coercion contrary to the

Constitution of the United States. The FEC is therefore not in

good faith pursuit of a congressionally authorized purpose in the

conduct of this investigation and the issuance of compulsory

o process is without statutory authority, ultra vires, and

©; unconstitutional.

C! 7. The subpoenae and orders are not relevent to any proper

S purpose the FEC might have in relation to factual allegations

against IDE. and Mr. Rose. The FEC is in possession of sufficient

material to conclude any investigation it might undertake in this

regard.

8. The subpoenae and orders are unduly vague, unreasonably

burdensome, overly broad and therefore statutorily and

constitutionally impermissible.

9. Information requested by the subpoene and orders is

constitutionally privileged.
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WHEREFORE, said subpoenae and orders should be quashed

and/or modified in accordance with the laws and Constitution of

the United States of America.

Respectfully submitted,
INDEPEN4DENT DEMOCRATS FOR LAROUCHE,
GERALD ROSE, Treasurer
B~y--Thei r Attorney,

One L~og~e1l ow P1Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

S Dated: November 1, 1985
Boston, Massachusetts
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

x---------------------------------
In Re MUR 1852

x-------------------------------x

MOTION By THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN
TO QUASH AND/OR MODIFY FEC SUBPOENAE AND ORDERS

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and its Treasurer Edward

Spannaus, by their undersigned attorney, hereby move the Federal

Election Commission ("FEC") pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.15 to quash

and/or modify five (5) FEC supoenae and orders which are directed

to TLC and Mr. Spannaus. The subpoenae and orders are dated

... October 23, 1985 and are issued to the Los Angeles Labor

S Committee ("LALC"), Dorothy Andromedas, Louise Gandhi, Allen

- Levinson and Tim Pike. For their reasons, TLC and Mr. Spannaus

state the following:

1. On October 25, 1985, the above named organization and

individuals each received a subpoena and an order to provide

S information to the FEC relative to a pending investigation and to

S assist in the supervision of compliance with the Federal Election

S Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The LALC has been

ordered to answer written questions and produce documents. The

individuals have been ordered to appear for deposition and

produce documents.

2. The notification of the subpoenae and orders refers to a

July 5, 1985 notice of a finding by the Commission of a reason to

believe that the LALC had violated 2 U.S.C. 433, 434 and



441a(a) (8), provisions of the Act, and bears a notation regarding

MUR 1852. It indicates that an investigation is being conducted

and that additional information is necessary.

3. TLC and Mr. Spannaus are respondents to MUR 1852, as

well as to other matters which have been merged with MUR 1852.

One of the merged matters, which was originally designated MUR

1976, alleges an improper relationship between TLC and the LALC.

TLC and Mr. Spannaus were notified of a reason to believe finding

in MUR 1976 on July 5, 1985.

4. The subpoenae and orders to the individuals define the

.... term "you" as used therein as referring to the individual "..

4 .in [his/her] capacity as agent, express or implied, of The Los

S Angeles Labor Committee, The LaRouche Campaign, Independent

Democrats for LaRouche, Executive Intelligence Review and/or

Campaigner Publications, Inc., as well as in your individual

capacity." (emphasis added) In addition, it is stated in the

¢ notification that information is being sought based upon alleged

activity by them on behalf of one or more listed respondents,

which includes The LaRouche Campaign and Mr. Spannaus.

5. The facts stated in the General Counsel's Factual and

Legal Analysis which accompanied notice of the opening of MUR

1852, the complaint which is the alleged basis for the reason to

believe finding in MUR 1976, and the purported reason for the

merging of these and other matters, do not support a finding of a



reason to believe that a violation of the Act has occurred.

Therefore, the issuance of the subpoenae and orders and the

investigation to which they relate are not being conducted in

pursuit of an authorized objective for an appropriate purpose and

are thus without statutory authority, ultra vires and

unconstitutional.

6. The true motivation for the issuance of the subpoenae

and orders is unauthorized, improper and in bad faith and is for

O the express purpose of harassment and coercion contrary to the

... Constitution of the United States. The FEC is therefore not in

- good faith pursuit of a congressionally authorized purpose in the

S conduct of this investigation and the issuance of compulsory

process is without statutory authority, ultra vires, and

unconstitutional.

=:.7. The subpoenae and orders are not relevent to any proper

- purpose the FEC might have in relation to the factual allegations

! against TLC and Mr. Spannaus. The FEC is in possession of

sufficient material to conclude any investigation it might

undertake in this regard.

8. The subpoenae and orders are unduly vague, unreasonably

burdensome, overly broad and therefore statutorily and

constitutionally impermissible.

9. Information requested by the subpoenae and orders is

constitutionally privileged.
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WHEREFORE, said subpoenae and orders should be quashed

and/or modified in accordance with the laws and Constitution of

the United States.

Respectfully submitted,
THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN,
EDWARD SPANNAUS, Treasurer
By.-2beir Attorney,

One L~ngfe loIw PlaceSuit eit
Boston, MA 02114

Dated: November 1, 1985
Boston, Massachusetts



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS~a,6".i .i ' - , E C

In the Matter of ) .......

The LaRouche Campaign and )
Edward Spannaus as Treasurer )

)
Independent Democrats for LaRouche,) MUR 1852

and Gerald Rose, as Treasurer, )) ~t 'V
Executive Intelligence Review, )

Campaigner Publicat ions, SE i IV
The Los Angeles Labor Committee, )

)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

REPLY TO NOTION TO QUASH AND/OR DK3DIFY SIDPOADS SUBITg BY
CaN~DUSOCDRATS FOR AH

A. BACKGKUND

. : On October 22, 1985, the Commission voted to issue subpoenas

C'.! and orders to the respondent Los Angeles Labor Committee (LAW),

CN and Tim Pike, Dorothy Andromedas, Louise Gandhi and Allen

~Levinson, as witnesses. Pursuant to the subpoenas and orders,

each of these persons was directed to produce certain documaents

and materials for inspection on November 12, 1985 in Los Angeles

at the LALC headquarters. Additionally, the four individuals

were directed to appear for depositions on November 14 and 15 in

Los Angeles.

On October 28, 1985, this Office received telephone calls

from each of the four individuals stating the dates were

"inconvenient." No alternative suggestions were offered, each

individual stating, rather, that they were attempting to obtain

counsel.

On November 4, 1985, a staff attorney in this Office
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attempted to contact each individual in order to determine

whether or not they intended to comply with the subpoenas. Mr.

Levinson advised he was still seeking counsel and that, in any

event, he did not wish to discuss the matter further. A phone

call to LA[JC's headquarters yielded no results. Neither Ms.

Gandhi, Ms. Andromedas nor Mr. Pike could be reached.

On November 5, 1985, the Office of General Counsel received

motions to quash and/or modify the subpoenas and orders filed by

the LaRouche Campaign (TLC) and Independent Democrats for

LaRouche (IDL). The General Counsel's Office, for the following

reasons, recommends that the Commission deny the motions.

¢ B. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

O TLC AND IDL DO NOT HAVE STANDING TO FILE THE MOTIONS

The Commission's Regulations, at 11 C.F.R. $ 111.15 provide,

inter alia, that

any person to whom a subpoena is directed may,
prior to the time specific therein for compliance,

but in no event more than 5 days after the date of

If) receipt of such subpoena, apply to the Commission
to quash or modify such subpoena, accompanying
such application with a brief statement of the
reasons therefor. [Emphasis added.]

Neither TLC nor IDL are persons "to whom the subpoena is

directed." They may not, therefore, intercede to oppose the

subpoenas and orders. This is true, despite the language in

paragraph 4 of each motion that seems to indicate their belief

that they have a right to intervene in this matter because the

discovery sought of LALC and the four individuals might bear upon
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possible violations by TLC and IDL. The suggestion that a
respondent has a right to know and to defend or object to

depositions of witnesses is without legal support. See SEC v.

O'Brien, ___U.S. ___(1984), 204 S.Ct. 2790, 2792. (Held

that a target of an agency's investigation cannot require that an

agency notify it of the subpoena in order that it may protect

itself. The Court further noted it has never held that a target

had any right to intervene in an administrative subpoena directed

to a third party).

TLC and IDL, in their respective motions, are attempting to

use as the basis for their role as intervenors the fact that

information sought by the Commission from LALC and the four

individual witnesses implicates TLC and IDL because the subpoenas

define a relationship of the subpoenaed parties as agents of TLC

and/or IDL. Neither motion, however, specifically embraces LALW

or the four witnesses as agents of either TLC or IDL. The end

result is, rather, that TLC and IDL believe that they have the

right to intercede in this matter involving third parties because

the evidence might implicate TLC and/or IDL. In the absence of

an admission by TLC or IDL that the persons to whom these

subpoenas are directed are agents of either TLC or IDL, the

General Counsel's Office believes that TLC and IDL have failed to

demonstrate any basis for their intervention in this matter.

Even assuming, arguendo that the persons to whom the

subpoenas are directed are agents of TLC and/or IDL, the relevant

case law supports the proposition that even if the persons

subpoenaed in this matter were agents or employees of TLC and/or

I
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IDL, neither committee would be in a position of having standing

to file a motiuon to quash or modify the subpoenas, especially if

those persons wanted to comply. Se_e, e.g. In Re Subpoenas to

Local 478, International Union of Operating Engineers and Benefit

Funds, 708 F.2d 65 (2d Cir. 1983) (union did not have standing to

file a motion to quash on behalf of its employees subpoenaed to

testify about possible union violations, because it did not

assert a constitutional, statutory, or common law privilege);

Voss v. U.S., 573 F. Supp. 957 (D. Col. 1983) (individual not

named in an I.R.S. summons lacked standing to bring a motion to

... . quash a summons directed to the owner of a joint account); Chen

.... Chi Wane v. U.S., 757 F.2d 1000 (9th Cir. 1985) (taxpayer not

- entitled to intervene to file a motion to quash summonses issued

to financial service organization that had prepared the

,. taxpayer s returns).

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

Commission deny the motions to quash and that Anderson and

. Associates, P.C., not be recognized as counsel to LALC, Mr. Pike,

Mr. Levinson, Ms. Andromedas or Ms. Gandhi, absent specific

designations by those persons stating their wish to be so

represented.

Recommend a tions

1. Deny the motions to quash or modify submitted by TIJC and

IDL.

2. Approve and send the attached letters.
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November 7 , 1985 Charles N. Steele

Associate General C

Attachments
1. Motions to quash and/or modify
2. Proposed letter to Anderson and Associates, P.C.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Sparnnaus as Treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche,

and Gerald Rose, as Treasurer,

Executive Intelligence Review,

Campaigner Publications,

The Los Angeles Labor Committee,

MUR 1852

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Eminons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 
8,

1985, the Conunission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Deny the motions to quash or modify submitted

by TLC and IDL.

2. Approve and send the letters attached to the

General Counsel's Report signed November 4,

1985.

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, Josef iak, McDonald 
and

McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision; Commissioner

Aikens did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date
MajoieW. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission

CN
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TON. D C 20463

REG-ISg'EPEJ RAI L Novembe r 1 3, 1985

Tr acy Roach, Esqu ir e
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Motions to Quash and/or
Modify Subpoenas

MUR 1852

Dear MIs. Roach:

This responds to your requests to quash and/or modify
- subpoenas issued in MUR 1852 submitted on behalf of The LaRouche
- Campaign (TLC), its treasurer, Independent Democrats for LaRouche

(IDL) and its treasurer.

The Comission, on November 8 , 1985, voted to deny the
O! motions. Furthermore, absent designation by the persons to whom

the subpoenas are directed that Anderson and Associates, P.C. is

Cq authorized to receive communications from the Commission, no

> further notices will be sent to you regarding this matter.

: If you have any questions, please contact Stephen Kires or
Anne Weissenborn, the attorneys assigned to this matter at (202)

"--- 523-4143.

Sincerely,

,r Charles N. Steele

Associte General Counsel



3200 Los Feliz Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA. 90039
November 7, 1985

Mr. Stephen Mires -
FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION :?- '.-

1325 "K" Str., N.W. o
Washington, D.C. 20005

re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Mims: c ..

As of November 7, 1985, the undersigned indi-
viduals and the Los Angeles Labor Committee have
retained Attorney Charles Dresow as their Attorney
to deal with matters before the Federal Elections

. .. Commission. Enclosed you will find a designation
of counsel form.

Upon advice of counsel, the four undersigned
C individuals will not appear for depositions next

week, nor will the Los Angeles Labor Committee
produce records next week.

Sincerely yours,

r Alan S. Levinson

Louise Ghandhi

Tim Pike, as an individual
and on behalf of the
Los Angeles Labor Committee

cc: Charles Dresow



Statement of Designation of Counsel

MUR 1852

NAME OF COUNSEL: Charles Dresow
ADDRESS: 899 Ellis Str. (Van Ness/Ellis prof.bldg.)

San Francisco, CA. 94109
(415) -441-4044

The above named individual is herby designated
as our counsel and is authorized to receive any noti-
fications and other communications from the Commis-
sion and to act on our behalf before the Commission.

November 7, 1985

~Alan S. Levinson

Louise Ghandhi

Doroth dom

,2 Tim Pike, as an individual
and on behalf of the Los

'J Angeles Labor Committee



BEFORE *33 FEDERAL ELDC'*TON

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannlaus as Treasurer

Independent Democrats for Laltouche,
and Gerald Rose, as Treasurer,

Executive Intelligence Review,

Campaigner Publications,

The Los Angeles Labor Committee,

r~)

~

°5M?.Z5 P 3: t0

DEC 3~

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

TO -YT B II~ m' :

On October 22, 1985, the Comission voted-to issue subpoenas

and orders to the respondent Los Angeles Labor Committee (fUALC),

and Tim Pike, Dorothy Andromedas, Louise Gandhi and All. en.

Levinson, as witnesses. Pursuant to the subpoenas and orde~s,

each of these persons was directed to produce certain, 4ocmaents

and materials for inspection on November 12, 1985 in Los Angeles

at the LALC headquarters. Additionally, the four individuals

were directed to appear for depositions on November 14 and 15 in

Los Angeles.

On November 5, 1985, the Office of General Counsel received

motions to quash and/or modify the subpoenas and orders filed by

the LaRouche Campaign (TLC) and Independent Democrats for

LaRouche (IDL). On November 8, 1985 the Commission voted to deny

the motions.

C'0

C--



The Office of General Counsel, on November 8, 1985 received

a letter signed by Tim Pike on behalf of the Los Angeles Labor

Committee and the four individuals to whom the subpoenas are

directed. In addition to designating counsel, the parties advise

the Commission that they, upon advice of counsel, viii not comply

vith the Commission's subpoenas.

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

Commission authorize this Office to initiate an action in the

United States District Court to enforce the subpoenas.

Recommendation:

1. Authorize the Office of General Counsel to initiate a civil

action in the United States District Court for the enforcement of

C the subpoenas and orders issued to the Los Angeles Labor

'3 Comittee, Ti. Pike, Dorothy Andromedas, Louise Gandhi and Allen

Levinson.

2. Approve and send the attached letrt o 1

November , 1985
General Counsel

Attachments
I. Letter from the Los Angeles Labor Committee and four
individuals.
2. Proposed letter to counsel.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus as Treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
and Gerald Rose, as Treasurer

Executive Intelligence Review
Campaigner Publications
The Los Angeles Labor Coumnittee

HUR 1852

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of

December 3, 1985, do hereby certify that the Coumuission

decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 1852:

1. Authorize the Office of General Counsel
to initiate a civil action in the United
States District Court for the enforcement
of the subpoenas and orders issued to the
Los Angeles Labor Committee, Tim Pike,
Dorothy Andromedas, Louis Gandhi and
Allen Levinson.

2. Approve and send the letter attached to
the General Counsel's report.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,

McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

g.- 4.~<
Secretary of the Com~missionDate
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGCTON. 0 C. 20463

December 13, 1985

Charles 14. Drew, Esquire
899 Ellis Street (Van Ness/Ellis Professional

Building)
San Francisco, California 94109

RE: I4UR 1852
Subpoenas Issued to the
Los Angeles Labor Commi ttee
Tim Pike
Dorothy Andromedas
Louise Gandhi
Allen Levinson

Dear Mr. Dresov:

=" Your clients were previously notified that the Comission
: had, on October 22, 1985 voted to issue subpoenas and orders that

directed them to produce certain documents and mater ials as well
c~i as to appear for depositions.

,: On November 8, 1985 the Office of General Counsel received a
letter signed by your clients stating their intention not to

\9 c q ly with the subpoenas. The Commission has, accordingly,
: authorized the Office of General Counsel to intiate a civil

action in the United States District Court to enforce the
subpoenas. Should you vish to discuss this matter prior to the
initiation of a subpoena enforcement action, please contact
Stephen Rims, the attorney assigned to this matter, at

, (202)376-8200 within 3 days of receiving this notice.
. Sin r$M' 'a,

General Counsel



In the Matter of 
)

The Laltouche campaign, 
) MUIR l85 , PI

Bdward Spannaus, as treasurer 
) '3P:5

Independent Demorats for LaRouChe, )

Gerald Rose, as treasurer, and )

Campaigner Publications, Inc.)

GZlRAL cXOJUBKL'S REP)OM

I. SAcKG~nD
The Office of General Counsel has 

received requests froma The

LaRouche Campaign (TLC), Independent Democrats for LaRouche 
(IDL)

and Campaigner Publications, Inc. (icampaigner") for conciliation

of MUR 1852 prior to a finding of probable 
cause. See

c Attachments 1-3-
I/

Since the Commission opened MUR 1852 
in December, 1984, the

": Office of General Counsel's investigation 
has been significantly

C delayed by TPLC's refusal to comply 
with a subpoena. Other

'0 subpoenas issued by the Commission 
relevant to this t4UR have also

, ': been opposed and are awaiting resolution 
by the courts. 2_ A

" number of individual complaints have 
been merged into MUR 1852

'u 1/ The request from TLC (Attachment 
1) implies that similar

_ request(s) have been previously made. 
A review of correspondence

S frm TLC prior to January 13, 1986, failed to disclose any

earlier request. The proposed letter to TLC (Attachment 4)

addresses that issue.

2/ The Lagouche Campaign has opposed 
the Commission's subpoena

and that matter is presently under 
consideration by the U.S.

District Court for the Southern District of New York. 
Similarly,

a subpoena enforcement action js pending in Los Angeles

(subpoena issued to the Los Angeles 
Labor Committee). Responses

to these subpoenas will have a bearing 
upon our position

concerning the need for additional information from Campaigner

publications.•



after the Commission made reason to believe findings and

additional issues have been raised during the course of the

administrative investigation.

This matter involves not only complex legal issues, but

complex factual issues as well, considering the stage of the

investigation that we are presently in and outstanding subpoena

requests, the Office of General Counsel believes the requests for

pre-probable cause conciliation are premature. 
It is our

recommendation, therefore, that the requests be denied at this

time.

II. IWOUBDATIOIS

1. Deny the request of The LaRouche Campaign to enter inrto

coiiliation prior to a finding of probable cause, at this

time.

2. Deny the request of Independent Demorats for Laltouche to

enter into coniliation prior to a finding of probable

cause, at this t ime.

3. Deny the request of Campaigner Publications, Inc., to enter

into oonciliation prior to a finding of probable cause, at

this time.

4. Approve and send the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General RiiIel /

Date / BY:

Associate General Counsel

Attachments:1. Request from The Laftouche Campaign.
2. Request from Independent Democrats for LaRouche.
3. Request from Campaigner Publications, Inc.
4. Proposed letter to The LaRouche Campaign.
5. Proposed letter to Independent Democrats for LaRouche
6. Proposed letter to Campaigner Publications, Inc.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign,
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer
Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
Gerald Rose, as treasurer, and
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

MUR 1852

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Ernmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 6,

1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Deny the request of The LaRouche Campaign
to enter into conciliation prior to a
finding of probable cause, at this time.

2. Deny the request of Independent Democrats
for LaRouche to enter into conciliation
prior to a finding of probable cause, at
this time.

3. Deny the request of Campaigner Publications,
Inc., to enter into conciliation prior to a
finding of probable cause , at this time.

4. Approve and send the letters attached to the
General Counsel's Report signed February 28,
1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefijak, McDonald

and McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

Date Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Mon., 3-3-86,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 3-4-86,
Deadline for vote: Thrus., 3-6-86,

1:3511:00
11:00

...... ,!, L . . , T4 .:'5 '7 ' <1): " ' "" ........ • " 
•,

"7 / ,'-#



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* * WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

March 10, 19 86

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear 148. Roach:

This responds to your letter of January 13, 1986, in which

-- you request to enter into conciliation negotiations in IIUR 1852,

..... prior to a finding of probable cause. (The Counnission notes that

this is the first time The LaRouche Campaign has made such a

C>request.)]

Because necessary discovery in this matter 
is still

proceeding, the Cornission is unable to propose a conciliation

~agreement at this time. When discovery has been completed, the

.'C Office of General Counsel will contact you for discussion of the
ters of conciliation. If you have any questions, please contact

*" Stephen H. Rims, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202)

376-8200.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGenes41l Counseli-

BY:



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 204*3

March 10, 1986

Tracy Roach, Esquire•
Anderson and Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose,
as treasurer

Dear Ms. Roach:

~This responds to your letter of January 31, 1986, in which

r- you request to enter into conciliation negotiations in MUR 1852,

prior to a finding of probable cause.

- .C Because necessary discovery in this matter 
is still

proceeding, the Comission is unable to propose a conciliation

(N agreement at this time. When discovery has been completed, the

Office of General Counsel will contact you for discussion of the

terms of conciliation. If you have any questions, please contact

.+ Stephen H. Rims, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202)

376-8200.

" +" Sincerely,

~Charles N. Steele

BY:



( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON. D C 2O43

March 10, 1986

Bernard Fenstervald, IIl, Bsquire
Fenterwald, Alcorn & Bowman, P.C.
Suite 900
USA Today Building
1000 Wilson Blvd.
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 1852
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fentervald:

~This responds to your letter of February 3, 1986, in vhich

you request to enter into conciliation negotiations in RUR 1852,

S prior to a finding of probable cause.

Because necessary discovery in this matter is still

c" proceeding, the Coissionl is unable to propose a conciliation

agreement at this time. When discovery has been completed, the

(N, Office of General Counsel will contact you for discussion of the

terms of conciliation. If you have any questions, please contact

"0 Stephen H. Rimes, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202)

376-8200.

~Sincerely,

BY :
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u.s. •Dat~n ~ t~ Ice

Dear S irs/NMdtas,

After consult at ion with
attorney and various other
recommended to write to
encoun tered .

the Federal Elect ion Commission, liystate and federal offices I have been
you concerning the problem I have

activists at mie, of our major mel tropolitan a rpot'tS. Afiter tht ivi]
became subject to sme rather hevy propaqandia, or brainwmifJn@
if" you will, with someriather strong overtones of: lranoia bil
in. Attd as with the paranoid schizophreffwic ipittlet oftet *ers

and! solidly based;. !;On t4t~inqq led rto anot~her, an!rd ver~y; ;/0!n X
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LynonvLr o e ye r.lte ad hos iderabl e portondr ofteansh
oremanis o bttanind In fc, ic the organizations rf'rinv oe
ealize th atioas neoraot to o alon woithe" "th anymee
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responsible for moKst of, theL very filr;'efU1 pthone ol]iclttI~O!#i'#m

me called himsel#i Ron Vr~in,. Other persons are e.p. Ro BI tt , n

their off ice at 4507 North Kedrie' Ave., Chtcaqo, IL606gK&5 -
ll ... ra r il "lll

When I allowed the short term loans I did allow, I did so :

~~explanlnq that I did so using the creditline I had av .iwl: ICe,

e.g. on my creditcards, and that theref'or time was of" essenc*; S

far as repayment of" the various loans were concerned. I explaii~*

that I had no intention to be responsible for any credit expensess
beyond the agreed upon term. As I explained to theni in my letter

dated 5-15-85, I would have to charge them -19% for my credit
expenses to maintain the fu.nds raised, and an additional t2.52,

as my own interest on their loans. - I have never heard Vr Ol .tbem

since (their swedish representatives excepted).

Consider ing the above c omment s the "STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT"

enclosed should be self'-explanatory. The column named "Bank" of"

course, ref'ers to my bank channel.

: :Considering the fact that Mr. Lyndon La Rouche Jr. has repeat ,dly .

beera n P t he bal lot as a canal Wate f'or the p re[e~y %,::f ' *t#-:

i ; ; .,., ,proper institution for dealing with this problem. : ,

: : I a ponvinced that there are tftiy thers appr...... by thi R .,,

iir q #|;at ions in a simlar fashion. believ t i ulc I-A

" ... " .- very muh "like to recover what is rightfully airte. • ",-,.!:,;-:"'

, r . Gunn ar A. SlatrS Jr. .0.

~26 Lexington Dr.
Manitowoc, WI 54220

End.: Statement of Account, Copy of letter to CDI dated 5-15-85,

copies of promissory notes obtained, copies of" checks from CDI

with STOP PAYMENT, copies of" airline tickets charged to my

account by a to me prevously unfamiliar organization, additional

itemized explanatory notes, etc..

Cc.: Federal Election Commission,
999 E-street NW 1
Washinqton D.C. 20463

GS/gs



STEMNTO ACCOUNT

0eunnar A. Sears Jr. M.D.2216 Lex ington Dr ive
Kantt;owoc WI1 54220

T*= Lyndon La Rouche et.al. 4-10-1986

Specifi|cation Date Amount PRINCIPAL Tot. cuni. interesti
P Bank COmment BALANCE 12.5% p 19%Z "

.1 tICSNB Nat'l Demo Pol Comm
2 A14EX Campainer publ.'s
3 KCDHB The Schiller Xnstit
4 EPH Caucus Distrib. Inc

S 5 AIIEX Campainber publ.'s
6AK EX "

H!9NI9 Caucus Distrib. Inc

i C NB Ba-h~kcag

12 check Payment - Thankr you
i I 4BPE ad check chage9$.i chek ayen -ThnkB

check Payment -* Than you

il; A1zx .8an, ref Vc.P.
#"I+ +NSBanllik refund "C#: 8h I

$ IICONB EIR Sthlm.
+ PNB8 Legal adv ice
• 2 PN8 Phone postage etc.

tr)
Currently accrued

1"I-26-84 ****$500.00
2- 3-85 ****$557.0
2- 7-85 **$2,000.0
2- 7-85 **$3,500.0
2- 8-85 ****$280.00
2-15-85 ****$278.0
2-15-85 ***-1278.0
2-19-85 **$2,000.0
2-22-85 **$3, 000. 0
3- 5-85 w*$3,500.00
3- 5-85 **$5,000.00
3-6-8~..5 ***-$500 .0
3-21-85 *****$10. 0
3-21-85 *-$1,700.0
4,-16-85 *-$1 .000.0
5-27- 8 *****$20. 0
5-27-85 ***-$242.50
7-31-85 -**-$836.0
9-23-85 -$15,500,.00
1 - 7-EI6 **$1,053.0
3-25-86 *****$25.O0
3-27-86 *****$43.00

4-10-86

***$500.0O0 **E**$0. O0 ****$0.0 ?
*$1,057.00 **w$24.87 ***$38.04.
*$3,057.00 ***$29.16 J**$44.57
*$6,557.0O0 ***$29.16 ***$44.57 ,
*$6,837.0O0 ***$3"1.54 ***$48.21
*$7,115.0O ***$48.93 ***$74.71
*$7,393.00 * *$48.93 ***$74 .71
*$9,393.00 ***$62.05 ***$94 .72
$12,393.00 ***$75.03 **$114.50
$15,893.00 **$147.26 **$224, 6S

$20,393.00 **154,39 **$235.56
$20,4 03.0O0 *m$261.72 **$399.55
$18,703.00 **$2.6it.72 **$399.55
$17,703.00 *in$4j5.31 *#$639.92
$17,723.0O0 **$67B, 38 $1,041.50
$17,480.50 **$1678=.3 $1,p041.50 ?

$1 6,644.50 $1, 06.57 $1,648.93
*$1,144.50 $1,107.87 $1,726.64 ,!

*$2,197.50 $1,229.39 $1,947,99
*$2,222.50 $1,324,.14 $2,123.21 ;
*$2,265.50 $1,326.63 $2,127.85 :;

*$2,265.50 $1,342.88 $2,158.09 .

Total Due: ***$5 ,766 .466

Please, pay promptly.

THANK YOU !

@ +
15
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BTATEHENT
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•Detailed out~ of disputed charges made to & aster Card accout
]O5 1 599 13h 0180 at Beneficial National Bank, Wilmington DE,

by the various organizations headed and/or founded by Mr, Lyndon
La~ouche Jr. as outlined below:

+o 1) Ref. No.: 7510660277NDKDSEZ Amount: S 3,500.00 Transaction date:
3-5-85, Posted date: 3-114-85, Description: Caucus Dist Inc. Houston TX;

This charge was approved as a 1-year no interest Joan on the condi-
tion that I receive the "Quarterly Economics Report" for 1 year, the
first issue being due at the end of March -85. However, as of 5-29-85
I have not as yet received any such quarterly report. As this kind

4 of report is valuable only when received in proper time, I consider
the above condition as not having been met, and consequently I consider
the above loan immedia~tely repayable. As additionally I have found that
the other loans that the organizations concerned owes me are being
neglected and not paid, I find that theseorganizations are unreliable
and 1 consequently have to call all mY loans with them immediately
due and payable in order to protect my ow n interests. Additionally
I should mention that I was informed by the merchant that the charge
was checked and approved by Master Card.

+ 2) Ref. No.: 7510660277DKDSER, Amou..nt: $ 5,000.00, Transaction date:
3-5-85, Posted date: 3-114-85, Description: Caucus Dist Inc. Houston TX;

~In reference to the fact that this charge, as well as the one above,
~ended up overdrawing my credit limit, I again would like to point out

that it was my understanding that the merchant had checked and received
->. approval by Master Card for these charges.

Cv I did approve this charge on condition that it be fully repayed within
2 weeks. I did in fact receive post-dated checks to cover this loan,
however, when these checks were deposited for paymnent they were returned

kO to my bank after the merchant had entered a stop-payment on these
checks.

4 3) Ref. No.,: 7510660207NBghM7B, Amoun-t: ! 3,000.00, Transaction date:

2-22-85, Posted date: 3-6-85, Description: Caucus Dist Inc, Houston TX;

'.r) To my knowledge I have never approved this charge.

+ 14) Ref. No,: 75106600Z7NAQE6BD, .Aount: $ 2,000.00, Transaction date:
2-19-85, Posted date: 3-5-85, Description: Caucus Dist Inc. Houston TX;

This charge was approved as a 2 months loan, repayable in full 4-21-85
with an additional 10t interest. However, no payment has been made as
of 5-19-85. Thus, said loan is seriously overdue and inrmediately payable.

+ 5) PFef. No: 7529100B5S5F05JS, An o.nt: S2,000 .00, Transaction date:
2- -85, Posted date: 2-13-85, Description: The Schiller Institute Washing-
ton, DC.

This charge w'as approved as a 2 mr.ths loan, repayable in full 4-7-85
with an additional 10% interest charge. However, as off 5-19-85 no pay-
nent has been made. Consequently, said loan is seriously overdue and
im_-.e di ate ly payable, As with all off the other loans meeAd "in this
letter, I have repeatedly contacted the erh this tter,
tu: without any succes... Instead their rer(o Fredman
an.d Hon Betta;) constantly atter, ts to iv('excuses,VK~ a.',,nent[



indefinitely, rite the lon on the fUture, Ceven requesting

conversion of the loans into donation, none 
of ,hch I have ever

approved.

6) Ref. No. 7521700NZ05D30YJP, Amount: 5500.00, Transaction date:

11-26-84, Posted date: 12-3-84, Description: Niat'l Demo Policy Corn

New York, NY;

This charge has never been approved.

* 7) Ref. No. 7527500MW EHNICTZY, Amount: 52,350.00, Transaction date:

10-17-84, Posted date: 10-31-84, Description: EIR Stockholm SE;

This charge was approved as a short term loan with an annualized

interest of 18%, payable quarterly. ho pay ments has been obtained

thus far as of 5-19-85, on either interest or principal. 
As with

all the other loans the merchant has been notified that the loan

is nov repayable in full with interest.

+ 8) Ref. No. 752T500LJEHMWUAP7, Amount: 330.75, Transaction date:

8-31-814, Posted date: 9-19-814, Description: EIR Stockholm SE;

See under 4 10).

. * 9) Ref. No: 7527500KJE 'TCPAY., Amount: 3253.62 Transaction date:

7-26-84, Posted date: 8-22-84 Description: EIR Stockholm SE;

See under + 10).

\ + i0) Ref. No.: 752T500FEEMEI9BO Amount: 5252.72 Transaction date:

3-29-814, Posted date: 4-18-814, Description: EIR Stockholm SE;

The above charges (No. 8, 9, 10) were to be advance payments on

"'- various types of litterature to be forthcoming, e.g. future sub-

~scriptions on the EIP magazine. However, in view of the fact 
that

these organizations have proven themselves to be totally unreliable

' when it comes to money matters, and since they claim to have the

solution to the econom.iC problems of the world (while obviously

unable to manage their ownm finances), I am no longer interested

in those future subscriptions, and want all funds refunded.

Additionally it should be mentioned that the above charges all

were approved (exceptions noted) in response to very high pressure

telephone canvassing of a kind which I would 
consider extremely

unhealthy and lacking afl reasonable morals.



7CDI* ,
Caucus Distributors, Inc. 304 west 58tm Street New York. N Y 100191 / 212) 247-8820

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees go pay to

tINNAR SMARS, M.D.

a ;~I saldre'

tli princp sum of $ "-.cnnn____ 'THREE ,THOUSANDr ,IV, H!r2HD~trio' and)O 1100 Dolla

''payable as foIIows 01WN YF'AR I0M 'T'HF flA'TPI AR0VF

"" IN ADDITION, the undc:rsigncd agrees to pay the noteholdcr inte.rest at an annual rate of

p( .q. 7.1 . l _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _

payable as follows:

NOT APPLICABLE.

"" CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS. INC. is located at 304 W. 58th Street. 5th Floor. New York. NY 10019. Both

parties shall bc subject to laws of the State of New York governing such contracts.

t authorized repftscftahve)!
4507 NORTH KEDZIE

(ad Tr -i- sit anlg'omtce )

"Thib note may not be assigned. transferred or discounted.

Lanc oyRegion copy NCR copyIxnder cop)"



Si 'V "

CDI.
Caucus Distributors, Inc. / 304 west 58th Street / New York, N.Y. 100191 (212) 247-8820

Obligation No. _________Date 
____"____

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

C,!INNAR S)"AARS, M.D.

.- 11 ( 1 zi code)

the principal sum of $ 2,000.00 _ __ 'V'WO THOUSAND anm? 0 1100 Dollars
(m in mmben) (a,-g in words)

payable as follows: ? O DAYS F'ROM THE ABOVE DATE -.

IN ADDITION. the undersigned agrees to pay the notehoider interest at an annual rate of

10 'P % TwM peInt
(% in numbers) % in woth

payable as follows:

" CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, [NC. is located at 304 W. 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, NY 10019. Both
parties shall be subject to laws of the State of New York governing such contracts.

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

By: rprescoaave)

4507 NORTH KEDZIE ______________

CHT(7ACX) T T.T.T ?Jt'3T- dgg
(address of issuinmg office)

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

LecoyRgion copy NCR copyLender copy



S S
CDI.
Caucus Distributors, Inc. i 304 west 58th Street / New York, N.Y. 10019 /(212) 247-8820

2/25/85.Date
Obligation No. ________

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

GUNNAR SMAARS, M.D.
~e)

(sirees addrti~)

F~MaEe) (4mde)

- the principa sum of $-6-,-.nn -on--(aim. in nwnbes- SfeT P O'URIql WTUR. HrIII1?Rn(amE i- words) and!V0 I100 Dollars

payable as follows:onl 3/1/85-$500.00 : on 4/1/85-$500.00;on 5/i/85-$5,500.00/

(N, IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder interest at an annual rate or

10%
(qinnnbers)

TEN% uiards
payable as follows:

ONE PAYMENT OF $108.33 (ONE HUNDRED EIGHT AND 00/100 DOLLARS)
PAYABLE ON MAY 1, 1985.

S CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, INC. is located at 304 W. 58th Street, 5th Floor, New'
parties shall be subject to laws of the State of New York governing such contracts.

Caucus Distributors, Inc

B:(udtorz ,qprsmuave)

4507 NORTH KEDZIE AVENUE

rJ4Tc'Arfl TT.T.TNflT'g fI'AR
(address of issuing office)

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

York, NY 10019. Both

LecpyRegion copy NCR copy

(,mm)

%

Lender copy



CDI
Caucus Distributors, Inc. I 304 West 58th Street I New York. N.Y. 100191 (212) 247-8820

Oligation No. ________Date

3 / _ I I

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

GUNNAR SMAARS, M.D.

U'-

(sme)(zap cods)

the principal sum of $ 4 . ,n OO . .PHRE THOUSAND~r FI,"E= HUNrD~rE 81n4)0 /100 Dollars

payable as follows: ONFR YAR P1~flM 'rHF: DA"Ir AT(pV1L

IN ADIIN the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder interest at an annual rate of

n %, _' pecen
(%1 in numbers) %I 13wod

payable as follows:

NOT APPLICABLE.

CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS, INC. is located at 304 W. 58th Street, 5th floor, New
parties shall be subject to laws of the State of New York governing such contracts. York, NY 10019. Both

Caucus ~
Q~,.
LIJ.

(authorized representative)
4507 NORTH KEDZIE

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS ~U
(address of swing office)

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

LecoyRegion copy NCR copy

u v.

mA P

I nder copy
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A~NIETESLOW
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.A~ ~ 
'A.

PRONZ$S*~V~~#

The tL~U~he C.iamlnP.oO. SeE 2190 $P0
.6e0 York NT 101141

(The ComiLt'toe)

Zuavi.ILi ARNOLD T!SLOW
707 E. 41ST ST.
SUITE 126
SIOUX FALLS SD 57105

(The Lender)

The Committee acknowledges recepot of a loan of
the Lender on 09/1O/S4o

$450.00 from

The Committee acknoeledges its indebtedness to the Lender only,
in the amount of $450.00. which it shall repay to the Lender by
10/26.'84.

Thi%obligation of the Committee to the Lender shall not be
asigLned, transferred, or discounted.

Edeard Spannaus
Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

'4 -

ob
V.-

4 : :. 
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* .e S
~P.O. Box 17720, Washington, D.C. 20041-0720

May 15, 1985

Dear Contributor:

On behalf of The LaRouche Campaign. and Joined by Independent Democrats for
LaRouche. we want to thank the vast majority of our contributors and lenders who have been
cooperative and patient with the campaign during this post-election period. We also want to
report to you on the status of our court fights against the illegal disruption of campaign
finances by some dope-lobby banks and the FBI.

As many of you are aware, the LaRouche campaign organizations were subjected to a
coordinated attack, spearheaded by NBC and drug-money laundering banks, and carried out
with the connivance of corrupt public officials in the F1BI and elsewhere, which completely
disrupted our ability to continue to raise money. Now, we are happy to report. our planned
loan repayment program. which was totally disrupted. has been restored.

According to sworn statements submitted in various courts, the following has now been
~established:

~(1) The FBi and the Department of Justice, have admitted that they opened their
"credit card" investigations after receiving complaints from the NBC affiliate in

,,-x" Boston. WBZ-T'v. which targeted LaRouche and his campaign on election eve.

C / (2) The FBI and Department of Justice have further stated that they received
complaints from the major Boston banks--the most prominent of which was the
BDank of Boston (First National Bank of Boston). This is the same bank which
recently pled guilty to currency violations involving $1.2 billion In laundered drug

:. money.
(3) First National State Bank of New Jersey (now called First Fidelity) has stated

' that it was a phone call from the FBI in Boston which prompted them to shut down
the campaigns" bank accounts and seize $200,000 in campaign funds. The seizure of- the funds forced the cancellation of a scheduled half-hour CBS-TV LaRouche

f) campaign broadcast on election eve.

r, The two campaign committees--TLC and IDL--have initiated federal court cases against
First Fidelity of New Jersey. the Bank of Boston. and the FBI. seeking to recover for both the
damages done to the campaign and the damages suffered by you, the contributors, because
of their illegal actions. Additionally, the LaRouche campaign is also suing the Federal
Election Commission in federal court to prevent the FEC from engaging in any further
harassment of campaign contributors.

Already. a federal judge in New Jersey has ruled summarily that First Fidelity Bank of
New Jersey breached their contract and wrongfully seized $170,000 in IDL campaign funds.
Judge Harold A. Ackerman roundly castigated the bank and its attorneys from the bench for
taking IDL's money when they absolutely had no legal right to do so.

Our Enemies Retaliate

it is a measure of the extraordinary effectiveness of the two LaRouche campaign efforts
that our enemies have gone to such unprecedented lengths to try to frame up LaRouche and
his associates since the election. No campaign in the history of this country has ever put on
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June 19, 1986 ++

CA

Mr. Lawrence Noble
c/o Federal Election Coninission ..
Washington D.C. 20463

Re: Letter of June 11, 1986 - The La~ouche Campaign

Dear Mr. Noble:..

In mid 1984 it caine to my attention that my Bank America-
Visa account had been charged without authorization. There

>1 were three $250.00 charges on my bill, one had been authorized
+ the other two had not, one of these were later considered to

be a prepaid extension of EIR magazine for the future 1985
., year. This still left one $250.00 charge to be accounted

for and mention of this was made to+ Mr. Allen Levenson several
. : times but to no avail. On Nov. 5th, 1984 I wrote to Mr. Edward

Spannaus, Treasurer, in New York concerning this matter, he
~telephoned me and on Dec. 31, 1984 a $50.00 check was received

o with the notation that it was. a reimbursement because my
"*contribution exceeded the Federal Election Conuiission limit."

On Jan. 1985 my Bank of America-Visa account was charged
= $400,00 by the Schiller Institute which again was unauthorized.

I wrote to Mr. Edward Spannaus about this without results.

,o On Jan. 9th, 1985 a letter was received from Mr. Paul Gluinaz
regarding a form to forgive the $250.00 debt without any

",. reference to thle $400.00 Schiller Institute debt. On the night
of Jan. 13th he called and explained that the LaRouche-Schiller
accounts were broke and it wouldn't do any good to expect a
refund of the unauthorized funds. I have not pursued the matter
since.

The LaRouche-Schiller group referes to me as "Charles" which
isn't my name, I have always used the initals C.E..

G.E. Held

CEH /dw

P.O. Box 891
Ventura, CA 93001



February 26, 1987

Michael Dymersky, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 29463

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Dymersky:

Enclosed is the response of The LaRouche Campaign to
the Commission's Subpoena to Produce Documents and the
Interrogatory questions propounded in that subpoena (as
modified).

With respect to Interrogatory A, and in accordance with
Judge Stanton's oral order of February 19, 1987, I plan to
file next week a renewed motion for a limited stay of the
District Court's enforcement order, unless you advise me
that TLC's response to that interrogatory is satisfactory.

Very truly yours,

Robert L. Rossi

RL R/ j n

Enclosure

Or.IN P. ANDERSON
ROBERT L. ROSS,
A. DAVID DAVIS

OF COUNSEL:
ELEANOR W. PENNER

- -:"

r9-..'

AN 4 RSON & ASSOIAT* P.C 'V, m .

ATF0RNEYSV8AT LAW 3 7 FEB2g7 P I:
ONE LONGFELLOW PLACE:. SUITE 2 10

BOSTON. MASSACHUSET'TS 02114
(617) 742-8200



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COVISS ION

IN RE MATTER UNDER )
REVIEW 1852 )

_____________________________________________)

RESPONSE OF THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN TO THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S SUBPOENA

TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

Now comes The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and hereby

responds to the subpoena to produce documents issued by the

Federal Election Comission ("FEC") as follows. This

response is made to the subpoena as modified by the United

States District Court for the Southern District of New York

(Stanton, J.)

C J Response to Request, No., 1

~A list containing the names of all persons who gave

contributions or loans to TLC, which is annexed hereto, is

hereby made available for inspection and copying by the FEC.

There are no other documents responsive to this request, as

modified, within the possession, custody or control of TLC.

Any other responsive records would be in the possession of

either the United States Attorney's Office, the Federal

Bureau of Investigation, or a grand jury, in Boston,

Massachusetts or Alexandria, Virginia. The FEC has been

aware, at least since September 2, 1985, that at least some

of TLC's records were in the possession of the United States

Government (see attached interrogatory answer in Spannaus v.

FEC).



0 iS

Response to Request No. 2

The list referenced in response to Request No. 1 is

also produced in response to Request No. 2. There are no

other documents responsive to this request which are

presently in the possession, custody or control of TLC.

Bank records of contributions and loans received, and bank

records of debits against TLC's accounts, are presently in

the possession of either the United States Attorney's

Office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, or a grand

jury, in Boston, Massachusetts or Alexandria, Virginia.

/ Response to Request No. 3

C There are no documents responsive to this request which

are presently in the possession, custody or control of TLC.

Certain responsive telephone records (containing telephone
c J

bills relative to telephones maintained by TLC at 2 offices)

~are presently within the custody of either the United States

- Attorney's Office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, or a

- grand jury, in Boston, Massachusetts or Alexandria,

~Virginia. No telephone logs or message slips were ever

maintained by TLC.

THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN

By Its Attorneys,

Odin P. Anderson
Robert L. Rossi
Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place, Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114
(617) 742-820
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

EDWARD SPANNAUS, Treasurer of The Laflouche:
Campaign, THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN, FREDERIC 2

HENDERSON, PATRICK K. BARRETT, and TERRY
EDW1ARD ALLEN,

Plaintiffs, :85 Civ 0404 (aLa)
V.2

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,

Defendant.2

PLAINTIFFS ' RESPONSES TO DEFENDANT ' S
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. * 1

State the street address, including city, state and zip

code, in which The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC') maintains its

© offices, records, documents, and from which TLC's operations are

' directed. If more than one address is maintained by TLC for

these purposes, state each such address.

In

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1 :

During and for a number of months after the campaign TLC

maintained offices at 304 West 58th Street, New York, New York

10019. At the present time TLC has no central office; however,

records are naintained at the following locations:

20 South King Street, Leesburg, Virginia 22075,
SlcCormick Federal Building, Boston, Massachusetts

c/o U.S. Asst. Attorney Daniel Small and
FBI Headquarters, Washington, D.C.



K 0
I, EDWARD W. SPANIIAUS, Treasurer of The LaRouche Campaign

and a plaintiff in this action, state that the foregoing

Responses were prepared at my direction and that same are true

and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

EDWD . SPANNA 3S

Sworn to before me

this .2fay of September, 1985.

C":. -taryPb

. . " -" " My Com.m ~s lm J s
: "- " -Mamch 24, 198W

-25-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN RE MATTER UNDER )
REVIEW 1852 )

______________________________________)

RESPONSE OF THE LAROUCHE CAMPAIGN TO !
INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED BY THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") hereby responds to the

interrogatories propounded by the Federal Election

CoflisSsionl ("FEC") as follows. This response is made to the

~interrogatories as modified by the United States District

: Court for the Southern District of New York (Stanton, J.) !

• ' Interrogatory A .

C Please identify all individuals who were officers,

C4 directors, employees, staff members, volunteers,

consultants, or other agents of The LaRouche Campaign in :

- 1984. With respect to each individual identified, please

CI. identify that person's geographic location and supervisor.

tO) An organizational chart may be provided in lieu of

ildentifyiing the supervisor of each individual.

Response toInterrogatory A

TLC objects to the identification of such individuals,

even with the limitation irrposed by the District Court, on

the ground that, under the circumstances of this case, such

information is protected from, compelled disclosure pursuant

to the First Amrendmtent to the United States Constitution.

TLC continues to assert this objection in its appeal to the



United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit of the

District Court's order enforcing the FEC's subpoena.

Without in any way waiving the above objection, TLC

states that there were thousands of volunteers who performed

services for TLC such as passing out leaflets, holding i

meetings at their homes, and speaking at public meetings.

Out of these thousands of volunteers, there were several

hundred who solicited contributions to TLC on at least an

occasional basis. For various reasons, including the

protection of the constitutional right of confidentiality in

C political association, TLC has never maintained a list of

C~i persons who vorked as volunteers for TLC, nor a list of =

~~persons who solicited campaign contributions. As a result,

TLC is unable to determine the names of all individuals who .

solicited contributions on its behalf.

There was only one officer for TLC during the 1984

. campaign: Edward Spannaus, its treasurer. The Chairman of

:. the campaign was Mel Klenetsky. Mary McCourt was the only .

other paid staff person. Beyond these individuals,

~volunteers who performed managerial functions which may have

involved solicitation-related activities were Richard Welsh

(assistant treasurer), Kathy Stevens, and Ken Kronberg. The

following individuals were the regional coordinators for TLC

during the 1984 campaign: J. Phillip Rubenstein (New York),

Steve Douglas (Pennsylvania), Debra Freeman (Maryland), Paul

Greenberg (Chicago), Harley Schlanger (Texas) , Khushro

Ghandhi (California).



Ti-s .:... i 
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~In addition, TLC notes that the identities of certain

individuals vho may have solicited contributions on TLC's

~behalf is already known to the FEC from other sources. For

~example, the FEC has received correspondence from

i individuals who contributed or loaned money to TLC, and such

• correspondence may contain the names of persons who

solicited money from those individuals on behalf of TLC. In

~addition, the FEC has attached a copy of the indictment in

the case of United States of America v. The LaRouche

Campaign, et al., to several pleadings filed by the FEC in

Q' various court cases. That indictment contains the names of

? several individuals whom the government claims solicited

i ,C contributions for TLC in 1984.

Interrogatory B
C4

Please list all street addresses of all offices used by

The LaRouche Campaign in 1984.

Response to Interrogatory B

Ci The LaRouche Campaign's national headquarters wore

If) located at 304 W. 58th Street, New York, New York. In

addition, at different times TLC had offices at 2215 Arch

Street, Philadelphia, PA.; 711 W. 40th Street, Baltimore,

MD.; 1010 16th Street NW, Washington, D.C.; 3740 W. Irving

Park, IL.; 711 S. Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles, CA; 1826

Noriega Street, San Francisco, CA; 1520 Eastlake Avenue,

Seattle, WA.; 870 Tyson Street, Baltimore, MD.; 519 Walnut

Street, McKeesport, PA.; 4507 N. Kedzie, Chicago, IL.; 320

Los Feliz, Los Angeles, CA. There were also TLC offices in



~the cities of Boston, Dallas and Houston, the exact street

adresses of which TLC is not able to ascertain. It is

possible that the exact street addresses might be contained

in documents in the custody of the United States Attorney's

office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, or a grand

jury, in Boston, Massachusetts or Alexandria, Virginia,

which documents were formerly in the possession of TLC.

Inerrogatory C

Please list all telephone numbers and extensions used

by The LaRouche Campaign in 1984, noting the extensions

-- assigned to or used by each person identified in response to

? Interrogatory A.

Response to Interrogatory C

e The following telephone numbers were used at different

times by TLC in 1984: (361) 728-2366, (361) 243-4585, (617)

265-1265, (312) 463-5916, (817) 261-6128, (713) 988-5841,

- (213) 389-7512, (213) 665-6924, (213) 738-6807, (212)

C 304-2694, (212) 247-8820, (212) 246-1130, (215) 557-1906,

'-0 (215) 471-5508, (412) 678-2666, (415) 661-0209, (415)

573-3185, (266) 322-6666, and (202) 955-5936. TLC persOnnel

were not assigned any particular extensions.

Dated: February 26, 1987 The LaRouche Campaign
By Its Attorney

Anderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place
Boston, MA 02114
Tel: 742-820



BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION COSISS IOU

In the Matter of 
) -

The LaRouche Campaign, ),..
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ) MUR 1852

Independent Democrats for LaRouche,) -

Gerald Rose, as treasurer, and )
Campaigner Publications, Inc. ) "

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT " "

I. BACKGR(OUND

In a separate memorandum, the Office of the General Counsel

has made a recommendation regarding appeal of 
the district

court's recent decisions in Federal Election Commission v. Los

- Angeles Labor Committee, No. CV-86-0944-PAR (C.D. Calif. 19)86).

~denying enforcement of the subpoenas and orders previously issued

" to the Los Angeles Labor Committee and four individuals in the

above-captioned matter. If, after considering that memo, the

" Commission decides not to appeal those decisions, the Commission

will need to decide whether to issue new subpoenas and orders

. which comply with those decisions to replace those 
found over-

- broad by the court.

For the reasons discussed in this Office's October Ii, 1985

" report initially recommending issuance of subpoenas and orders,

the General Counsel's Office now recommends that the Commission

decide to issue new subpoenas and orders to LALC and the four

individuals. In addition, this Office recommends that the

Commission approve the attached subpoenas and orders, together

with the accompanying cover letters for this purpose. As the

Commission will note, the proposed subpoenas and orders are
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almost identical to those previously issued, except for several

modifications intended to bring them into compliance with the

court's orders and a few stylistic changes. In this regard, the

Office of the General Counsel has used October 3, 1983 as the

date Lyndon LaRouche became a candidate for President in 1984._*/

See Subpoenas and Orders at 7.

I I. RECOUENHDATIOES :

1. Authorize the attached subpoenas and orders to:

Los Angeles Labor Committee, Dorothy Andromedas,

Louise Gandhi, Allen Levinson, and Tim Pike.

2. Approve and send the attached letters.

Date Charles 14. Steele
General Counsel

Attachments

1. Subpoenas (5) .
2. Letters to Respondents (5).

*_/ The district court held that, at least for now, the Commission

can not seek any information regarding activity prior to the date

of LaRouche's candidacy. In their court papers, LALC and the

other respondents had asserted that the Commission's records show

LaRouche became a candidate in "late September 1983," and the

court relied upon that assertion in its opinions. The earliest

date that this Office has been able to locate, however, is

October 3, 1983, the date which appears on LaRouche's statement

of candidacy.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign, ) MUR 1852
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )
Independent Democrats for LaRouche, )
Gerald Rose, as treasurer, and )
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Ernmons, Secretary of the Federal

~Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 19,

1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

C 1. Authorize the subpoenas and orders to Los
"O Angeles Labor Committee, Dorothy Andromedas,

Louise Gandhi, Allen Levinson, and Tim Pike,
N-' as recommended in the General Counsel's

Report signed March 13, 1987.

_ 2. Approve and send the letters, as recommended
~in the General Counsel's Report signed March
. 13, 1987.

~Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest :

Date Mrol

Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary: Mon., 3-16-87, 3:15
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 3-17-87, 11:00
Deadline for vote: Thurs., 3-19-87, 11:00



( FEDERAL ELI (l]ION COMMISSION
Mrh26, 1987

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Los Angeles Labor Committee
d/o Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
899 Ellis ST
San Francisco, CA 94109

Re : MUR 1852
' Los Angeles Labor Committee

Dear Sir or Madam:

You were previously notified by letter dated July 5, 1985
that the Commission had found reason to believe that the Los

C ! Angeles Labor Committee ("LALC") violated 2 U.S.C. $S 433, 434
and 441a(a) (8), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act

~of 1971, as amended. An investigation of this matter is now
being conducted and it has been determined that additional
information from the LALC is necessary. Consequently,

=,-; the Federal Election Commission has issued the enclosed subpoena
and order which requires the LALC to provide information which

" "" will assist the Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of
supervising compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of

P" 1971, as amended.

You should note that the subpoena and order requires the
,"[JALEC to prepare responses in writing and under oath to each of

the interrogatories propounded therein. You must provide those
responses to representatives of the Commission at 10:00 a.m. on
April 8, 1987. In addition, the subpoena and order also requires
that LALC produce the additional documents and other materials
specified therein at the same time.

For your information, the LALC may consult with an attorney
and have an attorney assist it in the preparation of its
responses to this subpoena and order.



Letter to Los Angeles Labor Committee
MUR 1852
Page 2

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.
If you should have any questions or problems with respect to
the subpoena and order, please contact Laurence E. Tobey, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

LawnceM obl

~Acting General Counsel

O Enclosure
'0 Subpoena & Order

(N
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,, 'March 26, 1987

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Tim Pike
c/o Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
899 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Pike:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
~enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code.
- - In connection with an investigation now being conducted, the

Commission has issued the attached subpoena and order, which
requires you to provide certain information on April 8, 1987, and

O4 also to appear for deposition on April 8, 1987. The Commission
does not consider you a respondent in this matter; but rather a

2' witness only.

.... :Because this information is being sought as part of an
- - investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) apply.
" That section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
' written consent of the person with respect to whom the

investigation is made. To date, no such consent has been
received. However, you may consult with an attorney and have
an attorney assist you in the preparation of your response to
the subpoena and/or represent you at the deposition. If you
intend to be so represented, please advise us of the name and
address of your attorney prior to the date of the deposition.



Letter to Tim PikeMUR 1852
Page 2

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
20.5 cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in
the appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of
the deposition.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.
If you have any questions or problems with the subpoena and
order, please contact Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney handling
this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Acting General Counsel

6! Enclosure
. Subpoena & Order
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Mrh26, 1987

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Dorothy Andromedas
c/o Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
899 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Ms. Andromedas:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

~and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code.
In connection with an investigation now being conducted, the
Commission has issued the attached subpoena and order, which
requires you to provide certain information on April 8, 1987, and

C also to appear for deposition on April 10, 1987. The Commission
,, does not consider you a respondent in this matter; but rather a

witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
" ' " investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) apply.
f.- That section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
%0 investigation conducted by the Commission without the express

written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made. To date, no such consent has been
received. However, you may consult with an attorney and have
an attorney assist you in the preparation of your response to
the subpoena and/or represent you at the deposition. If you
intend to be so represented, please advise us of the name and
address of your attorney prior to the date of the deposition.



Letter to Dorothy Andromedas
MUR 1852
Page 2

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
20.5 cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in
the appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of
the deposition.

Thank you in advance for yOUr cooperation in this matter.
If you have any questions or problems with the subpoena and
order, please contact Laurence E.Tobey, the attorney handling
this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~March 26, 1987

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Louise Gandhi
d/o Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
899 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Ms. Gandhi:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code.
In connection with an investigation now being conducted, the
Commission has issued the attached subpoena and order, which
requires you to provide certain information on April 8, 1987, and
also to appear for deposition on April 9, 1987. The Commission
does not consider you a respondent in this matter; but rather a
witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g (a) (12) apply.
That section of the Act prohibits the making public of any
investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the
investigation is made. To date, no such consent has been
received. However, you may consult with an attorney and have
an attorney assist you in the preparation of your response to
the subpoena and/or represent you at the deposition. If you
intend to be so represented, please advise us of the name and
address of your attorney prior to the date of the deposition.



Letter to Louise Gandhi
MUR 1852
Page 2

Pursuant to 1I C.F.R. 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
20.5 cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in
the appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of
the deposition.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.
If you have any questions or problems with the subpoena and
order, please contact Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney handling
this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

, Acting General Counsel

C Enclos u re
. Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

c/o Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
899 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Re: MUR 1852

~Dear Mr. Levinson:

...- The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

- and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code.
In connection with an investigation now being cond~ucted, theC ! Commission has issued the attached subpoena and order, which

, requires you to provide certain information April 8, 1987, and
also to appear for deposition on April 9, 1987. The Commission

: does not consider you a respondent in this matter; but rather a
witness only.

. . Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

. confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g (a) (12) apply.
That section of the Act prohibits the making public of any

~investigation conducted by the Commission without the express
written consent of the person with respect to whom the

~investigation is made. To date, no such consent has been
received. However, you may consult with an attorney and have
an attorney assist you in the preparation of your response to
the subpoena and/or represent you at the deposition. If you
intend to be so represented, please advise us of the name and
address of your attorney prior to the date of the deposition.



Letter to Allen Levinson
MUR 1852
Page 2

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
20.5 cents per mile. A check will be made payable to you in
the appropriate amount and mailed to you upon conclusion of
the deposition.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.
If you have any questions or problems with the subpoena and
order, please contact Laurence E. Tobey, the attorney handling
this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

" -- e ance M. ole
Acting General Counsel

Enclosure
C Subpoena & Order
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In the Matter of )
) MURs 2281, 2143, 2125, 1092,

Caucus Distributors, Inc., ) 1882, 1852 and 1551

GERA~L COUNSE'S PO

After reviewing the First General Counsel's Report in MUR

2281, the Commission returned the report to the General Counsel's

Office, requesting an analysis of whether there was reason to

believe Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDI"), a LaRouche related

organization, had qualified as a political committee. The

,r Commission further requested that the General Counsel's Office

consider whether a conference should be held between the Acting

General Counsel and the United States Attorney. The following

' report responds to the Commission's requests. The report begins

by synopsizing all ongoing LaRouche related NURs. Next, it

discusses the meeting between the General Counsel's Office and

: the United States Attorney's Office. Finally, the report

07 analyzes the political committee issue and makes recommendations

' for the Commission's consideration.

S I. STnUOPSES OF ALL OUQOIUG LAIGfl3 RKLTU) MATE

f4UR 1556

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. (wFusion') violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman

('CFF'), the authorized committee of Debra H. Freeman, a

candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives in 1982. On
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November 29, 1983, the Commission authorized the issuance of a

subpoena and order to Fusion for document production and answers

to written questions. Fusion did not comply, and the Commission

obtained judicial enforcement of the subpoena and order.

On August 24, 1984, Fusion submitted its answers to the

Commission's interrogatories and some of the requested documents.

Fusion produced records of contributions, membership fees, and

subscriptions to magazines. Fusion did not, however, produce a

list of persons who solicited subscriptions and memberships,

lists of potential subscribers and members, or lists of persons

solicited. Fusion claimed that all solicitations were handled

for it by CDI, pursuant to a contract between Fusion and CDI.

On November 5, 1984, the Commission issued a subpoena and

order to CDI requiring the production of documents and answers to

written questions. The Commission granted an extension of thirty

days until December 14, 1984. On that date, CDI filed a motion

to quash or modify the subpoena and order. On January 17, 1985,

the Commission denied the motion to quash, and modified one of

the written questions; on January 29, 1985, CDI was notified that

its response was due on or before February 4, 1985.

Because there was no response to the notice, the Commission

authorized a civil action to enforce its subpoena and order. On

April 19, 1985, the Commission filed a petition in the U.S.

District Court for the Southern District of New York for an order

to show cause why the subpoena and order should not be enforced.
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The court order was issued on May 9, 1985. A hearing was

scheduled for June 11, 1985, but before hearing argument, the

judge assigned to preside over the matter recused herself, and

the case was reassigned to Judge Thomas P. Griesa. The case was

inactive until January 29, 1986, when a conference was held. As

a result of the conference, Judge Griesa denied the Commission's

enforcement petition without prejudice to filing a new petition

"after there has been an attempt to resolve the differences, and

a redrafting and narrowing of the subpoena." Thereafter, the

Commission made repeated good faith, but unsuccessful, attempts

to resolve the matter.

Shortly after the original action was filed, CDI moved its

C]  operations from New York City to Leesburg, Virginia. Respondents

@4 repeated rebuffs of settlement overtures in the New York action

\ and caused the Commission to reauthorize a civil action to

" enforce its subpoena and order; this action was filed in the U.S.

.- District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia.

On Mlay 23, 1986, the District Court for the Eastern District

of Virginia granted the Commission's petition, and ordered CDI to

produce the documents requested and to answer the questions

propounded within twenty days. On June 12, 1986, the Commission

received CDI's limited document production and answers. CDI

filed a motion to reconsider with the court, which was denied on

June 6, 1986 and also flied a motion to stay execution of the

court's order pending appeal, which was denied on June 13, 1986.

CDI also filed a notice of appeal with the court on June 13,

1986.
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On July 14, 1986, this Office filed a petition in the

District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia for an order

to show cause why CDI should not be held in contempt for failing

to comply with the subpoena and order. The petition noted that

CDI's document production was non-responsive, that its answers

were evasive and inconsistent, and that counsel for CDI admitted

in correspondence that CDI had purposely withheld some of the

required information.

On July 22, 1986, the Commission authorized an Order to

Appear for Deposition to George Canning, the Secretary of CDI

because Mr. Canning had signed CDI's earlier responses to

interrogatories. The deposition was scheduled for August 20,

1986, at the office of the United States Attorney for the Eastern

- District of Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia.

\ On August 12, 1986, this Office received the certified mail

receipt for the court's order sent to CDI. No further

communications were received directly from CDI. On August 18,

1986, this Office contacted CDI's attorney to determine whether

Mr. Canning intended to appear as ordered. The attorney stated

that he was unaware that the order had been issued because he had

not received a copy (a courtesy copy had been mailed to him).

However, on August 19, 1986, the attorney requested a

postponement of the deposition for one month which was denied

since there was no guarantee that Mr. Canning would appear.

On August 20, 1986, pursuant to the Comnission's order, this

Office sent representatives to take Mr. Canning's deposition at

the appointed time and place. Mr. Canning did not appear; nor
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was there was an appearance by counsel, or by anyone on

Mr. Canning's behalf. No further communication from Mr. Canning,

CD)I, or counsel were received. Because of this failure to comply

with the order, a civil suit was filed in the United States

District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia for

enforcement.

On January 28, 1987, Mr. Canning appeared for deposition.

His deposition was totally inconclusive in that his answers were

evasive; he pleaded the Fifth Aumendment on certain selective

questions; and he contended he could not recall answers to many

other questions. In addition, he willfully refused to comply

with the ordered document production.

On April 17, 1987 the Commission motioned the court for

C partial suatuary judgment; the motion was heard on April 24, 1987.

" '? Upon consideration of the motion the court ordered that a

" judgment be awarded in favor of the Comission against CDI in the

amount of $70,250, representing accrued daily fines assessed

against CDI in the court's order of July 18, 1986 to the date of

~the order, April 24, 1987; the daily fines of $250 continue to

run but have not been reduced to judgment since the April 24,

1987 date. No fines have been paid, but this Office has been in

contact with the lawyers who are pursuing the bankruptcy

proceedings against the LaRouche organizations in Virginia

concerning the filing of a claim for the outstanding judgment of

April 24, 1987 with the Bankruptcy Court.
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MUR 1852

On December 11, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe r

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

('TIW) violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3), and knowingly and

willfully violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by reporting as

contributors persons who had not intended to make contributions

or loans to the committee, by including debts incurred without

the consent of the creditors on the committee's statement of net

outstanding campaign obligations, and by presenting books and

records to the Commission for purposes of the audit mandated by

26 U.S.C. 5 9038(a) which included information concerning

contributions and loans that misrepresented the intent of the

c.' individuals involved and the amounts and totals of such monies

~received. The Commission also approved a subpoena and order to

" TIC plus sample letters and questions to individuals who names

~were associated with two samples of transactions reported by TLC.

4c-

On December 11, 1984, the Commission authorized the issuance

of a subpoena and order to TIC and Mr. Spannaus. The subpoena

~and order were mailed on December 20, 1984. On January 7, 1985,

the Commission received a Motion to Quash and/or Modify the

Subpoena and Order. On January 31, 1985, the Commission voted to

deny the motion. The Respondents were notified of the

Commission's determination by letter dated February 6, 1985; TIC

was allowed an extra ten days for compliance. However, TIC

refused to comply with the subpoena. On May 21, 1985, the

Commission filed a petition to enforce the subpoena against TIC

in the District Court for the Southern District of New York.
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It was not until August 26, 1986 that the final Judgment of

the district court was issued ordering TLC to comply with the

subpoena and order issued by the Commission, as modified.

644 F. Supp. 20 (S.D.N.Y. l986) -1 / On appeal, the United States

Court of Appeals for the Second District further modified the

subpoena denying the Commission's order to TLC to produce the

2/
names of TLC's solicitors.

The following breakdown of the several LaRouche NURs that

have been merged into MUR 1852 (subsections a through o), sets

forth in summary fashion the salient facts and issues involved in

each MUR.

• .. a) 1793

~Complainant: Paul Ruzanski (Massachusetts)

C Respondent: TLC

".3 Complaint alleged that complainant loaned $250 to TLC by

credit card, but that TLC charged his card for $670. $250 was

~paid back by TIC, balance was a charge-back on the credit card

; (reversal of the entry). Complainant also alleged four other

1/ On that date, the district court also issued its opinion in
Spannaus v. Federal Election Commission, 641 F. Supp. 1520
(S.D.N.Y. 1986), a case brought by, inter alia, TLC and Spannaus,
seeking to have the Commission's investigation enjoined,
primarily by arguing that the Commission's investigation was
initiated in bad faith to harass TLC. The district court granted
the Commission's motion for summary judgment in Spannaus. The
Circut Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed. 816

F.2d 760 (No. 86-62-19 2d. Cir. 1987).

2/ Federal Election Commission v. The LaRouche Campaign
No. 86-6219 (2d Cir. April 27, 1987). It should be noted that
the court did not preclude a future showing of need "sufficient
to justify compelled disclosure of the names of individuals who
solicit contributions for a political campaign." I_d.
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unauthorized charges on credit card.

On March 6, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) and 26 U.S.C.

5 9042 (c).

b) 1797 (Originally Pre-MUR 126)

Complainant: James E. Marvel, M.D. (Kansas)

Respondents: TLC, Campaigner Publications, Inc.

( Campaigner s )

Complainant alleged that he contributed $1,000 to TLC and

loaned $3,325 to Campaigner.

On October 2, 1984, the C~mission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f), 434(b) and 441b, and that

! Campaigner violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. A further finding of reason

to believe against Dr. Marvel for violation of 2 U.s.c.

S 441a(a) (1) (A) vas made, but no further action vas taken. A

subpoena was issued to Dr. Marvel, but an affidavit was

r substituted for his deposition in which he recounted in some

'. . detail how the above contributions and loans were obtained by the

~LaRouche organizations.

c) 1798

Complainant: Ann Linda Policari (Connecticut)

Respondent: TLC

Complainant alleged that she loaned $200 to TLC and also

contributed $25; the loan was not repaid.

On April 18, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (A) ; 434(b) (3) (A) ; and

434(b) (3) (E).
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d) 1825

Complainant: John Gibson (Kansas)

Respondent: TLC

Complainant alleged that TLC obtained his credit card number

and made two unauthorized charges of $500 each.

On December 6, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3).

e ) 1827

Complainant: Alex G.M. Elgal (New Orleans)

Respondent: TLC

Complainant alleged that two $100 loans were not repaid.

Complainant alleged that these transactions were loans, 1'LC

alleged they were gifts, and reported them as gifts.

On April 22, 1985, the Comission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (3) (A) or (3) ; 434(b) (2) (A)

or (HI), 434(b) (8), and 26 U.S.C. S 9042.

f) 1862

Complainant: Ordel E. Bradley

Respondent: TLC

Complainant alleged non-repayment of loans intended by donor

to support campaign of Lyndon LaRouche. A charge to

complainant's credit card of $950 to TLC was the first of such

loans. A $20,000 loan check to "Publications & General

Management Inc." ('PGM") was the second; and a $10,000 loan check

to PGM was the third.
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On May 14, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe that

PGM violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b; and that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441a(f), 434(b) and 432(h). The Commission also found reason

to believe that Mrs. Bradley violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A)

but took no further action regarding that violation.

g) 1877_.

Complainants: Carl and Margaret Swanson (Maryland)

Respondent: TLC

Complainants alleged that Margaret Swanson made no loans to

TLC, although Carl Swanson did evidently make some loans. On its

reports TLC acknowledged loans from a Margaret Swanson and also

sent both Mr. and Mrs. Swanson promissory notes. The loans to

TLC were not repaid.

On May 1, 1985, the Comission found reason to believe that

TLC violated 2 U.S.C. II 434(b) (2) (Ht); 434(b) (3) (3) ; 26 U.S.C.

S 9042.

h) 1905

Complainant: 3. William Gradt (Connecticut)

Respondent:= TLC

Complainant alleged non-repayment of four loans to TLC:.

On May 17, 1985, reason to believe was found against TLC for

violation of 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and 434(b)(3)(E). Reason to

believe also was found against Mr. Gradt for violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but no further action was taken.
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1) 1976

Complainant: Mrs. Lucille Pieper (San Deigo)

Respondents: Los Angeles Labor Committee (LAW) anid ?TJC.

Complainant alleged that she loaned $33,800 to LaRouche

through LALC. During her deposition, Mrs. Pieper indicated that

her checks were made payable to Executive Intelligence Review,

LAWC, and Campaigner and that there were no direct payments to

TLC.

On June 25, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that LAW violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 (failure to register as a

-, political committee, 434, and 441a(a) (8); and that TLC violated

. 2 U.S.C. 441a(f). Reason to believe was also found that

' Mrs. Pieper violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but no further

action was taken.

In connection with its investigation into those violations,

the Commission subsequently decided, on October 22, 1985, to

issue subpoena and orders both to LAW and to four individuals

" associated with LAL -- Tim Pike, Dorothy Andromedas, Louise

Gandhi and Allen Levinson -- in order to obtain necessary

information. - / Those subpoena and orders, which required that the

four individuals appear for deposition and that all five parties

produce documents, were mailed to the parties on October 23,

1985. The recipients of all five subpoenas advised the

Commission by letter dated November 7, 1985, that they would not

3/ Previous witnesses had testified that Andromedas, Gandhi and
Levinson each had held themselves out as representatives of LAWC.
Pike had answered the Commission s reason to believe notification
on behalf of LALC.



comply with the Commission's requests. Consequently, on

December 3, 1985, the Commission authorized the filing of a civil

action to enforce the subpoena.

The Commission's subpoena enforcement action was filed on

February 13, 1986. On April 3, 1986, the court issued the

proposed order submitted by the Commission, directing the

recipients of the subpoena to show cause why the Commission's

subpoena and orders should not be enforced. The district court

issued its opinion on July 22, 1986. Federal Election

Coission v. Los Anqeles Labor Committee, 648 F. Supp. 523

° (C.D. Calif. 1986) In its opinion, the district court concluded

, that the subpoena were issued pursuant to the Commission's

C authority and that, for the most part, the information sought was

" reasonably relevant for the FEC's investigation. The court

concluded, however, that portions of the Commission's subpoena

were overbroad. The court, therefore, denied the Commission's

petition to enforce the subpoena "without prejudice to, [ the

Commission's) right to serve a new subpoena on respondents." The

~Office of the General Counsel filed a motion for reconsideration

of the court's decision and on December 22, 1986, the court

denied the the motion.

On March 19, 1987, the Commission decided not to appeal the

decision of the district court. However, the Commission voted on

that same day to issue new subpoena and orders to LAWC and the

four above named individuals. These were mailed on March 26,

1987 to the attorney of record for LAWC and the individuals.

Subsequently, it was learned through this attorney that the
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Coilttee's offices had been the subject of a search by the

Attorney General's Office for the State of California and that

all records had been appropriated. He also informed this Office

that the whereabouts of the four individuals was not known. He

maintained that he was not representing any of the parties and

returned the subpoena.

A telephone conversation with the Attorney General's Office

revealed that the search was conducted pursuant to an

investigation by that office and that records were taken to

~Sacramento, California for use in connection with such

investigation.

j) 1979

Complainant: Rosemary G. Hopper (Syracuse, NYZ)

Respondent: TLC

~Complainant alleged that she made $975 in loans to TLC to be

~used for television for Lyndon LaRouche's campaign. TLC failed

... to report one of these loans.

' On April 17, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (A) and (H).

k) 1991

Complainant: Roger D. Rosser (Alabama)

Respondent: IDL

Complainant alleged that he agreed to give a $250 loan to

IDL, but IDL charged $500 to his credit card. IDL reported a

loan of $500, and executed a promissory note for $500. By

reporting $250 more than was authorized, IDL violated reporting

requirements.
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On August 5, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) (h) and 434(b) (3) (B).

1) 201.3

Complainant: Ronald T. Stewart (Massachusetts)

Respondent: TLC and IDL

Complainant agreed to give TLC his credit card number and a

loan for $500, but TLC charged $1,000 to his account.

Complainant alleged that IDL made unauthorized charges of $1,000

to his credit card.

On August 2, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that Th violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C.

S 9042(b) and that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b) (2) and (3).

m) 2065

Complainant: Robert P. Seeber (Michigan)

Respondent: TLC

Complainant alleged that two charges to TL.C on his credit

card were never authorized, although card holder had given credit

card number for a subscription to Fusion magazine.

On October 11, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C.

S 9042 (c).

n) 2084

Complainant: Richard C. Wiles (Alaska)

Respondent : TLC

Complainant alleged the non-payment of loans of

approximately $14,000.
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On November 25, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that TIC violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b) (2) and (3) and 441a(f).

Reason to believe was found against Mr. Wiles for violation of

S 441a (a) (1) (A) but no further action was taken.

o) 2090

Complainant: Catherine L. McMillen (Wisconsin)

Respondents: IDL, Campaigner and CDI.

Complainant alleged the non-repayment of ten loans of

approximately $8,500 (one additional loan was not clearly set

v- forth as to amount and payee) to IDL, Campaign and CDI.

-; On January 3, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that Campaigner and CDI violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by soliciting

~contributions for a political committee which was not a separate

~segregated fund of either, and against IDL. for accepting such

services.

The following is a breakdown of those additional cases that

C were not merged into MUR 1852.

'j, 1882

.- Complainant: John Converse, Esquire, for his parents,

Richard Converse and wife. (California)

Respondent: IDL
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Complainant alleged that the credit card statement of his

parents shovs tvo unauthorized charges. Mr. Richard Converse had

given his card number to Executive Intelligence Review for a

subscription. Subsequently, IDL reported the transactions as

loans.

On January 23, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3).

2092

Respondent:TL

Internally Generated based on Audit referral.

This MUR arose from an audit of TLC. The issue is

acceptance of excessive contributions, as distinguished from

issues in NUR 1852, vhich involved unauthorized credit card

CNtransactions and misreporting.

O On January 28, 1966, the Cmmission found reason to believe

that TIC and Edward Spannaus as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by failing to make refunds of excessive contributions

in a timely manner. On May 19, 1986, the Commission authorized

~the sending of letters and questions to 62 individuals cited in

the audit referral as having made excessive contributions; the

questions vere designed to determine whether the contributor

actually intended to make contributions to TLC. Answers were
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received from 21 contributors. Several indicated that these were

intended to be contributions or that the amounts were loans which

had been repayed. Others indicated that these amounts were

unauthorized credit card transactions.

2125

Respondent:= IDL

Internally Generated - based on RAD referral.

Issue is excessive contributions.

On January 10, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) and 434(b) (2) for accepting

excessive contributions and for misreporting credit card

transactions. The Commission voted to take no action against 49

contributors, but to find reason to believe against three

. contributors. In Nay, 1986, the Comission declined to enter

~into pre-probable cause conciliation with IDL.

* 2143

Complainant: Ann G. Seistad

Respondents: TLC, IDL, Campaigner and Fusion.

On November 19, 1986 the Commission found reason to believe

against Fusion, Campaigner, TLC, and IDL for violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441b for the giving and accepting of corporate

contributions. A further finding of reason to believe vas made

against both TLC and IDL for violation of 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2)

for failure to report such contributions.
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In January, 1987, the Comission declined to enter into pre-

probable cause conciliation vith Fusiong in February, 1987, it

declined to enter into pre-probable cause concilation with TLC

and IDL and in March refused to enter into pre-probable cause

conciliation with Campaigner.

2281

Complainant: August Popevich

Respondents: CDI, TLC, and IDL

(See detailed discussion infra pp 21-22)

The First General Counsel's Report was on the agenda on

April 23, 1987. We recolmended the following:

S1. Reason to believe against CDI for violation of 2 U.S.C.

,t S 432(b) (1) for failure to forward a contribution to a

(Npolitical committee and of Section 441a(a) (8) for

'K failure to report the original source and intended

+ recipient of a contribution (either TLC or IDL).

2. Reason to believe aqainst TLC and 1WDL for violations of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) for accepting excessive

~contributions from complainant and 11 C.F.R.

S 110.6(c) (3) for failing to report that the

contributions were received through a conduit.

3. Reason to believe against complainant for violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) for contributing in excess of

the limitations, but no further action against the

complainant at this time.

4. Merge with MUR 1852.



II. XEfU WITH U311 STTES AXORl'S OFFICE

In July, in conformance with the Commission's direction,
Lawrence M. Noble, Acting General Counsel and Lois G. Lerner,

Associate General Counsel, met with Frank L.McNamara, Jr., the

Acting U.S. Attorney for the District of Massachusetts and

members of his staff. During the course of the meeting the U.S.

Attorney indicated that, upon receipt of a formal Commission

request, his Office would be willing to make certain documents

available for use in the Commission's investigations.- Among the

documents available for inspection and copying are the

following : 5/

1. Notebooks maintained by the staff of various Laltucbe
organizations. These record the daily activities

, including meetings, telehone conversations, and the
like, of the individuals connected with the La1touche

(x4 organi zat ions.

2. Contact Cards maintained by CDI. Contact Cards in the
: - reference used by CDI are index cards which contain

information including the names, addresses, telephone
- " numbers of any potential contributor, his or her credit

card account number, and notations as to any special
Cl interest, public issue or cause supported by the person
, involved -this special interest or cause was the

emphasis point when the person was contacted for
contributions.

3. Bank records for the various LaRouche organizations.
There are some 40 to 50 boxes of bank records to be
examined and copied.

4/ These documents were obtained by the U.S. Attorney's Office
during a legally authorized search of the LaRouche organization
headquarters in Leesburg, Virginia. The U.S. Attorney has stated
that these documents, in his judgement, are not covered by Rule
6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Prodecure covering secrecy
of grand jury proceedings.

5/ Because the described records are voluminous, a substantial
tnvestment of the Commission's resources would be required to
inspect and copy the documents in addition to analyzing the trail
of money between and among the LaRouche organizations.



-20-

4. Miscellaneous records such as correspondence and the
like.

This Office also asked whether, in light of the recent

indictment against Lal~ouche and his organizations, the Department

of Justice would be interested in prosecuting election law

violations arising out of the Commission's LaRouche related

matters. Mr. McNamara's staff indicated a reluctance to go

forward with a case against LaRouche which involved political

activity and further indicated that they would consider the

possibility of presenting such allegations to the grand jury only

after the Commission had completed its investigations and had

~developed a full evidentiary background showing clear violations

(Nof the Act.

(N Ill. VFWA AIa LHAL ANYIS Ow POLITICAL. (CIII SUIUS 01'
c CDI (WIn 2261)

: (A) The Law

The term contribution includes among other things. (l) any

f- gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money, or

anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal off ice." 2 U.S.C.

$ 431(8) (A).

The term "political committee' means '(A) any committee,

club, association, or other group of persons which receives

contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar

year or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000

during a calendar year." 2 U.S.C. S 434 (4) (A).
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A political committee is required to file a Statement of

Organization within 10 days of becoming a political committee

under the Act. 2 U.S.C. S 433.

A political committee is required to file periodic reports

of receipts and disbursements. 2 U.S.C. S 434.

A political committee may incorporate if it does so for

liability purposes only. 11 C.F.R. S 114.12(a).

No person shall make contributions to an "other committee m

in excess of $5000 per year. 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (C) .

No political committee shall accept contributions in excess

, of the limits of section 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

(5) l Fats

CDI is a non-profit corporation. One of its stated purposes

\3 is "to promote the political ideas and beliefs fostered by the

:? International Caucus of Labor Comittees and other organizations

advocating the same ideas and belief s, and to distribute to the

general public publications dedicated to these ideas and beliefs.

According to the complainant, August Popevich,

('Complainant'), he made a gift of $5000 and a loan of $1000 to

CDI in connection with Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential

campaign. Complainant alleged that during the summer of 1984, he

became acquainted with a Donna Benton, whom he described as a

"campaign worker/funds solicitor" for Lyndon LaRouche's 1984

campaign, and that Benton convinced him to make a contribution to
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LaRouche's campaign. At Benton's direction, he sent a check for

$10,000 to CDI at its New York office, but due to insufficient

funds, the check was not paid by the bank. Complainant was again

contacted by Benton and on July 14, 1984, he wrote a check for

$5,000 to CDI. Complainant submitted a copy of this check which

shows that it was paid to CDI. Complainant stated that he

believed that this $5,000 would be used by CDI to help elect

LaRouche to the presidency.

After the 1984 election, Benton again contacted Complainant

'0 and asked him to make a loan of $1,000 to CDI to help pay of f

... campaign debts owed by LaRouche as his political committees. He

~did so and received a promissory note from CDI in return.

Complainant submitted a copy of the promissory note for $1,000 on

CDI stationery executed by Benton. Complainant stated that he

. has not received full repayment of this loan, and requested help

" - in recovering the balance. Complainant stated that he made these

'- payments to CDI for the express purpose of supporting Mr.

LaRouche's presidential campaign or for paying of f campaign

debts.

(C) Application of the Lay to the Facts

Complainant has stated that a CDI representative solicited

funds from him for the benefit of Lyndon LaRouche's presidential

campaign on at least three occasions and, as a result of those

solicitations, he contributed over $1,000 to CDI to assist

LaRouche's campaign. CDI denies that it actually used the funds

to support LaRouche's campaign. This Office believes, however,
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that Mr. Popevich' s statements, along with information obtained

in other similar MURs,6_/ provide the basis for a reason to

believe finding that, by receiving over $1,000 in contributions

resulting from its ongoing solicitation/fundraising efforts on

behalf of LaRouche's candidacy, CDI became a political committee

which was required to register and report 2 U.S.C. 55 433 and

434.2_/ This recommendation is consistent with the Commission's

action in MUR 2230 (San Joaquin Valley Republican Associates,

Inc.), wherein the Commission found reason to believe that

another corporate respondent had become a political committee by

virtue of substantial activity apparently conducted for purposes

of influencing federal election.!-
/

¢ 6/ See e~g discussion of MURs 1991, 2013 and 2090, supra.

7/ The October, 1986, indictment handed down by the Grand Jury

~for the District of Massachusetts has alleged that CDI acts as a

_ "fundraising entity for LaRouche and his various presidential

campaigns, employing full-time fundraisers for that purpose,
- paying their salaries, and their expenses incurred for meals,

lodging and incidentials." It appears, therefore, that the

records that the U.S. Attorney will make available to the

Commission may help resolve the factual dispute concerning CDI's

! activities.

8/ As noted above, the Commission previously found reason to

believe that CDI violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b in connection with its

solicitation for contributions to a LaRouche political committee

(IDL). See MUR 2090 merged with MUR 1852. This Office does not
view that-finding as precluding a finding that CDI violated
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434. Although the Supreme Court's decision
in FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc. ('MCFL'),

U.S. _, 107 S.Ct. 616 (1986), indicated that the prohibitions
o-f 2 U.S.C. S 441b do not apply to certain non-profit idealogical
corporations, the group of corporations covered by the Court's

opinion is very narrow. Furthermore, even if a corporation falls

into that group, the Court indicated that the corporation still

could be considered to be a political committee, if the facts

warranted. The proposed discovery in this matter inquires into

these issues.
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Mr. Popevich made, and CDI accepted, at least $6000 in

contributions to the LaRouche campaign in 1984. Consequently1

this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to beleive

CDI violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and Mr. Popevich violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (l)(c) . Consistent with the handling of

similar matters, however, this Office recommends that the

Commission take no further action against Mr. Popevich. 9

This Office further recommends that the Commission authorize

the attached Subpoena to Appear for Deposition and to Produce

Documents to Complainant August Popevich, and the attached Order

and written questions to Caucus Distributors, Inc.

. Consistent with the handling of prior cases nov merged with

(N MUR 1852, this Office recommends that the Commission approve and

c send the attached Factual and Legal Analysis to Complainant.

1. Merge with MUR 1852.

2. Find reason to believe that Caucus Distributors, Inc.

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.

3. Find reason to believe that August Popevich violated

~2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but take no further action.

4. Approve and send the attached Subpoena to Appear for

Deposition to August Popevich.

5. Approve and send the attached Factual and Legal Analysis to

August Popevich.

6. Approve and send the attached questions under Order to

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

9/ See I4URs 1862, 1905, 1976, and 2084 (now merged with MUR
1852). -In each of those matters, the Commission found reason to
believe that the complainants exceeded the contribution
limitation in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but took no
further action against the complainants.
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7. Approve and send the attached letters.

DateLawrence lN. Noble
Acting General Counsel

Attachments
1. Proposed orders (2) and questions (1)
2. Proposed F actual and Legal Analysis (1)
3. Proposed letters (2)

'I-.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMNAISSION",
wA$MINCr.)N r) C C;,'

MEMORANDUM TO : LAWRENCE M. NOBLEACTING GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS /JOSHUA MCFAD

DATE: AUGUST 27, 1987

SUBJECT: OBJECTION TO MURs 2281,2143,2125,2092,1882,1852
and 1556 - General Counsel's Report

Signed August 25, 1987

The above-capti.oned document was circulated to the

Couwaission on Wednesday, August 26, 1987 at 11:00 A.M.

~Objections have been received from the Cowmissioners

CN! as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Couuis sioner

Commi ssilone r

Couuuiss joner

Commis sioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGa rry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for September 9, 1987.

Please notify us who will represent your Division

before the Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MURs 2281, 2143, 2125, 2092,

Caucus Distributors, Inc., ) 1882, 1852 and 1556
et al.)

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Elmmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of September 9,

1987, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote

~of 6-0 to take the following actions with respect to the

C7 above-captioned matters :

041. Merge with MUR 1852.

042. Find reason to believe that Caucus Distributors,

~Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.

'-' 3. Find reason to believe that August Popevich
- r violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but take no

further action.

4. Approve and send the Subpoena to Appear for
t Deposition to August Popevich as recommended

in the General Counsel's report dated August 25,
~1987.

5. Approve and send the Factual and Legal Analysis
to August Popevich as recommended in the Genetal
Counsel's report dated August 25, 1987.

6. Approve and send the questilons under Order to
Caucus Distributors, Inc., as recommended in
the General Counsel's report dated August 25,
1987.

(cont inued)
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Federal Election co miss ion
Certification for MURe 2281,

2143, 2125, 2092, 1882, 1852

and 1556
September 9, 1987

7. Approve and send the letters attached tothe General Counsel's report dated August 
25,

1987

Coummissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefijak, 
McDonald,

PlcGarr, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the 
decision.

Attest:

Date

A~Y
Secretary of the Comiss ion

if-)

Jmmmmmm

4
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

20 October 1987

_czrizTo RAIL - IZUR aaIrI' Rag UILsrD

August Popevich
500 S. Pine St. #917
Capital Commons
Lansing, MI 48933

RE: M4UR 2281
August Popevich

Dear Mr. Popevich:

~On September 9, 1987, the Commission considered the issues

raised in your complaint received on October 27, 1986. As part
---.. of the process involved in initiating an investigation into your

complaint, the Commission found reason to believe that you have

< "- violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (1) (A) by making excessive
contributions to Caucus Distributors, Inc. on behalf of Lyndon

04 LaRouche in the form of loans or gifts totalling $6,000.
C Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i), the term "contribution"

includes loans made for the purpose of influencing any election
"< for Federal office. The General Counsel's factual and legal
. . analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
' " enclosed for your information. The Commission, however, also
. - determined that it would take no further action with regard to

this apparent violation.

The Commission advises you that the resolution of disputes

,_0 between debtors and creditors is a matter beyond its
,., jurisdiction. The Commission's investigation will consider

apparent violations of the Act which arise from the facts which
you have pleaded. However, the purpose of the Commission's
investigation is not to compel the repayment of money loaned by
you to respondents. Therefore, you are advised to seek redress
in any other forum available to you.

In connection with its investigation, the Federal Election
Commission has issued the attached subpoena which requires you to
appear and give sworn testimony on November 3, 1987, and to
provide documents which will assist the Commission in carrying

out its statutory duty of supervising compliance of the Act.
Witnesses called by the Commission are paid a witness fee and

mileage.



August Popevich

Page Two

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. Such

counsel may be present with you at the deposition.

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 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.

If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.

Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-

8200.

"/ Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
C Chairman

Enclosures
Designation of Counsel Statement
Factual and Legal Analysis
Subpoena



In the Matter of )
)

) MUR 2281
)

su8PuE

TO: August Popevich
500 5. Pine ST #917
Capital Cmn
Lansing, NI 48933

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-styled matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition with

. regard to MUR 2281. Notice is hereby given that the deposition

. will be taken on November 3, 1987 at 333 Capitol Street, Suite

-' 215, Lansing, Michigan 48933, beginning at 10 o'clock a.m.

C Further, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3), you are hereby

subpoenaed to produce on November 3, 1987, at the above stated

location copies of cancelled checks (fronts and backs), money

order receipts, promissory notes, and/or credit card invoices or

' bills related to all contributions which you have made to Caucus

" Distributors, Inc., The LaRouche Campaign and Independent

Democrats for LaRouche.
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WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., this ift day of

d-z , 1987.

Scot t E. Thomas
Chairman

D ATTEST:

Scery to the Commission

C4

N
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FACTUAL AND LA ANLYSIS

33S! D3U: Auust Pot~vicb ?4UR 2281

OWAR orALQTIOUS

On October 27, 1987, the Commission received a sworn,

notarized complaint from August Popevich concerning his inability

to obtain repayment of loans made to Caucus Distributors, Inc.,

on behalf of Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign.

Complainant has asked the Commission's assistance in this matter.

According to Complainant, he contributed $5,000 to LaRouche's

presidential campaign by making a check payable to Caucus

Distributors, Inc., and subsequently made a $1,000 loan to

c.' LaRouche's presidential campaign by making a check payable to

(\4 Caucus Distributors, Inc. Complainant acknowledged in his

: complaint that he exceeded his contribution limitation for the

1984 election.

FACTUAL BASIS AN LEA ANALYSIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the

. Act") provides that no person shall make contributions 'to a

candidate and his or her authorized political committee with

respect to any election for Federal office" which exceed $1,000.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(i))(A). Any loan made by any person for the

purpose of influencing a federal election may be a contribution

within the meaning of the Act. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8) (A) (i).



-2-

Complainant August Popevich has stated in a sworn statement

that he made a contribution of $5,000 and a loan of $1,000 to

Lyndon Laaouche's presidential campaign through Caucus

Distributors, Inc., thereby exceeding the contribution limitation

by $5,000. The Commission, therefore, found reason to believe

that August Popevich violated 2 U.s.c. s 441a (a) (1) (A) .

-N



~FEDERAL ELECTIONM COMMISSION

W¢ASH'IN(I ()% I) ( 2I)4h I

20 Otober 1987

C3I WIE RA IL - 33! RUC3IP?
J. Philip Rubinstein, President
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
P.O. Box 748
Radio City Stat ion
New York, NCY 10101

RE: MUR 2281
Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Mr. Rubinstein:

On November 6, 1986, the Federal Election Commission
notified Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDI") of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act'). A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to CDI at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and CDI's letter of November 29, 1986, the
Commission, on September 9, 1987, determined that there is
reason to believe that CDI violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.
Specifically, it appears that Complainant August Popevich was
approached by Donna Benton on behalf of CDI and that Ms. Senton
convinced] Mr. Popevich to make a gift of $5,000 and a loan of
$1,000 to CDI with the understanding that the money would be
used to support the presidential campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche
in 1984. Mr. Popevich has stated under oath that he made the
payments to CDI for the express purpose of supporting
Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign, and not for any other
purpose. Under the Act, the term "contribution" includes:

any gift, subscription, loan, advance,
or deposit of money or anything of value
made by any person for the purpose of
influencing any election for Federal
office.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (A) (i). Because Mr. Popevich has stated under
oath that he made the payments at the request of CDI
representative Donna Benton, with the understanding that they
would be used to help influence the election of Mr. LaRouche to
the presidency, those payments appear to be contributions under
the Act.

(N

(N

-~1~~

ImUOESTSD
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Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Page Two

The basis for the above findings, therefore, is that CDI
received contributions for the purpose of influencing federal
elections in excess of $1,000, but failed to register and report
as a political committee.

CDI's response to the Commission's initial notification of
this complaint did not provide complete information regarding the
matters in question. The Commission has issued the enclosed
Order, pursuant to which you are ordered to answer the enclosed
questions within fifteen days of receipt of this letter.
Statements should be submitted under oath.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
$ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or

CO recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
..... pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-

probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
~that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,

the Commission will not entertain requests for pre-probale cause
C conciliation after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to

respondents.

© Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days

> ; prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel

c- is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

"- This matter has been merged with MUR 1852 and will
L' henceforth bear that designation.

_- If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures
Order
Quest ions



BEFORE T1HZ FEDERAL ELC'1IoN CGISBION

In the Matter of )
)

) MUR 2281
)

O iER TO HUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: J. Philip Rubinstein, President
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
P.O. Box 746
Radio City Station
Rev York, 3 ev York 10101

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a) (1), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-styled matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to the

- questions attached to this Order.

~Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within fifteen days of your receipt

of this Order.
C4

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

! has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C., on this /

day of , 1987.

ATTEST:

Ma$o.e W. Eimons '7' Scott E. Thomas

Secretary to the Commission Chairman

Attachment :
Quest ions



QUESTION

TO: J. Pbilip 3nbinstein, President
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
P.O. Doz 748
Radio City Station
New York, NY 10101

RE: MUR 2281

INLSTMJCTIOUS

In answering these questions, furnish all documents and

other information, however obtained, including hearsay, that are

in the possession of, known by, or otherwise available to you,

including documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and

unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,

no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another

~answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

-If you cannot answer the following questions in full after

exercising due diligence to secure the full information to do so,

C- answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability to

answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge

C you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
C4 did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

, Should you claim a privilege with respect to any items about

which information is requested by any of the following

"." interrogatories, describe such items in sufficient detail to

provide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege

must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

C The following interrogatories are continuing in nature so as

h to require you to file supplementary responses or amendments

during the course of this investigation if you obtain further or

different information prior to or during the pendency of this

matter. Include in any supplemental answers the date upon which

and the manner in which such further or different information

came to your attention.

DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the

instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as

follows:
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"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,

employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and

plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,

committee, association, corporation, or any other type of

organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical

copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type

in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to

exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,

letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of

telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting

statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial

paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,

0 reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio

and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
~diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and

other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

, "Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the

nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,

C if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was

,0 prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter

of the document, the location of the document, the number of

: ? pages comprising the document.

- "Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and

~telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of such

Lo person, the nature of the connection or association that person

has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be

- identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade

names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of

both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to

receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or

conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these

interrogatories any documents and materials which may otherwise

be construed to be out of their scope.
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Im~f33DGAYOIES

Answers are to be submitted under oath.

1. State whether during 1984, Caucus Distributors, Inc. C"CDI")
employed an individual named Donna Benton.

a. If yes, state whether Donna Benton was compensated in
any manner for her employment with CDI.

b. If she was compensated, please describe the manner of
the compensation (e.g., salary, consulting fees,
independent contractor status, etc.).

c. State how long Donna Benton was employed by CDI.
Please provide the dates of her employment.

rd. State all job titles she had, if any.

.o,- e. Provide the job description and duties for each
position she had.

f. Provide the name(s) of her supervisor(s) during 1984.

C 2. If Donna Benton was not a paid employee of CDI during 1984,
please state whether she had any relationship to CDI or

'0 performed any functions for CDI during that time.

a. If so, please describe the relationship(s) and
r function(s) performed.

c;b. State whether Donna Benton was compensated in any way
for these efforts.

, c. If so, explain the terms of such compensation.

d. State whether she received any subsistence allowance
during 1984. If so, state the terms under which she
received such allowance.

3. State whether CDI maintained offices in Chicago, Illinois
during 1984.

a. If so, give the addresses of all such offices.
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4. State whether during 1984 CDI received any monies of any
kind from August Popevich.

a. If so, please state the amount of each receipt and the
date on which it was received.

b. For each of the receipts listed in answer 4(a) above,
state whether the receipt represented a gift of money
to CDI, a loan, or payment for goods or services. If
none of these categories apply, state the purpose of
the payment.

c. For each receipt listed in answer 4(a) state whether
CDI or any person acting on behalf of CDI solicited the
funds from Mr. Popevich. If so, state the purpose of
the solicitation as stated to Mr. Popevich.

d. With respect to each receipt listed in answer 4(a)
'I) above, please state in what form the funds were
-.. transmitted to CDI (e.g., currency, check, credit card

payment, electronic fund transfer, etc.).

e. With respect to each receipt listed in answer 4(a)
(-,, ,above, please explain the purpose for which the funds

were used by CDI. If they became part of CDI's general
C\I treasury funds, so indicate.

:'f. State the names of all persons at CDI, whether

: ? employees, consultants, independent contractors,
volunteers, or temporary help who personally accepted,

?- received, processed, expended or in any other way
handled the receipts from Mr. Popevich described in

: answer 4(a).

g. List the bank account(s) including account numbers of
- all accounts through which the funds listed in answer

4(a) passed.

5. Describe the relationship during 1984 between CDI and The
LaRouche Campaign ("TLC"), an authorized committee of Lyndon
LaRouche, including but not limited to the following:

a. State all fundraising activities undertaken by CDI on
behalf of TLC.

b. List all employees of CDI who also were employed by

TLC; in this regard state whether Donna Benton was
employed by TLC and if yes, state the duties she
performed, the amount of compensation she received, and
the terms of such compensation.
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6. Describe the relationship during 1984 between CDI and
Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") an authorized
committee of Lyndon LaRouche, including but not limited to

the following :

a. State all fundraising activities undertaken by CDI on

behalf of IDL.

b. List all employees of CDI who were also employed by

IDL; in this regard, state whether Donna Benton was
employed by IDL and if yes, state the duties she
performed, the amount of compensation she received, and
the terms of such compensation.

7. State the names, and home and business addresses and phone

numbers, of each person who has been an officer or director

of CDI at any time from 1984 through the present.

8. Provide copies of CDI's articles of incorporation and

'0bylaws.

" 9. State the names of all shareholders of CDI.

10. State whether CDI has in any way ever provided any economic
~benefits to any member. If so, describe each such benefit.

C'J 11. State whether CDI has ever received funds from a business

corporation or labor union. List all such receipts from
" such organizations during 1984. State what percentage of

~CDI's funds come from corporations or labor unions.

".'- 12. State whether CDI has a policy of not accepting
contributions from business corporations or labor unions.

If it has such a policy, provide copies of corporate minutes
and all other documents indicating the existence of that
policy.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

'SHINC1()N D(I 2 i4b,
20 ctober 1987

Frank L. Mctlaaara, Jr., Esquire
Acting United States Attorney for the
District of Massachusetts
1107 John W. McCormick Federal Building
USPO & Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

RE: Federal Election
Commission Investigation
of Lyndon LaRouche
Organizations

[ " Dear Mr. McNamar a:

~This is to thank you and your staff for meeting with

rNLawrence K. Noble, General Counsel and Lois G. Lerner, Associate

General Counsel and for your offer of assistance concerning the

(N Commission investigation into Lyndon LaRouche's campaign

activities.•
cN

The Commission formally requests access to the documentation

-O in your files concerning Mr. LaRouche and LaRouche related

- organizations. The General Counsel's staff will be in contact

with you or a member of your staff in the near future regarding

" - inspect ion of the documents.

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Chairman
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Deposition transcripts appear at the end of thiu file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85
4. Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5. George Canning, 8/20/86, 1/28/87

/6. August Popevich, 11/3/87
7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 2044)b1

10 November 1987

cuEzJ. wan - R3 au iIT au
3. Philip Rubinstein, President
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
20 5. King Street
Leesburg, Virginia 22075-3007

Dear Mr. Rubinstein:

On September 9, 1987, the Fed
determined that there is reason to
Distributors, Inc. violated 2 U.S.

-, of the Federal Election Campaign A
Act'). We are sending you the enc
Order to Submit Written Answers, a
appears that our first attempt to

~determination was unsuccessful.

If you have any questions, p1
\3 Whitehead or Phillip L. Wise, the

matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Enclosures
Notification Letter
Order to Submit Written Answers
Interrogator ies

MUR: 1852

feral Election Commission
)believe that Caucus
C. SS 433 and 434, provisions
ct of 1971, as amended ('the
:losed not i ficat ion letter,
nd Interrogatories because it
notify you of the Commission's

.ease contact Thomas 3.
attorneys assigned to this



FEDERAL ELECTION c OMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20*3
02 Dem 1987

C _ZWI MAIL- - Mn . 3-S _ -

Robert 0. Tyler, Esquire
Trustee in Bankruptcy for
Caucus Distributors, Inc.
803 Prince Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

MUIR: 1852

Dear Kr. Tyler:

On September 9, 1987, the Federal Election Commission
- determined that there is reason to believe that Caucus
o Distributors, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434, provisions

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the
Act 3 ). We are sending you the enclosed notification letter,"
Order to Sut~it Vritten Answers, and Interrogatories because it

- : appears that our attempts to notify J. Philip Rubinstein,
President of Caucus Distributors, Inc. of the Commission's

~determination vere unsuccessful. It is requested that the
~enclosed documents be forwarded to Kr. Rubinstein.

" L .... If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead or Phillip L. Wise, the attorneys assigned to this

" matter, at (202) 376-8200.

General Counsel

Enc los ur es
Notification Letter
Order to Subeit Written Answers
Inter rogator ies
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aM~ ALLEN SIAMT1,

* AOiirlTED IN DC. MD. PA & VA
•ADUrltlEO IN DC &1 VA

TYLER. E3ARTL. BUEI & ALBERT
ATTORNEYS 81 COUNSELLORS AT LAW

SUITE 500

300 NORTH WASHINGTON STREET
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINI 223 14

(703) 549-5O0

87O Ecr,- ['tI0" 15

WASMINGIOhN OPPBSCE

SiUn?l 900

1.15 M Smulry. N.W

WAmIiNGTON. DC 20036

December 7, 1987

Thomas J. Whitehead, EsquireFederal Election Comission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: Caucus Distributors. Inc.

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

Thank you for your letter of December 2, 1967.

-I'

rrn

z

I have no idea who the officers, directors, etc. of Caucus are,nor how to reach rheia.

I have, however, by copy of this letter, forwarded your letter and
its enclosures to David R. Kuney, Esquire, counsel for Caucus in
the bankruptcy case.

Sincerely yours,

Robert 0. Tyler

ROT/sm
cc: David Kuney, Esquire

Roy B. Zimmerman, Esquire



*~Plus

Norm J. Pummn, Exocutlv Dlrctor
Novil P. ftus.6 Supurvisn A o-nh

'~W w ~ ~ ~' : ; 2 ' t L V ' .'' ', 
"
f " t " : ,'A I , .,, L . ........ ......... T " 7

1201lW. Osidandl. StLa,,iwfnce Hcopitadl,,,Lning, lUI 48915. *(17)$77,,0494

March 10, 1988

General Counsel
Federal Election Coumnission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

- -0

• z :

RE: Death of Mr. August Popevich

Dear Sir:

On June 10, 1986 Mr. August Popevich filed a complaint with you
concerning solicitation activities of the Lydon LaRouch Party.
This is to inform you that he has since died and any further
correspondence from your office should be directed to his son,
Mr. Joseph Popevich at the following address:

Sincerely,

Fred Dohert
Legal Inter

cc: Joe Popevich

FD/blb
2

-a-
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In the Matter of ) S8 APJ? 28 ti 3

The LaRouche Campaign, ) MUR 1852
Caucusa Distributors, Inc. )

On December 11, 1984, the Federal Election Commi, on d

reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign (T.C") and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b) (2) and

(3) by failing to properly report contributions, and identify the

contributors; and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) for furnishing false

information to the Commission. Throughout 1985, a number of

' complaints were received, and Matters Under Review ("MURsB)

~opened, regarding the unauthorized use of credit card nmbers by

TLC, the improper reporting of contributions and the use of

corporate entities to solicit contributions for T'LC and

Independent Democrats For LaRouche ('IDL'). Reason to believe

: findings were made against Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc., The

~Los Angeles Labor Committee, and Caucus Distributors, Inc., as

r well as TLC and IDL. On September 9, 1987, the Commission found

~reason to believe that Caucus Distributors, Inc., (wCDI") had

violated 2 U.S.C. 5$ 433 and 434. The Commission also found

reason to believe that the complainant, August Popevich, had

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a (a) (1) (A) , but decided to take no further

action. In addition, the Commission approved sending questions

to be answered under oath to CDI, and sending a Subpoena to

Appear for Deposition to August Popevich.

On October 20, 1987, the Subpoena to Appear for Deposition

was mailed to Mr. Popevich, and the Order to Submit Written
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Answers to Interrogatories was mailed to J. Philip Rubinstein,

President of CDI. On November 3, 1987, M/r. Popevich was deposed

by a staff member from this Office. In summary, 14r. Popevich

asserted that Donna Benton, a representative of CDI, had informed

him that the monies he gave to CDI were contributions to be used

for Lyndon LaRouche's presidential campaign. Mr. Popevich also

indicated that he had intended the funds to be used to

financially support Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign.

On November 5, 1987, the interrogatories mailed to CDI's New

York address were returned undelivered. In an attempt to give

notice of the Commission's determination, and to serve the

c interrogatories, this Office mailed all documents to CDI'S

C\I Leesburg, Virginia address. Because no response has ever been

C received in connection with this last mailing, this Office also

'0
mailed a copy of all documents to CDI's Trustee in Usnknapt-y, on

December 2, 1987.

On November 5, 1987, a staff member from this Office

~contacted Kent Robinson, an Assistant United States Attorney in

~Alexandria, Virginia, with responsibility for the LaRouche

matters in Virginia. The staff member explained this Office had

been in contact with the United States Attorney's Office in

Boston concerning that office's case -1 against the Larouche

1/ The charges contained in the indictment for the Boston case
are fraud by wire, scheme to misuse credit cards, mail fraud
scheme to obtain money by false pretenses, conspiracy to obstruct
justice, and contempt of court. The trial in that case began in

December of 1987 and is still in progress.
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organization and Mr. Laaouche, and had been told that the

Alexandria Office had numerous LaRouche related documents

obtained through a search warrant.

Mr. Robinson stated that the Alexandria Office has four

hundred boxes of the documents seized more than a year ago.- He

explained that except for one-line summaries of the contents of

some of the boxes, the documents are not organized. Mr. Robinson

said his FBI agents have culled three file drawers of

"interesting "documents, but that the bulk of the boxes hold

t unidentified materials which may contain important information.

- The staff member explained the areas of the Comission's

investigation. First, the Commission is interested in all

" political fundraising activity in 1984 because it may lead to

evidence of reporting violations and possibly false submissions.

Second, the Commission would want to see anything that pertains

to the interrelationships among the LaRouche organizations, since

.... this may lead to evidence that the several LaRouche corporations

' have made illegal corporate contributions or have become

~political committees under the FECA. Mr. Robinson said that

because the first area of interest sounded as though it tracked

the Boston prosecution the Boston Office might have the most

useful materials for the Commission. He felt the second area was

so broad as to cover the whole investigation his Office has been

carrying out.

2/ Mr. Robinson indicated that some of the materials, mainly
notebooks compiled by the LaRouche people, were in the Boston
Office for use in the Boston trial.
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Mr. Robinson wanted to know how mIay staff people we would

be sending to Virginia to reviev his documnts, and fOr how lOng. i

This Office explained that an FUC attorney and possibly an

auditor would make an initial survey to determine how much in the .

way of time and resources would be required. Mr. Robinson

cautioned it would be a maoth task. This Office informed him

that we would contact him in a few days to discuss a course of

action.

On November 20, 1987 this Office contacted Mr. Robinson and

informed him that a decision had been made to examine the Doston

investigatory materials first and tO set up a meeting with his

Office at a later date to discuss reviewing their documnts.

On November 24, 1987 a staff member talked with Allen

Forbes, a law student working for the U.S. Attorniny's Office in !i

Boston on the LaRouche prosecutioni Mr. Forbes is in charge of

cataloguing the La~ouche material. After he was infome of the

Comission's areas of interest, Mr. Forbes outlined the

categories of materials available at the Boston Office.

Mr. Forbes said that on the subject of the interrelationship

of the organizations, the trial transcript, from the Frankhauser

trial,- of Charles Tate would be very helpful. It was his

opinion that there were no "smoking guns" about the practice of

3/ Defendant Roy Frankhauser was indicted for obstruction of
justice as a result of attempting to impede the Boston grand jury
investigation into the LaRouche organizations; this trial was
held in November of 1987 and is separate from the so-called main
trial.
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unauthorized credit card charges, but that there is testimonial

evidence shoving the organizations had no intent to repay the

"loans' made by contributors. Mr. Forbes promised to send the

trial memorandum of the U.S. Attorney's Office and the trial

transcript of Mr. Tate. Since the memorandum was not received

for some time, this Office decided to review the documents 
in the

possession of the Alexandria Office first.

On January 21, 1988, staff members from the Office of the

General Counsel travelled to Virginia to get a preliminary look

at the materials the O.S. Attorney's Office for Alexandria had in

its possession. At that time the index of various materials

. . contained in the different boxes was reviewed as to their

~~relevancy to the Commission' s investigation. 4- It- was determined

C that 37 of the 400 boxes contained possible relevant materialS.' -

~A staff member returned to Virginia on February 4, 10, 23 and 24,

1986 to examine the boxes with items determined to be of powseib

- relevancy to the Coission's investigation.

L > This examination revealed various documents indicating that

~the LaRouche organizations were very concerned about the

Commission's matters under review; however no evidence was

located that would prove the violations on which the Commission

found reason to believe. It was also discovered that many

4/ This index is a computer print-out of one-line summaries of

the contents of some of the" boxes.

5/ The majority of these boxes considered possibly relevant
were listed in the index under the main heading "TLC Strategy RE:

FECo*



documents which appeared relevant to the Commission's

investigation had been sent to Boston for use in the LaRouche

trial.

As an inordinate amount of time would be required to review

documents in possession of the United States Attorney's Office in

Boston for relevant evidence, this Office is of the opinion that

the more expeditious way to proceed with the investigation is

obtain testimony under oath from former LaRouche

followers/fundraisers. The known former followers/fundraisers

cO are Charles Tate, Christian Curtis, Forrest Lee Fick, Ricehard

N, Welsh, Gail Lunsford, Vera Cronk, Janet Mandel, Ken, 1Manl,

' '- - Richard Cohen, Beth Cohen, Richard Yepe: and Wayne Ein~zY ' n le

C addresses of these former followers/fundraisers are known by the

Boston Office of the United States Attorney. Acodingly, the

Off ice of the General Counsel recommends that the Commsion

._ formally request the mailing addresses of these four

followers/fundraisers from the United States Attorney for the

'lO District of Massachusetts and authorize the appropriate subpoeas

and orders.

II. RUCO.I3mATIO~l

1. Request the addresses of Charles Tate, Christian Curtis,

Forrest Lee Fick, Richard Welsh, Gail Lunsford, Vera Cronk,

Janet Mandel, Ken Mandel, Richard Cohen, Beth Cohen, Richard

Yepez and Wayne Hintz.

6/ This is a list of former LaRouche followers/fundraisers

furnished by an investigator with the U.S. Attorney's Office in

Boston. However, only Charles Tate, Christian Curtis, Forrest Lee

Fick, and Richard Welsh have testified in the Boston Lal~ouche

trial. This Office will review such transcripts before deposing

any witnesses to make a final determination as to the ones most

important in the Commission investigation.
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2. Author ize the attached subpoenas and Qrders to: Chaarles'Rate, Christian Curtis, Forrest Lee Pick, Ritchard Weljh,
Gail Lunstord, Vera Cronk, Janet Nandl, Ken Mamdel, Riohtar4

Cohen, Beth Cohen, Ricehard Yepez and rWayne flint:.

3. Approve and send the attached letters.

Attachments1. Letter Requesting Addresses
2. Subpoenas (12)
3. Letters (12)

Staff Person: Phillip Wise
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMNISSiO\

MEMORANDUM TO:

E'ROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT :

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADD ~7i

MAY 2, 1988

OBJECTION TO MUR 1852 - General Counsel's Report
Signed April 27, 1988

The above-captioned document was circulated to the
Commission on Thursday, April 28, 1988 at 4:00 P.M.

Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commssioner

Commssioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commssioner

Commissioner

Aikerns

Elliott

Josef jak

McDonald

McGa r ry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session
agenda for May 17, 1988.

Please notify us who will represent your Division

before the Comlmission on this matter.

x



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Campaign, ) MUR 1852
Caucus Distributors, Inc., )
et al.)

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of May 17, 1988,

-- do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of

6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 1852:

1 . Request the addresses of Charles Tate, Christian
~Curtis, Forrest Lee Fick, Richard Welsh, Gail
• Lunsford, Vera Cronk, Janet Handel, Ken Handel,

C J Richard Cohen, Beth Cohen, Richard Yepez and
Wayne Hint z.

2. Authorize the subpeonas and orders to: Charles
Tate, Christian Curtis, Forrest Lee Fick,

~Richard Welsh, Gail Lunsford, Vera Cronk, Janet
Mandel, Ken Handel, Richard Cohen, Beth Cohen,

~Richard Yepez and Wayne Hintz, as recommended in

the General Counsel's report dated April 27, 1988.

3. Approve and send the letters attached to the
General Counsel's report dated April 27, 1988.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

DateMarjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 204*3 May 20, 1988

Frank L. McNmara, Jr., Esquire
United States Attorney for the
District of Massachusetts
1107 John V. McCormick
Federal Building
USPO & Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

RE: Federal Election
Commission Investigation
of Lyndon LaRouche
Organizations

.- Dear Mr. Mcflamara:

'- : Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g the Commission is conducting an

extensive investigation into Lyndon LaRouche's campaign
_D activities. It has been determined that to further this

~investigation the taking of testimony under oath of former

Laluhe follower s i s necessar y.

Cq4
The Comission formally requests that your Office furnish

~the mailing addresses of the following: Charles Tate, Christian

; Curtis, ftrrest Lee Fick, Richard Welsh, Janet Mandel, Ken

3Sandel, Gail Lunsford, Vera Cronk, Richard Cohen, Beth Cohen,

~Wayne Hint: and Richard Tepe:. Our understanding is that Charles

Tate, Christian Curtis, Forrest Lee Fick, and Richard Welsh have

C testified and the others are potential witnesses in the current

trial involving among others Lyndon La~ouche and various Lakouche

" Organizations being conducted in the United States District Court

~in Boston, Massachusetts.

If you have any questions, please contact Lawrence M. Noble,

General Counsel or Lois G. Lerner, Associate General at (202)

376-5690.•

Sincerely,

Chairman
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(1)N. DC 20461

HAND DELIVERED July 27, 1988

Christian Curtis

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
The Commission has issued the attached subpoena, which requires
you to appear and give sworn testimony on July 29, 1988 at The
Office Of The General Counsel of The Federal Election Commission,

r' 999 3 Street, W.V., Washington, D.C., 6th Floor, in connection
vith an investigation it is conducting. The Commission does not

C consider you a respondent in this matter, but rather a witness

only.

; Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

04 confidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) applies.
That section prohibits making public any investigation conducted

~by the Commission without the express written consent of the
,,, . person with respect to whom the investigation is made. You are

advised that no such consent has been given in this case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
C present with you at the deposition.

/ Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
~Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of 21

cents per mile.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Phillip L.
Wise, the attorney handling this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
Subpoena



33V0m Tm ED MmL 3LUCZON CUUZSS!GE

In the Matter of )
)
) NUR 1852
)

To: 0aCristian Curtis

Pursuant to 2 U.s.c. S 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition vith

regard to the Lyndon Laflouche Presidential Campaigns and

Fundraising. Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be

taken on July 29, 1988, in The Deposition Room of The Office Of

The General Counsel of The Federal Election Commission at 999 3

Street, W.V., Washington, D.C., 6th Floor, beginning at

CI10 o'clock amn. and continuing each day thereafter as necessary.

NHuzzspOpz, the chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at asigoDC., hs7~dyo

July, 1988.

Th~omas J. Josef fa, hairuan
~Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:



quIR 1852

Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85
4. Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5. George Canning, 8/20/86, 1/28/87
"'~ August Popevich, 11/3/87

hristian Curtis, 7/29/88
8. Richard Yepe z, 9/15/88



' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. 0DC 20463 J I ,t 2 ,1 8

John Markham, Esquire
Assistant United States Attorney
for the District of Massachusetts
1107 John W. McCormick
Federal Building
USPO & Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

RE: Federal 2lection Commission
Investigation of Lyndon LaRouche
Organizations

Dear Mr. Markham:

On July 29, 1988, Christian Curtis was deposed at the OfficeD of the General Counsel of the Federal Election Commission.
-. Mr.o Curtis vas unable to furnish "the addresses of any additional

... witnesses requested in the Commission's letter to United States
C Attorney Frank IL. MoWamara, Jr., on May 20, 1988.

rC I have called you several times since then to discuss this

matter but, unfortunately, have been unable to reach you.
C Because the inability to secure the witnesses' addresses has

severely handicapped our investigation, I request that you
forward to this Office the addresses for the vitnesses listed in

S the attached letter to Mr. Mc~amara from Thomas J. Josef iak,
Chairman of the Federal Election Commission.

Ifyuhv n usinpeaecnatPilpL ie
... the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200, or me at
- (202) 376-5690. I thank you in advance for your assistance.

~S incer ely,

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA5HINCTON. D C 20463 2,18

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Richard Yepez
57 Irving Road
Rochester, New York 14620

RE: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Yepez:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
The Commission has issued the attached subpoena, which requires

O: you to appear and give sworn testimony on September 15, 1988 at
the United States Attorney's Office, 100 State Street, 620

C) Federal Building, Rochester, New York, in connection with an
investigation it is conducting. The Commission does not consider

. . you a respondent in this matter, but rather a witness only.

C Because this information is being sought as part of an
,0 investigation being conducted by the Commission, the

confidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) applies.
That section prohibits making public any investigation conducted
by the Commission without the express written consent of the

~person with respect to whom the investigation is made. You are
r advised that no such consent has been given in this case.

L") You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney
present with you at the deposition. If you intend to be so

~represented, please advise us of the name and address of your
attorney prior to the date of the deposition.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.OO, plus mileage at the rate of 21
cents per mile. You will be given a check for your witness fee
and mileage at the time of the deposition.

Please confirm your scheduled appearance with Phillip L.
Wise on our toll free line (800/424-9530) within two days of your
receipt of this notification.



Letter to Richard YepezPage 2

If you have any questions, please direct them to Philli L.
Wise, the attorney handling this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

-- General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena

C'

Q 10

.... -- 7/ ", ' ' 7 !, f 7:

O •0



BEFOiRE TH FEDERAL ELCIOW COSUIISSION

In the Matter of )

) MUR 1852
)

SUBPOENIA

To: Richard Yepez

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (3), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby subpoenas you to appear for deposition with

regard to the Lyndon LaRouche Presidential Campaigns and

~Fundraising. Notice is hereby given that the deposition is to be

'-- taken on September 15, 1988, in the Conference Room at the United

C States Attorney's Office, 100 State Street, 620 Federal Building,

Rochester, New York, beginning at 10 a.m. and continuing each day

thereafter as necessary.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., this/ Z'ay of

Federal Zie to miso
ATTEST:

Mar jor gW. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



iNuR 1852

Deposition transcripts appear at the end of this file.

1. Mae Driver, 2/22/85
2. Janet Rang, 8/14/85
3. Etta Ann Collins, 8/14/85
4. Lucille Pieper, 8/15/85
5. George Canning, 8/20/86, 1/28/87
6. August Popevich, 11/3/87
7. Christian Curtis, 7/29/88

Je8. Richard Yepez, 9/15/88

c'J



rn ~FIDEaAL Mt. R 1 .

October 21, 1988_ ,

Lawrence M. Noble, Esq. ..-
General Counsel - :
Office of General Counsel z :,
Federal Election Commiission
999 E. Street, N.W. ;
Washington, D.C. 20463 c :.:

Dear Mr. Noble:

I am writing you to formally request a copy of the
transcript of the depositions your office has taken of Mr. Chris

-- Curtis and Mr. Richard Yepez. Both of these individuals are
-_ expected to be government witnesses in the case of United States

of America v. Lyndon LaRouche. et al., Criminal No. 88-243-A.
~Given the subjects as to which they will testify and the areas of

inqu iry o f your depos itions as they have been generally
described, the transcripts of their depositions are nx
material which we are required to produce to the defendants,

c pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 3500, at or before the time the witnesses
, testify.

~Because we need to review these transcripts before turning'
them over, we would appreciate all promptness with which you can

7 expedite this request. Our trial is scheduled to conwmence on
r November 21, 1988. As I understand, John Markham, Assistantr United States Attorney in Boston, has already informed Ms. Lois
,.,) Lerner of your office that the trial will likely disclose the

names and whereabouts of other witnesses in which you may have an
~interest. we will be happy to cooperate with you in the

inquiries you may wish to make of these individuals after our
trial is completed.

Sincerely,

HENRY E. HUDSON
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Assistant United States Attorney

KSR : Jsm



In the Mlatter of )Nv$

T he Lalouche Campaign, ) MUR 1852
Caucuse~t.1 Distributors, Inc. )) -- i"

GNALC(R0NSEL' S 30

On October 24, 1988, the Office of the General Counsel

received a formal request for copies of the depositions of

1/
Christian Curtis and Richard Yepez, from Assistant United

States Attorney Kent Robinson. /- (Attachment 1). Mr. Robinson

indicated that both Mr. Curtis and Mr. Yepez viii be used as

government witnesses in the trial scheduled to start in

f%! Alexandria, Virginia, on November 21, 1988, involving Lyndon

La~ouche and several of the Laflouche organizations. Mr. Rtobinson

believes these depositions are material required to be given to

~the defendants under the Jencks Act. 18 U.S.C. S 3500.

"-:. Mr. Robinson also indicates that he needs to review these

"": transcripts before turning them over.

II. ANA.LYSIS

The Jencks Act, which applies to criminal defendants in a

federal court, limits and regulates defense access to government

papers, and protects government files from unnecessary

disclosure. The Jencks Act as codified at 18 U.S.C. S 3500(b),

states in part that:

After a witness, called by the United

States has testified on direct

1/ The Office of the General Counsel deposed Christian Curtis
(July 29, 1988), and Richard Yepez (September 15, 1988).

2/ Mr. Robinson is an Assistant United States Attorney in
Alexandria, Virginia, with responsibility for the LaRouche
matters in Virginia.



examination, the court shall, on motion
of the defendant, order the United
States to produce any statement of the
witness in the possession of the United
States vhich relates to the subject
matter as to which the witness has
testified.3/ If the entire contents of
any such statement relate to the subject
matter of the testimony of the witness,
the court shall order it to be delivered ,
directly to the defendant for his
examination and use.

Christian Curtis and Richard Yepez will be used as government

witnesses in the LaRouche prosecution in Virginia. Mr. Robinson,

who has been informed as to the nature of the Comission's

. investigation, believes the depositions of Mr. Curtis and

-- Mr. Yepez may constitute Jencks material.

C" It~ is unclearU whether the Comsin sa independent i

government agency, would be required to provide statements made :,.

during its investigations. Mr. Robinson was aware of no case,

,'.K,
nor has this Office been able to locate any case, which held such i

,_ statements must be produced. Although the depositions may not be !i

, within the reach of the Jencks Act, this Office believes that,

: under the circumstances presented here, the Commission should

grant Mr. Robinson's request for access to the testimony.

Mr. Robinson has been very cooperative throughout the

Commission's investigation, and has allowed this Office access tor

3/ The term "statement," in relation to any witness called by
The United States, means - (1) a written statement made by such
witness and signed or otherwise adopted by him; (2) a
stenographic, mechanical, electrical, or other recording, or a
transcript thereof, which is a substantially verbatim recital of
an oral statement or (3) a statement, however taken or recorded,
or transcription thereof, if any, made by said witness to a grand
jury. 18 U.S.C. S 3500(e).
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documents under his control. Furthermore, Mr. John Markham,

Assistant U.S. Attorney in Boston, was instrumental in locating .

Mr. Curtis and scheduling his deposition. Mr. Markham also

provided this Office information which allowed us to locate and

depose Mr. Yepez. Furthermore, 11 C.F.R. S 111.21(c) indicates

that nothing in the confidentiality regulations shall be

construed to prevent the introduction of evidence in the courts

of the United States which could properly be introduced pursuant

to the Federal Rules of Evidence or Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

Acordingly, the Office of the General Counsel recommends

that the Commission grant the request from the United States :

Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of Virginia, for

copies of the deposition transcripts of Richard Yepez and

Christian Curtis. :

IU l. ______O_____

1. Grant the formal request from the United States
Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia for a
copy of the deposition transcripts of Richard Yepez and
Christian Curtis.

2. Approve and send the attachedle

Attachments
1. Formal request for depositions
2. Letter

Staff Person: Phillip L. Wise



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign,
Caucus Distributors, Inc.,
et al

MUR 1852

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 16,

1988, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Grant the formal request from the United
States Attorney for the Eastern District
of Virginia for a copy of the deposition
transcripts of Richard Yepez and Christian
Curtis, as recommended in the General
Counsel's report signed November 10, 1988.

2. Approve and send the letter, as recommended
in the General Counsel's report signed
November 10, 1988.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date

.7

Ja rjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary:Mon.,Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Mon.,
Deadline for vote: Wed.,

11-14-88,
11-14-88,
11-16-88,

9-,

C,

9:53
4 :00
4:00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON,DOC 2'046.1

November 17, 1988

Rent S. Robinson, Esquire
Assistant United States Attorney
United States Attorney's Office
Eastern District of Virginia
1101 King Street
Suite 502
Alexandr ia, Virginia 22314

RE: MUR 1852
Depositions of Christian
Curtis, and Richard Yepez

Dear Mr. Robinson:

On October 24, 1988, the Federal Election Commission
- received your formal request for a copy of the deposition

transcripts of Christian Curtis, and Richard Yepez, taken by the
i Office of the General Counsel on July 29, and September 15, 1988,

respectively.

(N On November 16 , 1988, the Commission agreed to your request
for the above transcripts. These depositions were taken pursuant

~to an investigation into a matter which must remain confidential
in accordance vith 2 U.S.C. S 437g (a) (12) (A) . That statutory

S- provision provides that any notification or investigation made
under this section shall not be made public by the Commission or
by any person without the written consent of the person receiving

" notification or the person with respect to whom such
investigation is made.

Information obtained during Federal Election Commission
investigations must be protected until such time as the
Commission has taken final action regarding those investigations
and the information is subject to public access. Consequently,
your request is granted for the limited purpose stated therein.
The transcripts are the sole property of the Federal Election
Commission, and are loaned to the United States Attorney's Office
with the requirement that the contents are not to be distributed
beyond the scope of your request.



Kent S. RobinsonPage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip I.. Vise,the attorney assigned to this 3atter, at (202) 376-8200.

EnclosuresDeposition of Christian Curtis
and Richard Yepez



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH INCTON. D C 20463

March 22, 1990

Bernard Fensterwald, III, Esquire
Fensterwald & Alcorn, P.C.
Suite 900
USA TODAY BUILDING
1000 Wilson Blvd.
Arlington, Virginia 22209

NUR 1852

Campaigner Publications, Inc.

~Dear Mr. Fensterwald:

A review of our files indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In
an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do
not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
> please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

,/ counsel.

" If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

, Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



* *9~**~*****~**~ -___________________

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

March 22, 1990

Alan R. Kretzer, Esquire
Burdman, Gilliland, Fleck,
Mostov & Kretzer

1200 Wick Building
Youngstown, Ohio 44503

MUR 1852
Judy Nemenz

~Dear Mr. Kretzer:

-- A reviev of our files indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

~an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

' " not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
~please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

counsel.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
" the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 20463

March 22, 1990

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson & Associates
One Longfellow Place *216
Boston, MA 02114

MUR 1852

Edward Spannaus

Dear Mr. Anderson:

CD A review of our files indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In
an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in

Z writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do
not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

~counsel.

: : If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

C Sincerely,

C-Z

~George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

March 22, 1990

Charles N. Dresow, Esquire
09 Ellis Street
Van Ness/Ellis Professional Bldg.
San Francisco, CA 94109

MUR 1852
LOS Angeles Labor
Committee, Tim Pike,

__ Dorothy Andromedas,
Louise Gandhi, Allen

~Levinson

~Dear Mr. Dresow:

A reviev of our files indicates that you represent
C4 the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
O writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
:" please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

c counsel.

, If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINCTO' . 0 C 20463

March 22, 1990

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson & Associates
One Longfellow Place *216
Boston, MA 02114

MUR 1852
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

j Dear Mr. Anderson:

ci' A review of our flies indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

; an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

~not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
rt please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

counsel.

..__ If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
~the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

1!)
Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

March 22, 1990

James F. Schoener, Esquire
Legal Services Corporation
400 Virginia Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20024-2751

NlUR 1852
Citizens for Freeman and

~Belinda Haight, as treasurer

Dear Hr. Schoener:

A review of our files indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In
an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in

CNJ writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do
not represent the respondent in this matter.

In theevent y uno lo g rare th e po d n~ counsel,
please furnish this Office with the name and address of new
counsel.

.- If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
• r the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

~Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASNCTO . 0 C 20463

Mlarch 22, 1990

Oscar Gaskins, Esquire
Suite 1310, Robinson Bldg.
42 South 15th Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102

MUR 1852

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Mr. Gaskins:

~A review of our files indicates that you represent
the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

C. an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

- not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
~please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

counsel.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

" Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

March 22, 1990

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Azderson & Associates, P.C.
One Longfellow Place *216
Boston, MA 02114

NUR 1852
Independent Democrats
for LaRouche and Gerald
Rose, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Roach:

A review of our files indicates that you represent
_ the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
: : writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

not represent the respondent in this matter.

~In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

"+"+counsel.

" If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 2046

March 22, 199.0

Tracy Roach, Esquire
Anderson & Associates
One Longfellow Place *216
Boston, MA 02114

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign
and Edward Spannuas, as
treasurer

~Dear Mr. Roach:

A review of our files indicates that you represent
i the above referenced respondent in this matter under review. In

an effort to update our files we request that you confirm in
" : writing that you still represent the respondent or that you do

not represent the respondent in this matter.

In the event you no longer are the respondent's counsel,
please furnish this Office with the name and address of new

" - counsel.

- If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
,. the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

'_C, Sincerely,

George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche

and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda

Haight, as treasurer

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Los Angeles Labor Committee

Publication and General
Management, Inc.

MUR 1852

VEUUVE

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to close the

investigation in this matter as to The LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer; Independent Democrats for

LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer; Citizens for Freeman and

Belinda Haight, as treasurer; Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.;

Campaigner Publications, Inc.; Caucus Distributors, Inc.;

Los Angeles Labor Committee; and Publication and General

Management, Inc. based on the assessment of the information

presently available.

Date

j I /
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMNISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda
Haight, as treasurer

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Los Angeles Labor Committee

Publication and General
Management, Inc.

GENERAL COUNSEL

)
)MUR 1852

)
)
)
)
)

)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

'S BRIEF

I. INTRODUCTION

This Brief addresses MUR 1852 and the matters merged

therewith. The respondents in this matter are The LaRouche

Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer; Campaigner

Publications, Inc. ("Campaigner"); Citizens for Freeman

("Citizens") and Belinda Haight, as treasurer; Los Angeles Labor

Committee ("LALC"); Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL")

and Gerald Rose, as treasurer; Caucus Distributors Inc. ("CDI");

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion"); and Publication and

General Management, Inc. ("PGM").

II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

1. MUR 1556

On October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion") and

,-

C
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Campaigner Publications, Inc. ("Campaigner") violated

2 U.S.c. S 441b by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for

Freeman, in the form of solicitation costs. On that same date,

the Commission found reason to believe that Citizens for Freeman

and Belinda Haight, as treasurer, ("Citizens") violated

2 U.S.C. 55 441b by accepting in-kind contribution, 434(b)(2)

and (3) by reporting as contributors, individuals who did not

intend to make contributions and as contributions moneys

expended by these individuals which were intended for purposes

other than the making of contributions. The Commission also

~found reason to believe that Citizens had violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b)(2) by failing to report in-kind contributions from the

National Anti-Drug Coalition in the form of staff services.

Specifically, Anti-Drug Coalition staff members handed out

\O Freeman for Congress literature.

-:2. flUx 1852

" " On December 11, 1984, the Federal Election Commission

~("FEC") found reason to believe that The LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C.

55 434(b)(2) and (3) by failing to properly report

contributions, and identify the contributors; and 26 U.S.C.

5 9042(c) for furnishing false information to the Commission in

its Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations, and in

the books and records presented during field work conducted by

the Audit Division.

3. NUR 1793

On March 6, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe
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that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.c. S 434(b)(2) and (3) by reporting unauthorized

monies obtained from the credit card of Paul Ruzanski as loans;

26 U.S.C. 5 9042(c) by reporting monies obtained without consent

of the lender as a debt owed and a qualified expense for

purposes of a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations;

and merged this matter with MUR 1852.1

4. NRm 1797

On October 2, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

(-J violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting excessive contributions

from Dr. James E. Marvel, 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) by failing to report

C
loans of $1,275 and $900 received from Dr. Marvel, and 2 U.S.c.

S 441b by accepting contributions from Campaigner Publications,

~Inc. in the form of solicitation costs. The Commission also

-? found reason to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.,

" violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. Furthermore, on May 14, 1985, the

C Commission merged this matter with MUR 1852.

5. MUR 1798

On April 18, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2)(A), 434(b)(3)(A) and

1. In Spas v. FEC, 641 F.Supp. 1520 (S.D.N.Y. 1986),
aff'd mem. 1 F.2 670 (2d Cir. 1987), Plaintiffs complained
that the FEC had merged with MUR 1852 a number of MURs which "do
not involve the same or similar allegations as those in MUR
1852." On this issue the Court ruled that Plaintiffs showed no
specific harm to them as a result of the merger or any facts
demonstrating that the merger was improper.
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434(b)(3)(E) by failing to report all loans received from the

complainant, Ann Linda Polcari. On that same date, the

Commission merged this matter with MUR 1852.

6. RUB 1825

On December 6, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) by failing to report two

charges of $500.00 each allegedly added to the credit card

account of John B. Gibson, the complainant in this matter,

without his authorization. On May 14, 1895, the Commission

-- merged this matter with MUR 1852.

7. RUE 1827

On April 22, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(3)(A) or (E), 434(b)(2)(A) or (H),

and 434(b)(8), and 26 U.S.C. 5 9042(c) by reporting two loans

~from Galoust N. Elgal as contributions, and submitting these

- funds in a report to the Commission for the purpose of receiving

matching funds. In addition on April 22, 1985, the Commission

merged this matter with MUR 1852.

8. RUE 1862

On May 14, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. $$ 441b, 441a(f), 434(b) and 432(h).

On this date, the Commission also found reason to believe that

Publication and General Management, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441b, and merged this matter with MUR 1852.
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The violations were based on the facts that loans intended

by Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley to be used for the campaign of

Lyndon H. LaRouche in 1984 were solicited on behalf of

Publication and General Management, Inc., ("PGM") and deposited

into a PGM account in violation of 2 U.s.C. $ 441b. In

addition, these loans exceeded Mrs. Bradley's contribution

limitation, thereby placing TLC in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f). TLC failed to report the loans made via PGM in

violation of 2 U.S.C.S 434(b), and failed to place all

contributions received into a designated depository as required

~by 2 U.S.C. 5 432(h).

* - 9. HU 1877

' On May 2, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe that

the LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.c. 55 434(b)(3)(E) by reporting as a lender a

person who did not intend to make a loan to that committee, and

~434(b)(2)(H) by including this unintended loan in the

C committee's total loans received; and 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c) by

Tj9 knowingly and willfully misrepresenting material facts and

furnishing false and fictitious information to the Commission.

TLC included the unintended loan in its statement of outstanding

obligations thereby inflating its net outstanding campaign

obligations. TLC also presented this information in books it

furnished to the Commission for audit purposes. On May 2, 1985,

the Commission also merged this matter with MIUR 1852.

10. MlUR 1882

On January 23, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe
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that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose,

as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) by

reporting as lenders individuals who did not intend to make

loans to the Committee. Reports filed with the Commission by

IDL itemized the receipt of the funds received from the two

alleged unauthorized $1,000.00 charges as loans from

Mr. & Mrs. Rit Converse.

11. RUN 1905

On May 15, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

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

excess of the statutory limitations from Mr. E. William Gradt,

and 434(b)(E) by misreporting a portion of the excessive

contribution as a loan from Mrs. Edythe Gradt. Furthermore, on

~May 15, 1985, the Commission merged this matter with MUR 1852.

: 12. NUR 1976

r On June 25, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Los Angeles Labor Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 433, 434, and 441a(a)(8) by failing to register and

report with the Commission as a political committee as a

result of its role as a conduit of contributions/loans made by

Mrs. Lucille Pieper to The LaRouche Campaign in excess of

$1,000.00 and its role in soliciting contributions for other

political committees, and by failing to report the receipt of

earmarked contributions; and that The LaRouche Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2)

and (3), 434(b)(3)(B), 441a(f), and 11 C.F.R. S 1l0.6(d)(2) by
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accepting loans/contributions from Mrs. Pieper in excess of

$1,000.00, by failing to report as contributions from the Los

Angeles Labor Committee ("LALC") contributions from Mrs. Pieper

made through LALC, and by misreporting as a contribution

$1,000.00 which Mrs. Pieper intended to be a loan. On that same

date, the Commission merged this matter with MUR 1852.

13. MUR 1979

On April 16, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)(A) by reporting inaccurately the

~total of contributions received from persons during the

:' reporting period; and (H) by misreporting the total of loans

received; 434(b)(3)(A) by misreporting Rosemary G. Hopper's

$50.00 payment as a contribution; and (E) by failing to report

this payment as an itemized loan; and 434(b)(8) by failing to

. report the $50.00 payment as an outstanding debt owed by the

r committee. On April 16, 1985, the Commission also merged this

~matter with MUR 1852.

t 14. NlUB 1991

On August 2, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)(H), and 434(b)(3)(E)

by misreporting the total of loans received and the amount of an

itemized loan of $250 from Roger D. Rosser, the complainant, who

said an unauthorized $250.00 was added to his credit card

account. On August 2, 1985, this matter was merged with MUR

1852.
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15. NUn 2013

On August 2, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) by misreporting the

totals of loans ($1,000.00) received and by misreporting

unauthorized receipts as loans rather than as other receipts;

and 26 U.s.c. 5 9042(c) by knowingly and willfully

misrepresenting material facts and furnishing fraudulent

evidence to the Commission. TLC reported as loans monies

obtained from the complainant (Ronald T. Stewart) which were not

If) intended to be loans. The inclusion of that debt in the

Committee's NOCO statement inflated the total net outstanding

campaign obligations. TLC presented books and records to the

Commission, which contained this information, for audit

~purposes.

*) On that same date, the Commission also found reason to

~believe that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,

as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) by

reporting loans from the complainant (Ronald T. Stewart) in the

amount of $1,000.00 which were unauthorized. In addition, MUR

2013 was merged with MUR 1852, on August 2, 1985.

16. NUR 2065

On October 11, 1985, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c)

by reporting as loans and debts owed a total of $1,000.00

obtained from Nadine Seeber without her authorization, and
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including this amount in statements of net outstanding campaign

obligations submitted to the Commission and in books and records

presented for purposes of audit. On that same date, the

Commission merged this matter with MOR 1852.

11. RUR 2084

On November 22, 1985, the Commission found reason to

believe that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and (3) by failing

to report as loans and debts owed all loans received from

Richard C. Wiles ($14,000.00); and 441a(f) by accepting

excessive contributions from Mr. Wiles; and merged this matter

.... with MUR 1852.

18. RoUR 2090

On January 2, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

~that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as

~treasurer, CDI, and Campaigner each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

~CDI and Campaigner violated this provision by soliciting

~contributions for a political committee, and IDL wrongfully

accepted these services. On January 2, 1986, this matter was

merged with MUR 1852.

19. RUR 2092

On January 28, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by failing to make refunds of

excessive contributions in a timely manner. An audit revealed

that mLC accepted 63 contributions for which the aggregate

year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000.00.
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20. flUX 2125

On January 6, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(f) by accepting excessive

contributions of $78,880.00 from 152 individuals; and 434(b)(2)

misreporting an undetermined amount of funds as contributions

which should have been reported as other receipts.

21. flUX 2143

On November 18, 1986, the Commission found reason to

believe that the following respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

N. 441b(a): Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose,

" as treasurer (by accepting corporate contributions from Fusion);

The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (by

accepting corporate contributions from Fusion); Fusion (by
('I

making an expenditure to TLC and IDL in connection with a

federal election by using funds donated or loaned by

Ann G. Selstad, the complainant, to support LaRouche's

C candidacy); and Campaigner (by paying compensation to a

~fundraiser while he was soliciting donations or loans to Fusion,

and those funds were contributed or expended in connection with

a federal election). At the same time, the Commission found

reason to believe that TLC and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,

and IDL and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, each violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b)(2) by failing to report the contribution from Fusion.

22. RUE 2281

According to August Fopevich, the complainant, he made

numerous gifts and loans, in excess of $1,000.00, to CDI in
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connection with Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign.

On September 9, 1987, the Commission found reason to believe

that CDI violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by failing to register

with the Commission as a political committee, and by failing to

file reports. On that same date, the Commission merged MURs

2281, 2143, 2125, 2092, 1882, and 1556 with MUR 1852.

III. ANALYSIS

A. The Law

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("the Act"), mandates that each authorized campaign committee

cD shall file a statement of organization no later than 10 days

after designation pursuant to section 432(e)(l). Each separate

segregated fund established shall file a statement of

C organization no later than 10 days after establishment. All

0 other committees shall file a statement of organization within

I10 days after becoming a political committee. 2 U.S.C. 5 433.

T The term political committee means any committee, club,

association or other group of persons which receives

contributions aggregating in excess of 1,000.00 during a

calendar year or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess

of $1,000.00 during a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(A). The

term "contribution" is defined to include any gift,

subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of

value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any

election for Federal office. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8)(A)(i).

Political committees shall also establish campaign

depositories and maintain an account. All .receipts must be
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deposited into this account. 2 U.s.c. $ 432(h). Furthermore,

every person who is not an authorized committee and who receives

a contribution which is $50 or less, shall forward that

contribution to the treasurer no later than 30 days after

receipt; if the contribution is in excess of $50, however, it

must be forwarded to the treasurer within 10 days from receipt

with the name and address of the person making the contribution.

2 U.S.C. S 432(b)(2). See, also 11 C.F.R. 5 102.8. Pursuant to

2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and (3), each report shall disclose for the

reporting period and calendar year, the total amount of all

Ox receipts and shall disclose the identification of each

~contributor of $200.00 or more. Each report under this section

shall disclose for the reporting period and calendar year, the

total amount of all receipts as contributions from persons other

than political committees. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(A).

~In addition, each report under this section shall disclose

- the identification of each person (other than a political

C. committee) who makes a contribution to the reporting committee

during the reporting period, whose contribution or contributions

have an aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within the

calendar year, or in any lesser amount if the reporting

committee should so elect, together with the date and amount of

any such contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(A). Reports filed

by the committee shall disclose the identification of each

political committee which makes a contribution to the reporting

committee during the reporting period, together with the date

and amount of any such contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(3)(B).
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The provisions of 2 U.s.c. S 434(b)(3)(E) requires that

each report filed shall disclose the identification of each

person who makes a loan to the reporting committee during the

reporting period, together with the identification of any

endorser or guarantor of such loan, and date and amount or value

of such loan. Furthermore, each report filed under this section

shall disclose for the reporting period and calendar year, the

total amount of all receipts, and the total amount of all loans.

2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2)(H). In addition, pursuant to 2 U.s.C. $

434(b)(8), each report under this section shall disclose the

0 amount and nature of outstanding debts and obligations owed by

" or to such political committee; and where such debts and

obligations are settled for less than their reported amount or

value, a statement as to the circumstances and conditions under
CNJ

which such debts or obligations were extinguished and the

r consideration therefor.

- In accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 441b, the Act prohibits a

r political committee from knowingly accepting contributions or

v expenditures by national banks, corporations, or labor

organizations. This section, likewise, prohibits national

banks, corporation, and labor organizations from making

contributions or expenditures with regard to federal elections.

The Act also prohibits any person from making contributions to

any candidate and his authorized political committees with

respect to any election for Federal office which, in the

aggregate, exceed $1,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A).

Furthermore, no candidate or political committee shall knowingly
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accept any contribution or make any expenditure in violation of

the provisions of this section. 2 U.s.c. $ 441a(f).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8), all contributions made

by a person, either directly or indirectly, on behalf of a

particular candidate, including contributions which are in any

way earmarked or otherwise directed through an intermediary or

conduit to such candidate, shall be treated as contributions

from such person to such candidate. The intermediary or conduit

shall report the original source and the intended recipient of

such contribution to the Commission and to the intended

recipient. If a conduit or intermediary exercises any direction

or control over the choice of the recipient candidate, the
ci:

earmarked contribution shall be considered a contribution by

C both the original contributor and the conduit or intermediary.

~If the conduit or intermediary exercises any direction or

:' ; control over the choice of the recipient candidate, the report

Nfiled by the conduit or intermediary and the report filed by the

recipient candidate or authorized committee shall indicate that

the earmarked contribution is made by both the original

contributor and the conduit or intermediary, and that the entire

amount of the contribution is attributed to each. 11 C.F.R.

5 ii0.6(d)(2).

It is unlawful for any person knowingly and willfully to

furnish any false, fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or

information to the Commission, or to include in any evidence,

books, or information so furnished any misrepresentation of a

material fact, or to falsify or conceal any evidence, books, or
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information relevant to a certification by the Commission, or to

fail to furnish to the Commission any records, books, or

information requested by it for purposes of chapter 96.

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

The Act prohibits the use of any information copied from

reports and statements filed with the Commission from being sold

or used by any person for the purpose of soliciting

contributions or for commercial purposes, except that the name

and address of any political committee may be used to solicit

contributions from such committee. 2 U.S.C. 5 438(a)(4).

(NCommission regulations further provide an exemption to this sale

r or use prohibition to the extent that newspapers, magazines,

books or other similar communications are permitted to use

information copied from the Commission's public record as long

as the principal purpose of such communications is not to

.> communicate such information for the purpose of soliciting

~contributions or for other commercial purposes. 11 C.F.R.

5 104.15(c).

'- In a series of Advisory Opinions, the Commission has

allowed expansive use of information found on the public record,

but has always reinforced the prohibition on the use of

individual names and addresses obtained from such record for the

purpose of soliciting contributions or for commercial purposes.

See, Advisory Opinion 1979-3, Advisory Opinion 1980-78, Advisory

Opinion 1980-101, and Advisory Opinion 1981-38. In each of the

foregoing Advisory Opinions, the Commission has repeated its

position, supported by the legislative history of the Act, that
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information about individual contributors maintained in its

public record should be accorded special protection from use for

the purpose of solicitation or for commercial purposes.

In discussions on the amendments to the Act, Senator

Bellmon proposed the addition of the terminology that was later

adopted, which prohibited the use of information from the

Commission's public record to be used for the purpose of

soliciting contributions or for commercial purposes. In his

comments, Senator Beilmon stated that,

the purpose of the amendment is to protect
the privacy of the generally very

, 9 public-spirited citizens who may make a
., contribution to a political campaign or a

political party. We all know how much of a
~business the matter of selling lists and

list brokering has become. These names
~would certainly be prime prospects for all

kinds of solicitations, and I am of the
CNI opinion that unless this amendment is

D adopted, we will open up the citizens who
are generous and public spirited enough to
support our political activities to all
kinds of harassment, and in that way tend to

-r discourage them from helping out as we need
~to have them do.

, Senator Bellmon stated further that the provision was intended

~"to protect... the men and women who make contributions to

candidates or political parties from being victimized by that

practice." 117 Cong. Rec. s30057 (daily ed. August 5, 1971)

(Bellmon remarks), reprinted in FEC Legislative History of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 at 581 (GPO 1981). In the

House Report on the 1979 amendments to the Act, it was noted

that the prohibition on the use of individual contributors'

names and addresses was maintained. H.R. Report No. 422, 96th
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Cong., 1st Sess. at 23 (1979), reprinted in FEC Legislative

History of the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1979

at 185, 207 (GPO 1983). See also, Federal Election Commission

v. Political Contributions Data, Inc., 89 Civ. 5238 (S.D.N.Y.

December 10, 1990) in which, the Court declined to disturb the

Commissions' determination that Political Contributions Data,

Inc.'s sale of its reports are proscribed by 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(4).

s. Thle Facts

1. Richard Welsh

~Richard welsh testified in the LaRouche trial in

Alexandria, Virginia. According to Welsh, he has been a member

of the National Caucus of Labor Committees ("NCLC") since 1973,

and a member of the Publication and General Management, Inc.
CM

('PGM") since April of 1987, which are both LaRouche

:% organizations. He stated the TLC was a Presidential campaign

~committee established for the 1984 presidential primaries for

r LaRouche. Welsh testified that he was the assistant treasurer

T of TLC. As assistant treasurer, his duties were to develop an

accounting system, oversee accounting and bookkeeping, and

prepare reports to be filed with the Federal Election

Commission. Welsh stated that after the primaries, the

Independent Democrats For LaRouche ("IDL") was established.

Welsh also stated that PGM was a management company. In

addition, he testified that IDL and TLC were clients of PGM who

received management services. "They (IDL and TLC) were charged

for certain limited services, use of the computer, certain use
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services." Other clients were CDI, Fusion, Campaigner, New

Solidarity, Executive Intelligence Review, Schiller Institute,

and Club of Life. Welsh stated that all the above organizations

were managed by members of NCLC.

welsh characterized NCLC as a political organization, and

testified that the companies (CDI, Campaigner, Fusion, and EIR)

were created to support that political movement and the

political organization. Welsh testified that the funds

. collected and received for IDL and TLC were segregated from the

If)funds received for other functions. He answered in the

affirmative when asked whether there were separate bank accounts
C'

and separate accounting systems established for finances of the

i 6|campaigns and noncampaign companies. On cross examination,

O Welsh answered in the affirmative when asked, "Mr. Welsh, it is

fair to characterize the NCLC, the National Caucus of Labor

~Committees, as a political organization, isn't it?" welsh also

answered "Yes," when asked, "and it is fair to say, isn't it,

that the companies about which you testified that were created,

for example, Caucus and Campaigner, Fusion, EIR, that those

companies were created to support that political movement and

the political organization? Is that correct?" welsh also

answered "Yes," when asked, "and this political movement, this

political organization revolves around Mr. LaRouche and his

ideas and his teachings and his writings; is that fair to say?"

2. Charles Tate

Tate also testified in the LaRouche trial in
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Virginia. Tate stated that he was a uiember of National Caucus

of Labor Committees from 1971 (inactive in 1973) to August of

1984. He was assigned to the security staff from 1981 to 1984.

Tate stated that from January to August of 1984 he was

assigned as a fundraiser on the phone team. Tate testified that

he heard LaRouche talk about fundraising and the general

population. He stated that sometime between the winter of 1983

and the spring of 1984, LaRouche said:

that the organization was not getting
tough enough with the general population
over fundraising, that inadequate funds

~were being raised, and members were not
sufficiently aggressive. They weren't

- - expressing to the population the fact
that it was essential to get him into the

~White House and that without getting him
into the white House there was no hope

-for mankind ....

Tate also indicated that on various occasions he has heard both

LaRouche and Wertz state that the general population owed their

~money to the organization.

C 3. Richard Yepez

During his deposition, Yepez testified that he

first became associated with the LaRouche Organization in the

Spring of 1976. He initially was a fundraiser with the U.S.

Labor Party, which was the vehicle for LaRouche's campaign for

President. At the LaRouche trial in Alexandria, Yepez also

testified that he was a member of the National Caucus of Labor

Committees ("NCLC") from 1976 to 1984. At the deposition, he

stated that in 1983 he was employed by Publication and General

Management, Inc., in word processing. In late December of 1983



-20-

or early January of 1984, he became employed in the National

Finance Office of of the LaRouche organization. Yepez asserted

that George Canning and Richard Welsh were in charge of the main

financial activities of the LaRouche Organization. As stated by

Yepez, "...the LaRouche campaign was handled outside the finance

office. It was handled on the second floor by Richard Welsh,

George Canning."

At the LaRouche trial, he testified that his function was

to (a) handle the insurance policies for Fusion, (b) handle the

loans that had been made by various individuals to the organized

N. entities, and (c) handle dead debt. He defined this as debt

" - that had been secured earlier by one of the various entities but

L there was no longer a relationship with the individual or vendor

to be paid. Yepez stated that he did not handle campaign loans.
c'

He also stated that he brought it to the attention of Edward

Spannaus and others that the organization would be unable to pay

r back the loans. Nevertheless, they continued to raise money in

C the form of loans.

' Yepez testified at his deposition that if TLC or IDL was

short of money, one technique for getting the money from the

CDI, Fusion, or Campaigner accounts into the campaign account

would be for the campaign committee to bill one of the corporate

accounts for services rendered to such corporation. Even though

no such services had been performed, the corporation would make

payment to the campaign account. Yepez stated:

The way it would have occurred for
those accounts, the LaRouche campaign,
Independent Democrats for LaRouche, would
be that if entities owed money to them
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for some purpose that would be the basis
for transferring monies into that
account. The reason being that all
monies transferred into that account had
to be accounted for strictly to the FEC.

I can't think, off the top of my
head, what the reasons for owing money to
those organizations would be, but there
were. I know because that was discussed.
And, again, in a crisis atmosphere where
money had to be provided, to let's say,
NBC for a half-an-hour spot, every
available avenue of funds into an FEC
linked account would be secured.

4. Christian A. Curtis

Curtis testified that he was a member of the

~LaRouche organization from June 1974 until May of 1986. Curtis

stated that he started as a field organizer working out of the

New York regional office. He sold literature in the street,

distributed pamphlets, and recruited people. In January of

O 1984, he was assigned to fundraising.

According to Curtis, in 1984 his living expenses were being

~paid by Executive Intelligence Review ("EIR") and Fusion Energy

- Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion"). He also indicated that Publication

General Management, Inc. paid him a stipend. At this time, he

was a member of the phone team in the national headquarters in

New York City. Phone team members were "elite" telephone

fundraisers. Curtis testified that he solicited money for many

of the LaRouche entities, including TLC, IDL, Fusion, and CDI.

Curtis stated that Will Wertz, a National Executive Committee

("NEC") member, who worked directly for LaRouche, was in charge

of all fundraising nationally. LaRouche put Wertz in that

position in January of 1984. Curtis asserted that Wertz had
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absolute authority over all manpower, with exception of security

and legal affairs, as specified by LaRouche. Accordingly, all

support functions were susceptible to having manpower

constricted by Wertz for the purpose of fundraising.

At the beginning he was having trouble meeting his quota,

therefore Will Wertz told him to contact Alan Levinson of the

New York Regional phone team for advice. According to Curtis,

Levinson said:

the trouble with you people at the
national center is you are too soft. You
identify too much with people's concerns

~and their problems. You have to have
only one thing on your mind. That is

- :- getting the money. No matter what the
person you are talking to says, get the

" money. If you are talking to a little
old lady and she says she is going to

- lose her house, ignore it. Get the
~money. If you are talking to an

unemployed worker who says he has got to
~feed a dozen children, forget it. Get

the money.

_ Curtis stated that on several occasions Mike Billington had

C categorized those lenders who wanted their money back as "pigs"

, or "swine."

According to Curtis, each member of the telephone

fundraising team had a daily and weekly quota of money to be

obtained from solicitations. If the quota was not obtained, a

lot of psychological pressure was brought to bear on those

individuals, who had failed to meet it. He further stated that:

in the morning briefing or evening
briefing somebody's name may be singled
out as a bad example of something.
So-and-so may have a specific attitude
problem. Wertz, one of his favorite
routines was if you fail to make quotas,
that was manifesting sexual impotence.
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You were made to feel that at every
conceivable instant of the day that if
you didn't raise money that instant; if
you were not raising money you were
somehow criminally negligent...

Curtis also testified that it was a general practice with

the fundraisers, when soliciting contributions for TLC and IDL,

to inform contributors that the contribution limit was $1,000.00

but that they could however contribute another $1,000.00 in the

name of their spouse. Curtis claimed that they normally charged

this additional contribution to the credit card without the

authorization of the other spouse. As an example of this

~practice Curtis stated that, "I called a man in Arkansas who did

: $1,000.00 for his son, on his son's credit card and I never even

talked to his son, and found out later his son was not too

pleased about it." When asked whether this was the general

, practice of other fundraisers, Curtis stated, "We used to joke

about $1,000.00 for the dog and $1,000.00 for the cat and

\ $1,000.00 -- but absolutely we would get people to give money in

the name of their spouse at least." Curtis testified that it

was common practice to convince people tc loan money to TLC,

IDL, and the other LaRouche organizations by stating, "we are

getting matching funds, we would have no trouble paying you

back."

Curtis testified that he and other phone team members kept

records on 4 x 6 index cards, which were called contact cards.

The contact card contained information as to the name, address,

and phone number of persons solicited for funds. The cards also

contained a chronology of contacts and dates of such contacts; a



-24-

dollar amount, the form of the payment, and for what p'irpose.

According to Curtis, if the funds were given by credit card, the

account number was written on the contact card.

Curtis also explained how he and other fundraisers on the

phone teams determined which persons to call for the purpose of

soliciting funds. He stated that field organizers would get the

names, addresses, and telephone numbers of persons who signed

their petitions and purchased subscriptions to LaRouche related

newspapers. These names would be forwarded to the phone teams

for fundraising. Curtis testified that in 1984 they also

- acquired names by purchasing lists of contributors from political

~organizations. He said, "We would purchase lists from political

Vorganizations. Conservative -- well, people that contributed to

a certain lobby."

Curtis further testified that in 1984 the LaRouche phone

:. team started using Federal Election Commission disclosure

z records ("FEC lists") to solicit persons thereon for

contributions and loans. Curtis stated, "I recall in 1984 that

we obtained a lot of FEC lists. These were lists of

contributors to a good many candidates, but I specifically

remember the Helms list and he had a conservative lobby. We

called it the garden club list." According to Curtis, the FEC

lists had been acquired from the Federal Election Commission

although they had not been purchased from the Commission.

Curtis believed that a member of the LaRouche organization

visited the FEC Public Information Division and copied these

lists. Curtis asserted that he specifically remembers using the
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Helms list,

because it was not legal to be using the
lists the way we used them. We were
using them for solicitation. I remember
we referred to Helms, we had, as big
Helms and little Helms. Big Helms was
Helms contributors of $1000.00. Little
Helms were lesser amounts, and I don't
remember exact amounts, maybe $250.00 or
$500.00.

Curtis testified that the FEC lists were carefully

controlled:

They were not distributed at large
to the other boilers, as we call them,
the other people on telephones, or if

~they were, they were given out to very
specific people on a sign-out basis so we

' knew exactly who had which portion of
what list and at the end of the day, they
had to come back to us.

T Curtis also testified that the telephone fundraisers were
CNI

instructed not to make any marks on the FEC lists which would

indicate individuals on those lists were contacted for

~fundraising purposes. In addition, he stated that the edges of

_.. the lists were cut off where they had the warning: "FEC material

U') not to be used for solicitation." Curtis indicated that the

A FEC lists were used to solicit funds for all the LaRouche

entities, including TLC and IDL.

5. Frank Harrison Bell

As a witness in the Alexandria trial of Lyndon H.

LaRouche, Bell testified that he has been a member of NCLC since

1972. At the time of this testimony he was employed at

Executive Intelligence Revue. When asked, "Beginning in 1984,

did you have any responsibilities with the two campaign entities
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known as The LaRouche Campaign, and the Independent Democrats

for LaRouche?" He stated that: "As a volunteer, I was working

to repay loans the campaign had incurred." "I was given the

responsibility of coordinating loan repayments." Bell testified

that he found numerous incidents when the committees had

accepted more than the $1,000.00 contribution limit from

individual contributors.

6. George R. Canning

On January 28, 1987, Canning, the secretary of CDI,

was deposed by staff members from the Office of the General

.'O Counsel. Canning's deposition was saturated with Fifth

- - Amendment pleas, and alleged memory failures.

7. Rae 3. Driver

At her deposition Mae Driver presented testimony

and evidence that she disputed an aggregate of $10,000.00 in

charges on her credit card. The disputed charges represented

payments, in various amounts, to IDL, Campaigner, and the

: National Democratic Policy Committee ("NDPC"). Driver testified
If) that the disputed charges have been credited back to her account

by the bank.

The following is a list of the disputed charges:

Organization Charged Posted Amount
IDL 8/17/84 8/2/4 $T,000.0
IDL 8/22/84 8/28/84 1,000.00
Campaigner 8/25/84 9/05/84 500.00
IDL 8/28/84 9/06/84 1,000.00
NDPC 9/08/84 9/19/84 1,000.00
Campaigner 9/08/84 9/19/84 1,000.00
IDL 9/18/84 9/25,'84 1,000.00
Campaigner 10/6/84 10/17/84 1,000.00
Campaigner 10/9/84 10/17/84 1,000.00
Campaigner 10/19,/84 10/25/84 1,000.00
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Campaigner 10/21/84 10/25/84 500.00

TOTAL $10,000.00

Testimony was presented that in addition to the $10,000.00

charged on her credit card, Driver had written checks to various

LaRouche organizations, totaling $14,000.00. The Los Angeles

Labor Committee ("LALC") received $9,000.00 and Campaigner

received $5,000.00. These checks were written from August to

December of 1984.

When asked to describe the telephone calls she received

from LALC, Ms. Driver testified that:

-r well, they were always by one man.. .Alan
Lavetti or Alan something. .. ..And he was

'" always courteous but filled with the
cause. I mean, he was heart and soul for

C what he was doing, for what they were
.-: trying to achieve on we'll say a

worldwide basis. And it was very intense
C before the election.

5 When asked "did this caller indicate at any time that the funds

that he was soliciting would be used for a presidential

campaign?", Ms. Driver stated:
C

L well, it would be used to further these
various.. .well, for instance, a lot of it

~had to be used for the TV broadcasts. I
mean where they were trying to educate
the public in what was happening and sway
the people to vote properly. And that
took.. .and so they had to make tremendous
drives to get the money for that to begin
with.

8. Janet Rang

At her deposition Janet Rang testified that all

the moneys given by her were intended to be loans to The

LaRouche Campaign. Rang stated that her funds were solicited by
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Levinson, a representative of LALC and NDPC. She assumed

and NDPC were campaign committees for Lyndon LaRouche.

The following is a list of LaRouche organizations to which

Rang gave money. This list also indicates what she thought the

money was for: (All funds were given by credit card)

Organization Date Amount Use of Funds
EIR 10/6/83 $ 2-6- subscription
Fusion 11/18/83 500.00 campaign loan
NDPC 12/26/83 1000.00 campaign loan
Campaigner 01/05/84 500.00 campaign loan
TLC 03/08/84 500.00 campaign loan
Campaigner 04/14/84 1000.00 campaign loan
TLC 07/17/84 500.00 campaign loan
TLC 07/17/84 1000.00 unauthorized

TOTAL $5,200.00

Rang asserted that the $1,000.00 payment to TLC on July 17,

1984, above, was unauthorized. TLC reported this transaction as

a contribution from Rang's husband, Edgar W. Rang. Rang claims

that even though the credit card was in her husband's name, he

never used it. She also alleged that Mr. Rang had no dealings

with the LaRouche organizations.

9. Etta Ann Collins

At her deposition Etta Ann Collins testified that

she initially wrote checks to NDPC and Fusion. Deponent

asserted that Louise Ghandi, who represented LSALC, Fusion,

Campaigner, TLC and NDPC, solicited the moneys she loaned and

donated to the LaRouche organizations. Collins stated that she

could not remember the dates of the solicitations. She also

claimed not to remember whether the solicitations were different

for the various organizations.

The following indicates checks written by Collins to

Alan

LALC

OO
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the various LaRouche organizations:

Organization Date Amount Memo on check
f~ionT /1/83 $ 2 T donation
NDPC 3/21/83 250.00 donation
LALC 4/04/83 500.00 loan
Fusion 4/28/83 250.00 donation
LALC 5/19/83 250.00 donation
LALC 5/25/83 100.00 donation
LALC 6/20/83 150.00 donation
LALC 6/27/83 3,750.00 loan
Campaigner 7/21/83 5,000.00 loan
LALC 9/02/83 200.00 donation
LALC 9/26/83 500.00 loan

TOTAL $11,200.00

Collins received a Promissory Note, dated June 27, 1983, in

the amount of $5,076.00. This note, signed by Patrick L.
'0
~Ruckert, acknowledged the loans by Collins to the LALC.

-.. C Collins received a Promissory Note, dated August 1, 1983,

~in the amount of $5,000.00. This note, signed by Dorothy

C\J Andromidas, acknowledged Collins loan to Campaigner. The cover
'0 letter accompanying this note was signed by Edward Spannaus, the

president of Campaigner. The letter informed Collins that

"(t)he loan is being used towards the distribution of LaRouche,

Will this man become President, by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr."

- This loan was to be repaid in one year. At the end of this

period, however, it was agreed by the parties to extend pay-off

for an additional year. At the time of her deposition this loan

remained unpaid.

Collins also received a Promissory Note, dated

September 24, 1983. This note in the amount of $500.00, was

signed by Dorothy Andromidas. Collins testified that this note

covered her $500.00 loan, by a check dated September 26, 1983,
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to LALC.

At one point Collins testified that she never contributed

to Lyndon LaRouche because in fact she thought she was helping

NDPC, but not LaRouche. Despite this testimony, by credit card

transaction dated October 11, 1983, Collins gave $500.00 to NDPC

with "contribution to NDPC for the campaigns" written on the

credit slip.

When asked what was her understanding of the function of

the National Democratic Policy Committee ("NDCP"), Collins

testified that:

N.They told me so many things about it. I
can't remember all. You know, the

~condition the world was in and all this
r- and that and the other. You know, they

needed this money. Then some of it they
needed to help elect... I mean get.. .what
is his name? Lyndon LaRouche nominated,

C4 you know.

'0 10. Auqust Popevich

' " On October 27, 1986, the Commission received a

complaint from August Popevich, the complainant in merged MUR

2281. According to Popevich's complaint, he made a gift of

~$5,000.00 and a loan of $1,000.00 to CDI in connection with

Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign. Complainant

asserted that after the 1984 election, Donna Benton contacted

him once again and asked him to make a loan of $1,000.00 to CDI

to help pay off campaign debts owed by LaRouche and his

political committees. Popevich did as Benton requested and

received a promissory note from CDI. Popevich stated that he

made these payments to CDI for the express purpose of supporting
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LaRouche's presidential campaign or for paying off campaign

debts. August Popevich testified that he had contributed in

excess of $8,500.00 to CDI for the expressed purpose of

supporting Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign.

At his deposition August Popevich's testimony was a

reaffirmation of the sworn complaint he filed with the

Commission in MUR 2281. The following checks were furnished by

Popevich as evidence of payments to the LaRouche president

campaign in 1984:

Organization Date Amount
CDI 07/14/84 $ 5,000.0
CDI 07/14/84 2,500.00
TLC 07/17/84 1,000.00

TOTAL $8500

Popevich testified that the above checks only represented a

sample of the ones he wrote to the LaRouche organization.

Additional checks were not furnished because he could not afford

the bank fee associated with obtaining the checks.

Popevich testified that Donna Benton, a representative of

CDI, had informed him that the moneys he gave to CDI were

contributions to be used for Lyndon LaRouche's presidential

campaign. Popevich also stated that he had intended the funds

to be used to financially support LaRouche's presidential

campaign. When asked what was his intended purpose for the

funds he gave, Mr. Popevich testified, "For political.. .for

political purposes, you know." "To elect him to an office."

0President."

OO
Is
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11. Lucille Pieper

At her deposition Lucille Pieper, the complainant

in the former MUR 1976, testified that her first contact with

the LaRouche organizations was through sidewalk vendors with

leaflets. She purchased a subscription with her credit card.

Pieper indicated that she knew she was making contributions

to LALC and Executive Intelligence Review. She assumed the

organizations were connected with the LaRouche campaign.

According to Pieper, she was informed that her money was to be

used for LaRouche's television broadcast. Pieper claimed she

C even saw a LaRouche television advertisement. Pieper wrote the

~following checks to the various LaRouche organizations:

Organization Date Amount Memo on Check
EIR 12/22/83 $ 5000 loan2
LALC 01/05/84 15000.00 loan2

STLC 01/11/84 1000.00 contribution
"OLALC 02/11/84 500.00 loan
0LALC 02/28/84 3000.00 loan
- LALC 02/28/84 2000.00 loan

LALC 03/05/84 1000.00 loan
SLALC 05/07/84 400.00 donation
SLALC 06/03/84 5000.00 loan

if TOTAL $14,900.00

~Pieper testified that her credit card statement indicated

$1,000.00 was paid to TLC on June 12, 1984. According to her,

no such payment was to be made to TLC because she had already

written TLC a check for $1,000.00. Pieper stated that this

additional $1,000.00 was paid back.

Another credit card statement furnished by Pieper shows

2. This was a cashier's check Pieper purchased to make a
loan to LALC. Loan was not written on the check; however,
testimony was given as to the purpose.
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that Campaigner received $2,500.00 on January 18, 1984, and

$300.00 on February 13, 1984. Pieper again testified that these

funds were intended to be loans to the campaign. She stated

that she would never know which entity was receiving her money

until she received the statement.

According to Pieper, she assumed that all the organizations

were associated with Lyndon LaRouche, particularly since one

organization accepted debt responsibility for another's

promissory note. In addition, Pieper received two loan

repayments, each for $500.00 from CDI's account. However, no

~solicitation was made by anyone representing CDI.

Ms. Pieper stated that at one point she was contacted by

C Louise Ghandi, Executive Intelligence Review, in December, 1983.

She asked me to contribute.. .First
(x whenever she called she started out
3 either... any one of them that called

started out the conversation that they
:, , were going to give me a briefing, you

know, catch me up on what's going on.
:. And then they talked for a long time.

And finally they asked for a
C contribution. And, of course, they

stressed their need for.. .helping out
with their activities. So they

- usually... they usually tore me down a
little bit. I mean I was able.. .not tore
me down, but they usually.. .well, talked
me down or something. And I'd end up
giving a contribution. I told them I
couldn't afford a contribution of $5,000,
so she said how about a loan.

Now, no she didn't ask
for...Executive Intelligence Review.
See, I got it wrong. I couldn't
differentiate between LA, LALC, EIR and
NDPC. I assumed they were all one and
the same thing. And so when she asked
for this loan, I made out the check to
EIR. They were Executive Intelligence
Review. And when she got the checks, she
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called me back and said I should have
made it out to LALC. And I didn't know.
But she said it's okay it will go through
anyway.

On the back of that check was written "Paid to the order of

Campaigner Publications, Inc., Chemical Bank."

As noted, Mrs. Lucille Pieper states that she loaned

$33,800.00 to "the LaRouche Campaign/Organization" in 1983 and

1984. Mrs. Pieper indicated that her checks were made payable

to Executive Intelligence Review, Los Angeles Labor Committee

("LALC"), and Campaigner, and that there were no direct payments

to TLC.

12. Ann G. Selstad

~On february 19, 1986, the Commission received a

p sworn and notarized complaint from Ann G. Selstad (merged MUR

C0J 2143). 3 The essence of the complaint was that Selstad donated

k9 and loaned money to Fusion ($230.00 in contributions and a

w $1,000.00 loan) which she believed was expended by Fusion in

connection with Lyndon LaRouche's 1984 presidential campaign.

k The Complainant also indicated that some of the installment

^ repayments to her came in envelopes from Campaigner.

13. Dr. James E. Marvel

On July 2, 1984, Dr. James E. Marvel (merged MUR

1797) wrote the Commission about $3,325.00 in loans he made to

The LaRouche Campaign in 1984. According to Dr. Marvel, he made

3. The Act and regulations require complaints to be sworn to and
notarized and make statements in them subject to the statutes
governing perjury. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.4(b). Therefore,
factual statements made by complainants in their complaints are
deemed to be made under oath as if submitted as an affidavit.
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a $1,150.00 loan on March 14, 1984, a $1,275.00 loan in April of

1984, and a $900.00 loan in May of 1984. Dr. Marvel also stated

that he was asked to make the loans through Campaigner

Publications, Inc. ("Campaigner").

14. Rosemary G. Hopper

In merged MUR 1979, the complainant, Rosemary G.

Hopper, stated that she made loans of $300.00 to TEIC on May 14,

1984, $50.00 on July 23, 1984, and $625.00 on July 30, 1984.

The Committee reported Hopper's payment of $50.00 as a

contribution, and her payments of $300.00 and $625.00 as loans.

'4 The Committee's 1984 Year-End Report also showed the $300.00 and

" $625.00 loans as debts owed, but not the $50.00 as a debt owed.

C 15. Roger D. Rosser

Roger D. Rosser, the complainant in merged MUR
C0i

1991, stated that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") had

obtained an unauthorized $250.00 from his credit card account.

-- According to Rosser, he was solicited by telephone on

COctober 25, 1984, for a contribution to IDL. He agreed to make

' a loan of $250.00 through his credit card account. Rosser

stated that his next monthly statement showed a charge of

$500.00 to IDL. The Committee reported the full $500.00 as a

loan, and executed a promissory note in that amount.

16. Ann Linda Polcari

Ann Linda Polcari, the complainant in merged MUR

1798, stated that she made a $25.00 donation and loaned a total

of $200.00 to The LaRouche Campaign and was not repaid. On

June 6, 1984 two charges appeared on her credit card account,
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one for $125.00 and one for $100.00. As of the date of the

complaint, the Committee's reports showed an aggregated total of

$135.00 in contributions and loans from Polcari.

17. Ronald T. Stewart

Ronald T. Stewart, the complainant in merged MUR

2013, stated that IDL and TLC had each made unauthorized

charges, in the amount of $1,000.00, on his credit card account

in July and September, 1984.

18. Catherine L. Mc~ullen

Catherine L. Rc~ullen, the complainant in merged

MUR 2090, stated that she made approximately ten loans to CDI

and/or other organizations associated with Lyndon LaRouche from

about November 29, 1984 to April 5, 1985. Ms. McMullen made the

following loans:

Payee Amount Date
IDL $ 1757'9/84
Campaigner 25 10/29/84
Schiller Inst. 100 11/08/84
Schiller Inst. 130 12/22/84
CDI 1,000 12/27/84
CDI 1,000 01/16/85
CDI 1,000 01/26/85
CDI 1,000 03/21/85
IDL 3,000 04/05/85

TOTAL $ 7,480

19. Congresswoman Barbara A. Mikulski

On July 9, 1983, the Commission received a

complaint from Congresswoman Mikulski (merged MUR 1556). The

complaint stated that Debra Freeman and her principal campaign

committee, Citizens for Freeman ("Citizens"), had obtained funds

from certain individuals for use in Ms. Freeman's 1982 campaign

04

C

ee
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for the U.S. House of Representatives through misrepresentations

of the intended use of the monies solicited. The complainant

stated that these contributors had either never heard of

Freeman, thought they were being asked to purchase subscriptions

to Fusion magazine, or to the Executive Intelligence Review, or

thought that they were buying charter memberships in the Fusion

Energy Foundation. Complainant also stated that, "various

individuals working for Ms. Freeman, whom I have noted working

alternately in the capacity of campaign staff (handing out

Freeman for Congress literature) and in the capacity of

- Anti-Drug Coalition staff (handing out anti-drug literature)."

"< The complainant also stated that Fusion Energy Foundation,

C" Fusion magazine, and the Executive Intelligence Review violated

registration requirements, in light of their raising of more

than $1,000.00 for Ms. Freeman's campaign. In addition, the

q: complainant questioned the adherence of Citizens to the

~requirement for the maintenance of separate accounts in light of

C the close involvement in the Freeman campaign of persons

tf) associated with the National Anti-Drug Coalition of which

Ms. Freeman is director of the Baltimore chapter.

20. JOhn Converse

The complainant, John Converse (merged MUR 1882),

stated that two $1,000.00 charges which had appeared on his

parents' credit card statement had not been authorized. These

charges were payments to IDL dated August 17, 1984, and

September 13, 1984. John Converse's father Richard said he had

given his credit card number to Executive Intelligence Review (a
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Lyndon LaRouche related publication) for a subscription.

Reports filed with the Commission by IDL itemized the receipt of

the funds received from the two alleged unauthorized charges as

loans from Mr. £ Mrs. Rit Converse of the same address as that

of the complainant's father's business.

21. Paul Ruzanski

Paul Ruzanski, in merged MUR 1793, stated in his

complaint that he had made a $250 loan to TLC by credit card.

However, in addition, TLC charged his card in the unauthorized

amount of $650. In a supplement to the complaint, Ruzanaki

alleged four other unauthorized charges to his credit card

totaling $125.

22. Robert P. Seeber

¢ Robert P. Seeber, in merged MUR 2065, stated in

O his complaint that two unauthorized $500.00 charges,

representing payments to TLC, had appeared on his and his wife's

r credit card account.

23. Richard C. Wiles

tf)
Richard C. Wiles, the complainant in merged MUR

2084, stated he had made loans during 1984 to "the Lyndon

LaRouche Election Campaign." The exact amounts of all the loans

were not given in the complaint; however, Wiles stated that he

was offered 15% interest and the interest "would amount to

$2,100.00 a year." Using these figures, it appears that the

loans totaled $14,000.00.

24. Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley

Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley, the complainant in merged
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MUOR 1862, complained about non-repayment of loans intended to

support the campaign of Lyndon Laaouche. In the complaint

Mrs. Bradley stated that she made a $950.00 loan to The LaRouche

Campaign on May 29, 1984, and that later, on June 16 and

June 23, 1984, she made additional loans of $10,000.00 and

$20,000.00 to Publication and General Management, Inc. with the

intention of supporting LaRouche's campaign.

25. K. William Gradt

In merged MUR 1905, E. William Gradt, the

complainant, stated TLC failed to repay four loans he had made

to them. The aggregate amount of the loans was $1,900.00.

Complainant stated that TLC falsely listed $1,000.00 of the

total aggregate amount as loaned to the committee by Mrs. Gradt.

TLC also reported this $1,000.00 as a loan from Mrs. Edythe Gradt.

26. Galoust N. Elgal

In merged MUR 1827, Galoust N. Elgal, the

complainant stated that he had made two loans to The LaRouche

Campaign for $100.00 each and had never been repaid by the

Committee. Attached to the complaint were copies of two checks

dated April 1, 1984 and May 24, 1984, each in the amount of

$100.00 and each bearing the designation "loan." The reports

filed by TLC indicate that the amounts were reported as

contributions, and submitted to the Commission for the purposes

of receiving matching funds.

27. Carl and Margaret Swanson

In merged MUR 1877, the complaint included (1) a

sworn and notarized affidavit signed by Richard C. Swanson, Mel

@,@O@
.
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Griffin, F.L. Swanson, and Earle 0. Harrison, Jr., concerning

numerous telephone calls made by representatives of "the Lyndon

LaRouche campaign committee" to Carl Swanson; (2) signed and

notarized statements by Margaret Swanson and Carl S. Swanson

regarding telephone solicitations received by Carl Swanson from

Rochelle Asher assertedly representing Mr. LaRouche, and; (3) a

signed statement from Ronald C. Swanson concerning these

telephone calls.

Attached to the complaint were copies of unsigned

acknowledgments of indebtedness of the LaRouche Campaign ("TLC")

. to Carl Swanson in amounts totaling $950.00, an acknowledgment

of TLC's indebtedness to Margaret Swanson in the amount of

C $500.00, and acknowledgments from Independent Democrats for

LaRouche ("IDL") of indebtedness to Carl Swanson in amounts
C4

totaling $290.00. TLC filed its reports indicating the

, foregoing as loans to the committee.

~In her statement contained in the complaint, Mrs. Swanson

Vstated, "(T)he big thing that made me angry was when I received

! an acknowledgment from the LaRouche Campaign thanking me for a

$500.00 loan on September 24, 1984. I wasn't even in town at

the time. I certainly never okayed a loan from me and the only

times I ever talked to them at all was to tell them not to call

our house anymore."

C. CONCLUSIONS

1. Failure to register and report as a political
committee

The evidence outlined in Section B shows that CDI
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and LALC regularly solicited and received funds from

individuals, more than $1,000.00 during a calendar year, to aid

LaRouche's presidential campaigns and periodically transferred

funds to the campaign. By acting as a conduits for soliciting

campaign contributions, they became political committees which

failed to register and report with the Commission. In addition,

CDI and LALC were involved in solicitation activities for

political committees and expended more than $1,000.00 during a

calendar year for purpose of influencing federal election, thus

bringing them within the statutory definition of a political

~committee.

Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that CDI and LALC each

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433 and 434 by not registering and

O reporting as political committees.

2. Improper Reporting

There is substantial evidence, outlined in Section

B, of reporting violations by the respondents in this matter.

This evidence includes sworn testimony by various complainants,

who were reported as contributors, that had no intention of

contributing to LaRouche's presidential campaigns nor Freeman's

congressional campaign. There is also sworn testimony of

numerous instances where respondents failed to report in-kind

contributions; failed to identify contributors; failed to

properly report contributions; failed to report all loans

received; misreported unauthorized receipts as loans; and

misreported excessive loans by one spouse as a contribution by
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the other spouse without authorization therefrom, among other

reporting violations of the Act.

Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that TLC and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer; IDL and Gerald Rose, as treasurer; and

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight, as treasurer, each

violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b).

3. Raking and accepting corporate contributions

The evidence as outlined in Section B shows that

Fusion and Campaigner (as well as other organizations set up by

O the LaRouche organization) paid employees who solicited money

" for TLC and IDL. The evidence shows that when contributors made

out the checks to the corporations, they were told the money was

to be used by Laflouche's campaign committee or to further his

candidacy. Thus, these organizations were accepting political

contributions and depositing and holding the funds in an

T account used for corporate activity in addition to federal

C election campaign activity. The testimony further demonstrates

~that at times when the campaign needed money it would bill one

of the corporations for alleged services rendered and have that

amount paid to the campaign account by the corporation billed

for that service.

Therefore, the General Counsel recommends the Commission

find probable cause to believe that TL.C, IDL, Fusion, PGM and

Campaigner each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

4. Accepting excessive contributions

The evidence outlined in Section B shows that
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numerous persons contributed and loaned well in excess of

$1,000.00 each to the various LaRouche campaign committees

through such LaRouche controlled corporations and organizations

as Fusion, LALC, Campaigner, and Caucus Distributors, Inc. The

evidence further shows that IDL and TLC knew it was repeatedly

accepting more than the $1,000.00 contribution limit from

individual contributors and charging contributions to spouses

without their authorization or knowledge.

For instance, in merged MUR 2125, the facts demonstrated

that IDL and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, (the principal campaign

~committee of Lyndon LaRouche during the 1984 presidential

...... general election) accepted excessive contributions of $78,880.00

from 152 individuals and misreported an undetermined amount of

funds as contributions. Furthermore, in merged MUR 2092, an

audit revealed that TLC accepted 63 contributions for which the

aggregate year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000.00.

~Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

.... Commission find probable cause to believe that TLC and Edward

L Spannaus, as treasurer; and IDL and Gerald Rose, as treasurer,

each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

5. Making false statements

This matter is saturated with incidents where the

respondents knowingly and willfully presented fabricated and

false information to the Commission. This false information

included such facts as reporting people who did not intend to

contribute as a contributor to the campaign. As an example, in

merged MUR 1793 TLC submitted monies obtained without consent of
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the lender as a debt owed and a qualified expense for purposes

of its statement of net outstanding campaign obligations. (See

also, merged MURs 1877, 2013, and 2065). Furthermore, in merged

MUR 1827 TLC submitted two loans of $100.00 each from Galoust M.

Elgal, as contributions for the purpose of receiving matching

funds from the Commission.

Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C.

S 9042(c).

--- 6. Prohibited Use of contributor information for

solicitation

- The evidence demonstrates that telephone

~fundraisers for both IDL and TLC as well as all the other

4 LaRouche organizations used individual contributor information

'0from the contributor lists of other political committees, which

i were filed with the Commission, to solicit contributions for

LaRouche campaign committees. (See testimony of Christian A.

Curtis at Section B 4, above). Based on this information, the

- General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe the The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus,

as treasurer; Independent Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald

Rose, as treasurer; Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner

Publications, Inc.; Caucus Distributors, Inc.; Los Angeles Labor

Committee; and Publication and General Management each violated

2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(4).
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7. Falue oreport earmarked contributions

As noted, firs. Pieper (merged MUR 1976) intended

most if not all, of her $33,800 in loans to be contributions to

TLC. The monies intended to be contributions to TLC entered an

LALC account, thereby giving that organization direction and

control over the choice of the ultimate recipient. LALC

forwarded at least $1,000 of the above funds to TLC. These

earmarked funds were not reported by LALC in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8). The LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R. $ l10.6(d)(2) by

failing to report as contributions from the Los Angeles Labor

Committee (WLALC") those contributions from Mrs. Pieper made
C

through LALC.

C 8. Failure to deposit all receipts in campaign
account

'0
There are numerous instance where solicitors

received funds for the LaRouche presidential campaigns or to

support Laflouche's presidential candidacies, however such funds

,f) were not deposited into a designated campaign depository. These

- funds, instead, were oftentimes deposited in the accounts of

Fusion, CDI, PGM, LALC, Campaigner. As an example, in merged

MUR 1862, this violation was based on the facts that loans

intended by Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley to be used for the campaign of

Lyndon H. LaRouche in 1984 were solicited on behalf of

Publication and General Management, Inc., ("PGM") and deposited

into a PGM account. Failure to place all contributions received

into a designated campaign depository is a violation of 2 U.S.C.
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£ 432(h).

D. EPILOGUE - KNOWING AND WILLFUL

The legislative history of the 1976 amendments to the

Act indicated that Congress intended that there be a fundamental

distinction between "knowing" violations of the law and "knowing

and willful" violations. 122 Cong. Rec. H3778 (daily ed. May 3,

1976) (remarks of Congressman Hays). Mr. Hays' explanation of

the phrase is a reflection of the House Report (No. 94-917).

H.R. Rep. No. 94-917, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 3-4 (1976). Thus,

there are two distinct standards: a "knowing and willful" one,

where there is knowledge that the action involved is in

violation of the law; and a "knowing" standard, where no such

knowledge is necessary. See, Federal Election Commission v.

John A. Dramesi For Congress, 640 F.Supp. 985, 987.

The legislative history of the 1979 amendments to the Act

also addressed the "knowing and willful" standard. The

Committee on House Administration deleted the requirement in the

Act that the Commission make a finding of "clear and

convincing proof." The Committee intent was not to reduce the

standard for a knowing and willful violation. "Rather, it did

not think the "clear and convincing proof" element was

meaningful." Thus, the reference to "clear and convincing

proof" was deleted as unnecessary. H.R. Rep. No. 96-422,

96th Cong., 1st Sess., 22 (1979).

It is clear from the facts that Respondents used various

unregistered entities to solicit, receive, and hold funds to aid

LaRouche's presidential campaigns; that Respondents filed
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numerous reports which failed to report in-kind contributions,

failed to properly identify contributors, failed to report all

loans received, and misreported unauthorized receipts as loans;

that Respondents made and accepted funds from corporations to

finance federal election activity; that Respondents accepted

contributions and loans from individuals well in excess of

$1,000.00 each for the various LaRouche campaign committees

through LaRouche controlled corporations and organizations; that

Respondents knowingly and willfully presented monies obtained

without consent of the lenders as debts owed and qualified

expenses for purposes of its statements of net outstanding

campaign obligations; that Respondents' fundraisers used
(7,

individual contributor information from the contributor lists of

other political committees, which were filed with the

V Commission, to solicit contributions for LaRouche campaign

' " committees; that Respondents failed to report earmarked

- contributions; and that Respondents failed to deposit all

receipts into campaign accounts. The nature and extent of the

Respondents' actions and their disregard for the requirements of

the law demonstrate that Respondents were aware that their

actions were in violation of the law. Accordingly, with regard

to all Respondents herein, the General Counsel believes that the

violations were committed in a knowing and willful manner, as

defined above.

V. GENKRAL COUNSEL'S RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. ss 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4),
26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R. S l1O.6(d)(2).
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2. Find probable cause to believe that Independent Democrats
for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and
438(a) (4).

3. Find probable cause to believe that Citizens for Freeman
and Belinda Haight, as treasurer, knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 434(b).

4. Find probable cause to believe that Caucus Distributors,
Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434,
432(h) and 438(a)(4).

5. Find probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441b and 438(a)(4).

6. Find probable cause to believe that Campaigner
Publications, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441b and 438(a)(4).

7. Find probable cause to believe that the Los Angeles Labor
c Committee knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434,

432(h), 438(a)(4) and 441a(a)(8).

•8. Find probable cause to believe that Publication and General
RManagement, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
5S 441b and 438(a)(4).

. Date awrnc M



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGtON 0 C 20463

December 27, 1990

Bernard Fensterwald, ZI, Esquire
Suite 900, USA Today Bldg.
Arlington, VA 22209

RE: MUR 1852
Campaigner
Publications, Inc.

Dear Mr. Fensterwald:

Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in
D the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
. responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that

there was reason to believe Campaigner Publications, Inc.
C7 violated 2 U.S.c. S 441b(4), and instituted an investigation of

this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
~Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
~recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
'C that knowing and willful violations have 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 15 days of your receipt of
t this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission

a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
- issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.

(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the
Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15
days, you may submit a written request for an extensi'on of
time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in
writing five days prior to the due date, and qood cause Must be
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Bernard Fensterwald, III, Esquire
Page 2

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
OffZice of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376,8200.

Si ely

Lawrence Ml. Noble
SGeneral Counsel

Enclosure
N.Brief

- cc: Campaigner Publications



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

December 27, 1990

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson & Associates
One Longfellow Place
Suite 216
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, and
Independent Democrats
for LaRouche and Gerald

: Rose, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Anderson:

L- Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in

: the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that

C there vas reason to believe your clients, The LaRouche Campaign

and Edward Spanflaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h),
' 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c), and 11 C.F.R.

: - | 10.6(d)(2), and the Independent Democrats for LaRouche and

Gerald Rose, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. ss 434(b), 441b,

" and 441a(f), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

: After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

' recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe

- that knowing and willful violations have 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 15 days of your receipt of
this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission
a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.
(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the

Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has

occu rred.
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If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15

days, you may submit a written request for an extension of

time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted 
in

writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be

demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel

ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 
days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period 
of not less

than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter

through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact 
Phillip

Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

wrence N. ol
. General Counsel

Enclosure
(4Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, 0C 20463

December 27, 1990

Antony Papert, President
Publication & General Management, Inc.
P.O. Box 836
Leeuburg, VA 22075

RE: MUR 1852
Publication and General
Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Papert:

Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in
~the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that
-- r' there vas reason to believe Publication and Management, Inc.

violated 2 U.S.c. 5 441b, and instituted an investigation of
C this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
C Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
"© that knowing and willful violations have occurred.

r') 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
c factual issues of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of

this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission
L a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
_ issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.

(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the
Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15
days, you may submit a written request for an extension of
time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in
writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that theOffice of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

ly,

'rawrence M. NobleGeneral Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wASHINGtON. D C 20463

December 27, 1990

Tium Pike
Los Angeles Labor Committee
3200 Los Feliz
Los Angeles, CA 90039

RE: MUR 1852
Los Angeles

Labor Committee

Dear Mr. Pike:

Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in

the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
• responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that

there was reason to believe the Los Angeles Labor Committee
C)violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434, 432(h), and 441a(a)(8), and

instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
C Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

~recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that knowing and willful violations have 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 15 days of your receipt of

f) this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission

a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the

- issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.

(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the

Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General

Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be

considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has

occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15

days, you may submit a written request for an extension of

time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in

writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be

demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel

ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.
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Tim Pike
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that theOffice of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Lawrence ?1. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

C~4



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

December 27, 1990

James F. Schoener, Esquire
1712 Glenhouse Drive
Suite 315
Sarasota, Florida 34231

RE: MUR 1852
Citizens for Freeman
and Belinda Haight, as

~treasurer

- Dear Mr. Schoerner:

rBased on a complaint filed with the Federal Election
Commission, the Commission found that there vas reason to

~believe your clients, Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight,
~as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 434(b), and

instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
:"'JCommission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
• that knowing and willful violations have 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 15 days of your receipt of
this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission
a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.
(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the
Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.
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James F. Schoener, Esquire
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If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15

days, you may submit a written request for an extension of

time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in

writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be

demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel

ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less

than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter

through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip

Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Lawrence M. Noble

S General Counsel

. Enclosure
' Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON. 0OC Z0463

December 27, 1990

Oscar N. Gaskins, Esquire
Suits 1310, Robinson Building
42 South 15th Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102

RE: MUR 1852
Caucus Distributors,
Inc.

~Dear Mr. Gaskins:

:' Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in
the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

Cresponsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that
there wes reason to believe your client, Caucus Distributors,
Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434, and 432(h), and instituted

~an investigation of this matter.

NO After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

; recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
: . that knowing and willful violations have occurred.

, The Commission may or may not approve the General
Counsel's recommendation. Submitted for your review is a brief

f) stating the position of the General Counsel on the legal and
_ factual issues of the case. within 15 days of your receipt of

this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission
a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.
(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the
Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15
days, you may submit a written request for an extension of
time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in
writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.



Oscar N. Gaskins, Esquire
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376 8200.

Sincq ly,/ /

awrence N. Noble

( General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

December 27, 1990

Paul B. Gallagher, Executive Director
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
P.O. Box 17149
Washington, D.C. 20041-0149

RE: MUR 1852
Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc.

Dear Mr. Gallagher:

Based on complaints filed and information ascertained in
C the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission found that
~there was reason to believe the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
C violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b, and instituted an investigation of

this matter.
'0

After considering all the evidence available to the
: Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
-7 that knowing and willful violations have occurred.

c 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 15 days of your receipt of

this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission
a brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel.
(Three copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the
Office of the General Counsel, if possible.) The General
Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit will be
considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote of
whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.



Paul B. Gallagher, Executive Director
Page 2

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15
days, you may submit a written request for an extension of

time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in
writing five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be

demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

afence M. Noble
-- General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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VCLE PHONE[ (004) 040 7065

VACOIMILE[ (004) 700 1012

January 2, 1991 -:,.

C - "

Phillip Wise, Esquire -
off ice of the General Counsel - z
Federal Election Commission ,
Washington, D.C. 20463 .* ~

Re: MUR 1852 -
Citizens for Freeman
Belinda Haight, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Wise:

-.- Your letter to me with your brief in MVR 1352 was received on
December 31, 1990. I have attempted to contact the respondents by
telephone to no avail. The last contact I had with either of them
was in excess of three years ago. My announcement when I left

C'4 practice to go to Legal Services Corporation in 1988 was returned
undel ivered.

: : I do not know any current address of either of the
respondents, nor do I know whether they intend to use my services

" " as counsel any longer. I also believe there is a balance unpaid
for previous services due to my former law firm.

Under these circumstances, I ask that this matter be postponed
until contact is made to respondents. I might suggest also, that

~this MUR be severed from the other matters since they ori' inzllj
apoea~-ed to 'e .... on.ecteJ and your most recent brief fails to show
any connection between the Citizens for Freeman complaint and the
other merged MURs.

Perhaps your investigators can locate these people since I
assume they have filed further reports to your commission and that
you serve them directly with your brief. If they then make
arrangements to retain my services I will so notify you. In the
meantime, I will continue to try to locate these people. I am,



0 -
LAW OF~liCES

THOMPSON & MCMULLAN

Phillip Wise, Esquire
January 2, 1991
Page two

unfortunately hampered by the fact that due to extensive surgery on
my wife, unable to come to the Washington area at this time to
attempt to locate these people myself.

If you wish to contact me, please phone me at (813) 966-6920.

Sincerely yours,

James F. Schoener

- JFS/jm

P.S. Mailed from Alexandria office after approval of
~James F. Schoener.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

January 14, 1991

James r. Schooner, Esq.
d/o Thompson & Ecftullan
510 King Street, Suite 301
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

RE: NUR 1652
Citizens for Freeman and
Belinda Haight, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Schooner:

This is in response to your letter dated January 2, 1991,
which we received on January 8, 1991, requesting a postponement
of time to respond to the General Counsel Brief in the above
referenced mtter. You indicate that such a postponement will

.... enable you to contact the respondents. After considering the
circumstances presented in your letter, I have granted an

...... extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on February 4, 1991.

~If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-6200.

Sincerely,

__ Lawrence K. Noble
~General Counsel

BY: Lene
Associate General Counsel



JAMES$ I SORINO'
"

W. THOMAS PARROTT. In'

JOHN W FOU5T
KARL W PILGER.'

PATIIfA A. KATE' *
H. SAUCE HIRSHORN
THOM AS J. SAwyEr'

*ALSO A~lNi17C(O IN ?MI 0IStAiC
v  

COtUIht
'ALSO AtDN.TTr IN MAilVLANUD

* ALSO AOM TTC .5, ILOIIIOA

CALSO AO5,IT~EO Nf Pf NN5'LVAN'A

* ALSO SOMIt'TED IN ISEA VORSl

LAW oratCes

IBORING PARNoTT & FOUST, P. C.
07 MAPLE AkVEN]UE WEZST (SUIlTE E)

VIENNA, VIRGINIA 28180

700 S981e

FAX 700 301-,464

January 7, 1991

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS AND
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Lawrence M. Noble, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re : I4UR 1852
Publication & General Management, Inc.

Dear Sir :

This firm represents Publication & General Manageuent,

On behalf of our client, we request a twenty day extension
of time to file a brief in response to your 48-page brief
recommending a finding of probable cause that a violation of the
F.E.C.A. has occurred with respect to Publication and General
Management, Inc. Our firm has never handled a matter before the
FEC and thus we require time to determine whether we will be able
to give our client adequate representation in this matter or
whether we will have to find other counsel to handle this matter.

In addition, the allegations presented span an extensive
number of years, and will require substantial investigation of
the facts by whoever takes this case. Probably more important,
our client's entire records for the timeframe in question in your
brief were seized by the government on October 6, 1986.
Therefore, we anticipate that adequate access to the records
required to respond will be problematic.

For all these reasons, we seek at least a twenty day
extension of time to respond to your brief. Please notify me of
your determination on this request.

-'

OF €OuNS - "r-i
LOUIS J. AlE BSiftN. JC)

-- -)

rm l
z
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Lawrence M. Noble, Esq.
January 7, 1991
Page 2

Thank you for your courtesy and consideration of this
request. Best personal regards.

Sincerely,

W. Thomas Parrott, lII

WTP/pm



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WVASHINGTON. DC 204b3
January 14, 1991

W. Thomas Parrott, III, Esq.
soring, Parrott & Foust, P.C.
307 Maple Avenue West (Suite K)

vienna, Virginia 22160

RE: MUR 1852
Publication and General
Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Parrott:

This is in response to your letter dated January 7, 1991,

which we received on January 8, 1991, requesting an extension

,D of 20 days to respond to the General Counsel's Brief in the

above referenced matter under review. After considering the

circumstances presented in your letter, I have granted the

requested extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the

C: close of business on February 4, 1991.

~If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

C the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-4200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble

General Counsel

SBY: Li .Lre
Associ te General Counsel
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January 8, 1991

Lawrence M• Noble
General Counsel up-
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N•W. ";'

Washington, D.C. 20463 7 .-,,

~~~Re : MUR 15
The LaRouche Campaign and -c:

,"- Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
and Independent Democrats for C,,

C' LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as -
.. t reasu rer

CNI Dear Mr. Noble:

'COn January 2, 1991, this office received your letter of
• December 27, 1990, and the enclosed brief, notifying the

~above-named parties that the Office of the General Counsel
. is prepared to recommend that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that knowing and willful violations of the
,- campaign laws have occurred. This letter is written to

request additional time to file a brief in response to the
'. General Counsel's brief.

- According to the time limitations set forth in the
letter, the above-named parties have until January 17, 1991,

to submit their response. On behalf of those parties I
hereby request an additional thirty (30) days to respond,
which, taking into account the weekend and ensuing federal
holiday, would make the response due on or before February
19, 1991.

This additional time is necessitated by several
factors. First of all, the General Counsel's extensive
brief covers a wide range of activities that occurred over a
snbstaritial period of time, and involves many unconnected
subject areas, alleges numerous violations of many different
sections of the campaign laws, and necessitates an extensive
review of files concerning events that occurred over six

years ago. This task is further complicated by the fact
that Tracy Roach, the attorney who handled virtually all of
these MUR's for this office, is no longer with this law



firm, thus requiring another attorney to familiarize himself
with the files in order to prepare a response. In addition,
the task of preparing a response is further hampered because
Edward Spannaus, TLC's treasurer and one of the respondents,
is presently incarecerated.

While it is the position of the General Counsel that
extensions in excess of 20 days are not ordinarily given,
the facts of the present case warrant a slightly longer
extension to enable respondents to prepare an adequate
response.

Your prompt attention to this matter is appeciated.
Please note the change of address on the letterhead.

.-. Odin P. Anderson
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DOC 20463

January 16, 19 91

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Nassl & Davis, P.C.
Four Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Boston, NlA 02114

NUN 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for
~LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as
:>t reasure r

C) Dear Mr. Anderson:

'1- Ti si rsos oyurlte ae Jnay8 91

C which ye received on January 14, 1991, requesting an extension
until February 19, 1991 to respond to the General Counsel's

'0Brief. After considering the circumstances presented in your

letter, K have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
~your response is due by the close of business on February 19,

1991.

r If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Vise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

L, Sincerely,

/

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel



WAS1UNOI4,rO DC, OFFICE
915 F STREET. N.W.

IlTllr 510
WA~ND4OTOW, D.C. ~0

000o WIlUOW DOULEVYARD
3UfTE 90

ARL.OOVlIlR3 IIA2O90

S 1.4W OFFICES
FENSTEWALD & AJLCORN

A Profiessonl Coqparamhg
TYSONS CORNER

1952 GALLOWS ROAD
SUITE 307

VIENNA. VIRGINIA 22132
FAX No. (703) 734-0607

(703)734-0500

NEW YORK ASSOCITES

SASS AND ULLMAN
747 THIRD AVENUE

NEW YOIC.NEW YOI( 1001 ?

January 14, 1991

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Campaigner Publications, Inc.
NUR 1852

Dear Mr. Noble:

We received your letter concerning the above matter on
January 11, 1991. Please be advised that we no longer
represent Campaigner Publications, Inc. I have forwarded
your letter to Nary Jane Freeman in Leesburg, Virginia and
you may wish to contact her directly.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to

call.

Sincerely,

Bernard Fensterwald, III

cc: Nary Jane Freeman
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January 23, 1991

Phillip L. Wise, Esq.office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Publication and General Management, Inc.
Dear Mr. Wise:

As we discussed by phone, Publication and General
Management, Inc. requests an extension to and including February
24, 1991 for its response in this matter. The matter is
complicated, and PGM has not obtained counsel yet, but is trying
to do so.

This will further request copies of the original Matter
Under Review letter, PGM's original response, and any prior
pleadings, memoranda, and non-privileged documents in the FEC
file. We do not need the last brief, which I understand is about
48 pages. If our request would require voluminous copying,
please give me a call so I can get my client's authorization for
any expenses.

Thank you. Best personal regards.

Sincerely,

W. Thomas Par.r ;t, III

WTP/pm
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wasHNGtOn, Dc 2046

January 28, 1991

W. Thomas Parrott, III, Esquire
Boring, Parrott & Foust, P.C.
307 Maple Avenue West (Suite E)
Vienna, Virginia 22180

RE: MUR 1852
Publication and General
Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Parrott:

This is in response to your letter dated January 23, 1991,
_- vhich we received on January 24, 1991, requesting an extension

until February 24, 1991 to respond to the General Counsel's
: Brief. Your letter also request that this Office furnish copies

of the original Matter Under Review letters, Publication and
-- General Management, Inc.'s original response, and any prior
~pleadings, memoranda, and non-privileged documents in the FEC

file.

After considering the circumstances presented in your
~letter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,

your response is due by the close of business on February 25,
- 1991. However, since you indicate Publication and General
.. Management, Inc. is seeking new counsel to act on its behalf in

the above referenced matter, this Office will respond to the
documents request upon receiving the designation of new counsel.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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February 5, 1991

By Hand

Phillip Wise
Sixth Floor
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Wise:

Please find endlosed my statement of designation of counsel for

representing Publication and General Management Inc. (PGM). Per your January

28, 1991, letter, I request the documents referenced by PGM in its January 23,

1991 letter.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Richard Mayberry

RM:ww

Enclosure

cc: Richard Welsh

Ct'1IISSON



STATEMENT 01 DES;mIG'ION OF COUNSE,

NAEOF COUNSEL:=

ADDRESS:4

TELEPHONE:

>& %Cc)

b-a)7 c77

-The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized-to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Date

RESPONDENT' S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

S ignatu e

VA- )-Y-~7r

s/A-

cqJ



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, 0 C 210*3

February 19, 1991

Richard Mayberry, Esq.
888 - 16th Street, N.W.
Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1852
Publication and General
Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayberry:

This is in response to your letter dated February 5, 1991,
which we received on February 5, 1991, requesting documents with
regard to your above referenced client. The requested documents

~are enclosed herein. As you have not requested any additional
time to respond, beyond the extension of time granted by this

- Office, your response to the General Counsel's Brief is due by
__ the close of business on February 25, 1991.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

SBY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
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Phillip wise, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, 1W
Washington, DC 20463 February 13, 1991

Dear Mr. wise:

Pursuant to our discussion today, our clients. The
LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus as treasurer and

t!) Independent Democrats tot Lalouche, and Gerald Rose as

_. treasurer hereby request an extension of time, from February
19. 1991 to March 1. 1q91, to file their brief in reply to the

- General Counsel's recommndtion' of probable cause in the
matters now designated as lIUR 1652. We require this extension,

S a.mong other reasons, because we are lacking certain documents
pertaining to the various RU~s and issues raised.

~The documents required for €owpleting our clients' reply

, to the General Counsels8 Brief are as follows:

: o Interim and Final Audit Reports on TLC;

o TLC Replies to Interim and Final Audit Reports;

o From MUJR 1882: referral documents from office of San
Francisco District Attorney, including complaint from

John Converse and all attached documenation.

In addition, we need copies of TLC's Reports of Receipts
and Expenditures for selected months. If you can provide these

as well as the other documents, that will save some time;

otherwise we will have to cake arrangements for obtaining them

from the Public Records Office in Washington. The reports

needed are those covering the periods: 6/1- 6/30/84;

9/1-9/30/84; 10/1-10/31/64.

Thank you fOr your assistance.

S~er1/f

Robert L. Rossi, sq.

Dine-
mm &o L Nmm LT
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~~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 0 C 2043

February 26, 1991

James F. Schoener, Esq.
1712 Olenhouse Drive, 315
Sarasota, Florida 34231

RE: MUR 1852
Citizens for Freeman and
Belinda Haight, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Schoener:

This is in response to your letter dated February 11, 1991,
which we received on February 14, 1991, requesting a response to

~your request that the Office of the General Counsel assist you
in locating your above referenced clients. At present we are

' ... pursuing various avenues to discover the address of your client.
_-- Once our attempts have been exhausted we will advise you as to

how the Commission will proceed with regard to your clients.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

C\J the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence K. Noble

General Counsel

_. BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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(202) 785-4677

February 25, 1991 - :
.r",

By Hand z

Phillip L. Wise, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.

' Washington, DC 20463

-- " Re: MUR 1852 - Publication and General Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Wise:

, . Our response to the General Counsel's Brief is submitted under separate

' " cover (and by Federal Express). Should you have any questions or comments on

" it, please contact me.

"> Sincerely,

Richard Mayberry

RM:ww

cc: Richard Welsh
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The interminable delay in the FEC's pursuit of this matter

poses the question: Why? Six years after the Commission named

Publication and General Management, Inc. ("PGM") in a MUR arising

in the 1984 election cycle, the FEC s General Counsel now repeats

the very same issues raised by the complainant. Had the Office

of General Counsel taken into account PGM's refutation of the

original Bradley complaint, and proceeded to conduct a proper

investigation at that time, neither PGM nor the Commission would

be here today: General Counsel would have concluded then, that

PGM was clearly innocent.

The only exception, is the entirely new allegation that

-- PGM made improper use of public record name lists. PGM denies

the allegegation. Moreover, there is no legal basis for

&4 proceeding on this matter at all, insofar as the Commission

violated statutory enforcement procedures.

With regard to both alleged violations, there would be no

need for expenditure of resources and argument at this time had

I the FEC proceeded in accordance with Judge Richey's holding:

the Commission must take into consideration all
available information concerning the alleged wrongdoing
[and it] may not rely solely on the facts presented by
the sworn complaint ... evaluation of the credibility of
the allegation, the nature of the threat posed by the
offense, the resources available to the agency and
numerous other factors.

See In re Federal Election Campaign Act Litigation, 474 F.
Supp. 1044, at 1045-46 (D.C. 1979).

It is well established law that government actions touching

- 2 -



upon First Amendment associational rights will be held to a

test of "exacting scrutiny." General Counsel has proceeded in

a reckless manner which cannot withstand such test.

As this reply brief will demonstrate, there is no

legitimate reason for PCs involvement in this case. PGM made

no contributions to any political committees, either in money

or in services provided by its employees on company time. PGM

engaged in no solicitation from public record name lists

obtained from the Federal Election Commission or otherwise

prohibited by law.

Thus, the only reasonable conclusion is that this wasteful

- and unwarranted investigation has consumed public resources for

- purposes other than the prevention or correction of election

-- law violations. Its sole effect is rather to intimidate by

attempting to impose FEC jurisdiction where there is none, and

to inhibit PGM's right to provide services for whomever it

chooses.

-Underlying this initiative is the Comsins long-

r announced political animus toward Lyndon H. LaRouche and the

[3 individuals and entities associated with him or the political

movement associated with him and his policies. General

Counsel's Brief is such a compilation of misstatements,

innuendo, and irrelevancy, that it calls into question whether

there are any underlying legitimate facts.

Association, in whatever form, with a prominent political

figure such as Mr. LaRouche is not a crime; yet this is all

-3 -



that remains of General Counsel's brief once the verbal

smokescreen is dissipated by reasonable examination. To impose

FEC jurisdiction over association of this sort represents a

dangerously unconstitutional overreaching of authority with

which no Commissioner ought willingly to be associated.

By rejecting General Counsel's recommendation for a finding

of probable cause in this case, the Commission will serve the

public's interest by reaffirming the impartiality of a

government agency charged with oversight of some of the most

cherished constitutional rights of American citizens.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find

- probable cause to believe PGM has violated 2 U.S.C. sec. 441b

(making a corporate contribution to a political committee) and

Cq 2 U.S.C. sec. 438(a)(4) (prohibited use of contributor

' information for solicitation). General Counsel's Brief

("Brief') at 48.

The evidence and argument alleged to support these

recommendations are scattered throughout General Counsel's

brief at the following locations:

2 U.S.C. sec. 441b

o "Statement of the Case" at 4-5 (MUR 1862);
o "Analysis" at 13;
o "Facts" at 38-39 (Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley),

and at 20 (testimony of Richard Yepez);
o "Conclusions" at 42 (Making & accepting corporate

contributions).
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2 U.S.C. sec. 438(a)(4)

o "Statement of the Case": no mention of PGM;
o "Analysis" at 15-17;
o "Facts" at 24-25 (testimony of Christian A. Curtis);
o "Conclusions" at 44-45 (Prohibited Use of contributor

information for solicitation). I/

Additionally, General Counsel recommends the Commission

find probable cause that both alleged violations were committed

knowingly and willfully (Brief at 46-47).

PGM categorically denies it committed the alleged

violations, and recommends that the Commission reject each of

General Counsel's recommendations and arguments for the

following reasons.

2 U.S.C. sec. 441b

With respect to the complaint by Mrs. Ordel Bradley and

:C the ensuing MUR 1862, General Counsel's argument is that loans

CN made by Mrs. Bradley to PGM were "intended" by her "to be used

for the campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche ... " (Brief at 5).

"' The relevant portion of the "Analysis" section simply

paraphrases the content of the statute, which "prohibits..

corporation[s] from making contributions or expenditures with

)/ These are the only items of evidence to support his
recommendations. No others are specified with respect to
PGM. Therefore, despite an undercurrent theme that each
Respondent can be held liable for the acts of each and
every other Respondent, PGM flatly rejects such
undocumented supposed conspiracies, and responds only to
those allegations which specifically pertain to PGM.
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regard to federal elections" (Brief at 13). There is no

further explanation in this section of how the loans in

question constitute such "contributions or expenditures."

Nowhere in the complaint does Mrs. Bradley state an

intention to support the campaign in any way which can be

legitimately paraphrased as General Counsel attempts at page 39:

(O~n June 16 and June 23, 1984, she made additional
loans of $10,000.00 and $20,000.00 to Publication and
General Management, Inc. with the intention of
supporting LaRouche's campaign (Brief at 39).

Insofar as the evidence to be considered here is the complaint

itself, the Commission should take General Counsel's misleading

gloss not as "fact," but rather as simple argument. Mrs.

~Bradley simply does not state that the purpose of her loans to

PGM involved any "intention of supporting the campaign." The

larger portion of the complaint describes her attempts to

obtain repayment of loans, over which the FEC has no

. jurisdiction and which is irrelevant to the matter at issue.

C 1. Affiliation of Sol.icitors.

'/) In the portion of the "Conclusionsu section dealing with

corporate contributions generally, the argument is made that:

... Fusion and Campaigner (as well as other
organizations set up by the LaRouche organization) paid
employees who solicited money for TLC and IDL (Brief at
42)

However it is nowhere stated clearly whether this

argument is intended to specifically involve PGM. As noted

- 6-



above, the only evidence or argument specifically identifying

PGM concerns the alleged intention behind complainant Bradley's

PGt4 loans (Brief at 5 and 38-39).

It is never proven, argued by inference, or even

suggested, that the solicitors named in the complaint were ever

paid employees of PGM; indeed they were not. Therefore,

whatever other affiliation these persons might have is

irrelevant (e.g., the allegation that they "represented

themselves as" or "are a part of" anything). This point should

need no argument, but for the unfortunate fact that General

Counsel represents his "conclusion" regarding PGM as following

from the previous "Facts" and "Statement of the Case" without

referencing that conclusion to any specific facts whatsoever,

-_ or to any other documented statements or argument. This

section does, however, conclude with the recommendation that

C the Commission find probable cause that Respondent PGM (among

"© others) violated 441b, and hence requires some form of reply by

PGN.

t 2. Loans Made to PGM

As can be seen from Mrs. Bradley's complaint, she

nowhere states that she intended her PGM loans to be used in

furtherance of Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign. The only

references to the campaign are as follows:

(a) Certain solicitors represented themselves "to be Mr.
LaRouche's campaign organization," and

- 7-



(b) She had no response from "the individuals who are a part

of Mr. LaRouches campaign or other organization,"

both of which pertain solely to the matter of affiliation just

discussed.

(c) She had learned of Mr. LaRouche's views through an
unspecified means of their having been "communicated as
a part of his political campaign."

It may well be that such "communication" was one or more of Mr.

LaRouche's campaign television broadcasts, or campaign

literature. Then again, it may have been such non-electoral

"communications" as periodicals put out by one or more of the

companies General Counsel characterizes as the "LaRouche

organization," but which does not for reasons of that

'0 characterization make them part of the presidential campaign or

any other political committee subject to FEC jurisdiction.

(d) She "agreed to make loans to him";

(e) She never had "the understanding that I was making the
C\J [PGM] loan to anyone other than Mr. LaRouche."

General Counsel does not attempt to argue that Mrs. Bradley

intended her loans as for Mr. LaRouche personally, though that

is the literal content of her statement. With regard to her

intention, which is the sole issue here, she clearly makes no

statement whatsoever concerning the presidential campaign.

Rather, her reference is to "Mr. LaRouche" and "him," which

terms are therefore clearly used in the sense of a conceptual

umbrella, to represent the entire movement and constellation of

"views" which Mr. LaRouche represented in her mind. As noted

above, those views are expressed by many means other than the

- 8-
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presidential campaign, which long predate Mr. LaRouche's

candidacy for office and continue after his campaign has

concluded.

It is possible that General Counsel means this: That

financial support for the views of a public figure (e.g., by

support of other, non-electoral, activites with which he is

perceived to be associated) RZ. facto.. equals a contribution to

an electoral campaign in which that figure is also engaged.

Should this be his argument, he arbitrarily and capriciously

imputes to the Commission powers and jurisdiction which do not

exist. If the First Amendment to the United States

Constitution is to have any meaning at all in this country,

such power and jurisdiction shall never be granted to the

Conmuission.

3. PaYments to the Campaign by Corporations

The final component of General Counsel's "Conclusion"

regarding corporate contributions is the paraphrase of Richard

Yepez' ez pirte~ deposition testimony,

that at times when the campaign needed money it would
bill one of the corporations for alleged services
rendered and have that amount paid to the campaign by
the corporation billed for the service (Brief at 42;
relevant quote of Yepez at 20-21).

Even if this allegation were true of any corporation, the only

ones specifically named in the account given are "CDI, Fusion,

or Campaigner" (Brief at 20). There is no allegation

whatsoever with respect to PGM. If there were, it would be

false, since PGM in fact never engaged in the act alleged.

- 9-
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Such an omission is all the more striking, for a witness who

claims to have been an employee of PGM -- one with a variety of

financial responsibilities at that, whom General Counsel puts

forward as knowledgeable of the relevant areas. 2/ For this

reason alone, this argument must be summarily rejected.

PGM requests that the Commission also examine its own

records of Mr. LaRouche's campaign, to determine whether indeed

these reflect any services billed by the campaign to PGM, or

any payments received by the campaign from PGM. Since no such

activies ever occurred, such records cannot exist; and if any

such do exist, General Counsel has chosen not to make them

~known. Presumably such data would at least have emerged in the

course of the statutorily mandated audit. Moreover -- if Mr.

Yepez is to be believed -- the campaign would surely have taken

great care to report such transactions in its regular financial

disclosures, if his claim means anything, that the very purpose

for the alleged billing was "that all monies transferred into

- that account had to be accounted for strictly to the FEC."

2/ General Counsel does not quote Yepez directly in
identifying the named corporations, but only paraphrases
the testimony. Indeed, since most of Yepez' deposition is
omitted, there is no reason to believe that Yepez was
qualified to know anything about the matters attested to.
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Of course it may be that General Counsel did not even

intend to apply the Yepez testimony to PGM, but since it is

included among the cited support for the "Conclusion" which

does name PGM, PGM has no choice but to respond regardless.

General Counsel has not provided any other evidence that

implicates PGM in such a practice.

It should also be noted in this regard that PGM has

never been informed of this allegation prior to General

Counsel's instant brief in support of a Probable Cause

Finding. There has been no HUE opened, Respondent PGM has been

afforded no opportunity to reply to the allegation, there has

C been no preliminary Reason to Believe finding brought to PGIs

attention, and no attempt to conciliate prior to this date.

Had any such procedures been followed, the Respondent, the

Conmuission, and even General Counsel, might well have been
(N

, spared the necessity of devoting time and resources to the

issue now.

r 4. Knowing and Willful

.... Even assuming, , that any of the allegations

made by General Counsel or any of the purported facts

marshalled in their support are true, there has still been no

evidence presented that any such acts were knowing and

willful. No employee or agent of PGM has been named who is

alleged to have been responsible for, party to, or even

knowledgeable of such acts. No evidence has been presented
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that PGM possesses any kind of structure or chart of

organization by which any of its acts, effected by any of its

employees or agents, would automatically be known by any other

principals, officers, employees, or agents, or by the

corporation as a legal person -- still less, acts effected by

persons not connected to PGM. Nor could any such evidence have

been presented, because the allegations and underlying

assumptions are not true.

This includes both the evidence presented concerning the

solicitation of Mrs. Bradley's loans (where no employee of PGM

is even named), and the procedures alleged in Mr. Yepez'

C) testimony (where, inter~ .ai~ PGM is also not named).

C Accordingly, there is no reason to find that any of the

alleged violations, even had they occurred, were knowing and

willful.
C\J

5. Conlsin

,. For all of the above reasons, PGM requests the

- Conwiission find no probable cause that PGM violated 2 U.s.c.

sec. 441b in any way whatsoever.

2 U.S.C. sec. 438(a)(4)

A. NO STATUTORY AUTHORITY EXISTS FOR A FINDING OF PROBABLE CAUSE

1. The Violation was first alleged in the instant brief.

PGM was first notified of its alleged violation of 2

U.S.C. sec. 438Ca)(4) upon receipt of General Counsel's Brief.
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The Commission therefore violated statutory requirements in

pursuing this action, by failing to previously notify

Respondent of a Reason to Believe finding and affording

Respondent the opportunity of reply to such finding. For this

reason the alleged violation cannot proceed at this time to a

consideration of whether or not probable cause exists.

2. Leaal Analysis

The relevant Commission authority is established by 2

U.S.C. sec. 437g(a)(2) and (3). These provisions are

elaborated in more detail in 11 C.F.R. as follows:

11 C.F.R. 111.3 specifies which sections control

C compliance procedures for the two cases of an external

-- complaint and "information ascertained by the Commission in the

~normal course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities. Regarding PGM's alleged violation of 2

U.S.C. sec. 438(a)(4), no complaint has ever been brought to

PGI's attention (as would be required under 111.5(a)], nor is

any such identified in General Counsel's "Statement of the

'4) Case" (Brief at 1-11, where all MURs are summarized).

The allegation appears now, for the first time, in

General Counsel's "Conclusions" (Id. at 44), as purportedly

supported by the testimony of Christian A. Curtis (jd. at

24-25). Since, therefore, there was no relevant complaint, the

alleged violation can only have been determined "in the normal

course." In this case "normal course" may or may not mean the
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investigation of MUR 1852 subsequent to the original reasons to

believe notifications; however, none of the original MURs, nor

merged MUR 1852, ever included any reference to this violation

or anything resembling it.

11 CFR 111.9(a), which applies to both externally and

internally generated matters, establishes the following

requirements (emphasis added):

If the Commission ... determines by an affirmative vote
of four (4) of its members that it has reason to believe
that a respondent has violated a statute or regulation
over which the Commission has jurisdiction, its Chairman
or Vice Chairman shall notify such respondent of the
Commission's finding by letter, settina forth the
sections of the statute or regulations alleaed to have
been violated and the alleaed factual basis supporting
the finding.

C For internally generated investigations, 111.8(b)

__ requires that:

- If the Commission finds reason to believe that a
violation has occurred or is about to occur the

Cq notification to respondent required by 11 CFR 111.9(a)
shall include a copy of a staff report settina forth the

O legal basis and the alleaed facts which suDport the
D Commission's action (emphasis added).

T With regard to PGM's alleged violation of 2 U.S.C. sec.

438(a)(4), these procedures were clearly violated.

bO In setting forth the requirements for a probable cause

determination, 111.16 presupposes an investigation conducted

pursuant to a Reason to Believe finding (set forth in 111.10

through 111.15). In the absence of those required preliminary

proceedings, there can be no recommendation for a finding of

probable cause.
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3. gnlus0o

General Counsel is barred by both statute and Commission

regulations from recommending a finding of probable cause,

until all legally required procedures are effected. The

Commission is similarly barred from considering any such

recommendation.

B. THE ALLEGED VIOLATION AS SUCH

Introduction

Even had General Counsel made his recommendation under

statutory authority, there remains no basis whatsoever for the

allegations. Were the Coimmission to determine that it does

-_ have authority to consider whether or not there is probable

>2 cause, then for the following reasons such consideration must

~find that no probable cause exists, to believe that PGM is in

violation of the statute.

In making the following argument, Respondent does not

waive any claim based on the preceding demonstration that the

instant proceeding is barred by law.

General Counsel cites no facts whatsoever which charge

Publication and General Management in the alleged use of public

record name lists for solicitation purposes. The sole basis

for the allegation is the purported testimony of Christian A.

- 15 -



Curtis, of which the relevant paraphrases are as follows:

Curtis further testified that in 1984 the LaRouche phone
team started using Federal Election Commission
disclosure records ("FEC listsw) to solicit persons
thereon for contributions and loans (Brief at 24), and

Curtis indicated that the FEC lists were used to solicit
funds for all the LaRouche entities, including TLC and
IDL. (Id. at 25).

General Counsel does not specify when or in what venue

the referenced Curtis testimony occurred. This imposes an

unnecessary and unjustifiable burden on Respondents, insofar as

Curtis testified extensively in at least seven separate

proceedings between 1987 and 1990,5/ any one or more of which

could be the source of the quotations and paraphrases in

~General Counsel's brief.

© Hence, at this time, Respondent cannot adequately

-- examine the full context of the testimony, including such cross

examination as may have occurred, and any qualifications Curtis

might himself have imposed on his statements. (Had General

Counsel and the Commission followed the procedures legally

- T required in opening an investigation, this problem would have

! / U.S. v. The LaRouche Campaign. et al., District of
Massachusetts, Feb. 1-3, 5, 8-11, 16, 17, 1988; L~.y..
LYnadoQn H. Laflouche. et al., Eastern District of Virginia,
Nov. 23, 28, 1988; Commonwealth of Virginia v. Rochelle J.
Ascher, Circuit Court of Loudoun County, Feb. 28 & March
2-3, 1989; People of the State of New York v. George
Cannina. et al., Supreme Court of the State of New York,
May 9-12, 1989; Commonwealth of Virainia v. Michael ..t
Billinaton, Circuit Court of Roanoke, Sept. 28-29, 1989;
Commonwealth of Virginia v. Donald Phau, Circuit Court of
Roanoke, Jan. 18, 1990; Deposition by representatives of
Federal Election Commission, July 29,1988.
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been solved long ago. Respondent and Commission would

therefore not be in this quandary at this late date.) Based

solely on such limited facts and arguments as General Counsel

has produced, however, the following can still be said.

General Counsel makes only the most tenuous of

suggestions that PGM engaged in or was the financial

beneficiary of the alleged practice. This is the second

statement of General Counsel quoted above. To draw that

conclusion, however, depends on accepting General Counsel's

f implicit if unstated thesis that a single entity which he calls

the "LaRouche organization," or the equally nebulous phrase

-- "all the LaRouche entities," can stand in this proceeding as a

surrogate, agent, or equivalent of the actual Respondent

C Publication and General Management, Inc.

~This thesis is in no way substantiated by the citation

of testimony by Richard Welsh concerning the operations of PGM

r (Brief at 17-18), nor by Welsh's purported characterization of

J9 the National Caucus of Labor Committees (NCLC) (Brief at 18).

The thesis is in no way substantiated by substitution of

the phrase "phone team" or "LaRouche phone team" (Brief at 24

and in General Counsel's paraphrases of Curtis' testimony

generally, jd. at 21-25, or of Charles Tate, jod. at 19).

There is simply no getting around the fact that nothing
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whatsoever has been stated by any witness or other source,

which demonstrates that either PGM or any of its personnel ever

engaged in the practice. This is hardly surprising, since the

allegation is false. The act did not occur.

The only apparent exception to this statement, is

Curtis' claim that he engaged in the practice himself, and

General Counsel's indirect characterization of Curtis'

testimony, in which Curtis is alleged to have "indicated" that

he received a "stipend" from PGM (Brief at 21). The latter

statement is itself false. Curtis was never an employee of or

contractor to Publication and General Management.

Respondent requests that General Counsel either abandon

the claim, or produce proof to the contrary beyond Curtis'

self-serving alleged "indication."4 1 Such proof could be of

very simple form: W-2 or 1099 forms issued by PGM to its

employees; record of payments by PGM to Curtis for services

performed on behalf of PGM; and so forth. It simply does not

exist.

Even if Curtis did engage in the act, however; and even

if he had received compensation from PGM (at some unspecified

time), there is still no evidence produced or produceable, that

PGM ever committed the violation or received any benefit from

it. Curtis himself, in General Counsel's paraphrase, testified

4/ Again, these proceedings would have been better served had
General Counsel either indicated the venue of the alleged
testimony, or at least quoted it directly rather than
paraphrasing the witness's statements in such ambiguous
terms as "indicated." Did Curtis state this as a fact or
not?
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only to having raised funds for "many of the LaRouche entities,
including TLC, IDL, Fusion, and CDI" (Brief at 21). Notably

absent: Publication and General Management.

In fact, Curtis did not raise funds for PGM.

PGM is not liable for acts committed by Christian Curtis.

Knowino and Willful

Even if the alleged basic violation had occurred, there

is still no probable cause to believe such violation were

knowing and willful.

No employee or agent of PGM has been named who is

. alleged to have been responsible for, party to, or even

knowledgeable of such acts. No evidence has been presented

- that PGM possesses any kind of structure or chart of

" organization by which any of its acts, effected by any of its

employees or agents, would automatically be known by any other

principals, officers, employees or agents, or by the

corporation as a legal person -- still less, acts effected by

persons not connected to PGM.

Accordingly, there is no reason to find that any of the

alleged violations, even had they occurred, were knowing and

willful.
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PACS1MIU: (617) 742-7876e
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A. DAVID DAVIS (ON SARIrrABLE HARBOR)
LYNNE R. HOOOIAN AURNSTAULE, MA 02630

O " CONSEL:(508) 362-5544
EL.EANOR W. PENNER

February 25, 1991 r

Phillip L. Wise, Esq. -m .- ,
Office of the General Counsel == -
Federal Election Commission o,.
999 E Street -
Washington, D.C. 20463 - "-

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Wise:

This is to confirm our conversation of this date with
respect to the response of The LaRouche Campaign,
Independent Democreats for LaRouche, and their respective
treasurers, to the General Counsel's recommendation of
probable cause in the above-numbered consolidated MUR.

In our conversation, you advised me that the extension
requested in my February 13 letter (to March 1, 1991) had
been granted, but that the letter had not yet gone out
because it was awaiting the copying of the documents that I
had requested in that letter. As I stated, I was looking
for an additional extension based on the fact that I was not
yet in possession of the necessary documents. It was your
suggestion that I request an additional extension to a date
to be fixed based on the date that I receive the requested
documnen ts.

Therefore, I hereby request an extension of time to
file our brief, with the brief to be due one (1) week (seven
calendar days) from the date we receive the requested
documents from your office. If such an extension is
granted, I would notify you when the documents are received.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Robert L. Ross i



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WPASHIN(;TON 0( 2l4#,i

February 27, 1991
REUR RE ILTRQUSE

Robert L. Rossi, Esquire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
tour Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Rossi:

This correspondence is in response to your letter dated
February 13, 1991, which we received on February 13, 1991,
requesting an additional extension until March 1, 1991, to
respond to the General Counsel's Brief. This correspondence,
also, ansvers your telephone request and letter dated
February 25, 1991, to extend the response date to 7 days after
you receive documents requested from this Office. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, and your
telephone conversation with a staff member from this Office, I
have granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your
response is due 7 days after your receipt of this letter and the
attached documents.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
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Re: MUR 1852

FOUR LONGPU.LLOW PLACL Sun'T 3700

(617) 74248200

FrU~L (6 17) 742.'76

CAPE COO 0O' .c:
275 MILL WAY
(ON SIARNS1TAILE HARUO)
BARNWTAULE, MA 02630

(906) 362-5544

March 11, 1991 '
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Dear Mr. Rischel:

As per our telephone discussion of instant date,
reference our agreement that the filing of responsive
papers herein may be delayed for twenty-four hours after
your response to my query as to whether or not there are any
referrals or other criminal investigations by the Department
of justice, or otherwise, re: matters of MUR 1852.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Odin p. Anderson"~

OPA:j r

Al

c:i

i



i:: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

March 14, 1991
Odin P. Anderson, Esquire i
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
Four Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Anderson:

: ; This letter is a recitation of the telephone conversation
between you and a staff member from this Office on March 12,

-- 1991.

You wanted to knov whether the Department of Justice was
C~t pursuing any pending criminal matters against your clients,

which may have resulted from the Federal Election Commission ; i
'0referral to the Department of Justice with regard to your above"

referenced clients.

In response, this Office informed you that the Federal
Election Commission had not made a referral to the Department of

r- Justice with regard to your clients. However, that the
Commission had reported information to the Department of Justice

L pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(9). You were also informed that
this information was information which the Commission had on
hand as of approximately March 27, 1985.

Next, you were informed that to the best of our knowledge
the Department of Justice is not pursuing any other criminal
matters against your clients based on the information which was
reported to the Department of Justice pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
S 437d(a)(9). You were advised that the only criminal matters,
this Office has knowledge of are those that took place in Boston
and Alexandria. If any other criminal matters are pending or
contemplated, we are not cognizant of them.

You also inquired into whether the Federal Election
Commission had furnished any other such information to the
Department of Justice with regard to your clients.



Odin Anderson, Esquire
Page 2

On November 17, 1988 at the request of the Department of
Justice, their Office was furnished a copy of the deposition
this Office had taken of Richard Yepe: and the deposition this
Office had taken of Christian Curtis, which we understood were
furnished to you.

To the best of our knowledge no other information has been
furnished the Department of Justice in this matter. If you have
any questions, please contact Phlillip L. Wise, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
' General Counsel

~~By:• Ls L•r
Associate General Counsel
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I. INTRODUCTION. A. Q&ri

The intention of Congress in enacting the Federal Election

Campaign Act ("FECA"), and delegating power to the FEC for its

administration, was to ensure that elections proceeded free from

corruption or undue influence. It was to ensure that the actual

votes of individual citizens, not the slushfunds and payoffs of

the rich and powerful, determined the outcome of elections.

Nevertheless, the result has been much different. As this case

shows, the FEC has become the pliable tool of incumbent

administrations. At the very point Lyndon LaRouche announced his

tr intention to run for president in 1992 with an attack on President

A.• George Bush's deadly domestic and foreign policy follies, the FEC

reactivated dormant investigations into LaRouche's 1984'presidential campaigns. The chilling effect of these FEC's

actions against LaRouche and his political supporters is clearly

,. directed at jeopardizing his new campaign. Only those candidates

- who "stay in line" will be free from never ending FEC scrutiny and

C, harassment.

Almost nine years ago, in Dolbeare v. FEC, 81 Civ. 4468-CLB

(SDNY) (April 1982), Judge Brieant writing about a series of FEC

investigations into LaRouche's 1980 presidential campaign stated:

We doubt that the Congressional sponsors in enacting this
supposedly remedial legislation ever expected or intended
that a volunteer political group would become so enmeshed
in governmental red tape and bureaucratic nitpicking, as
to be visited with as many MURs and separate
investigations as have been visited upon these
plaintiffs, without prompt conclusion.

(Memorandum and Order at 39).
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Now, after more than five years of inactivity, the
O General Counsel is pursuing in excess of 20 NUR's, covering

three separate campaigns, and alleges numerous campaign law

violations against various persons and organizations associated

with the policies and programs of Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

Given the limited resources of the Commission, the motivation

of the General Counsel in pursuing long-dormant allegations

involving a 1982 Congressional campaign and the 1984

Presidential campaign is highly questionable. (See,Cizenf

for Percy '84 v. Federal Election Commission, CCH Federal

Election Campaign Financing Guide Para. 9215 (D.D.C. 1984).)

The Conuwission's unrelenting pursuit now, in merged MUR

1852, as in the matters presented to Judge Brieant, raise the

spectre of bad faith motivation on its part. Now, nine years9later, the bureaucratic nitpicking continues, as General

~Counsel doggedly pursues MUlls which are without merit, lack

V)evidentiary support for their existence, and are even time

~barred. First, to perpetuate this investigation, the

Commission even violates own enforcement procedures:

a) MURs were opened based on complaints that did not

specify any particular violation of the FECA, or any acts

clearly violative of any of its sections. In these

cases, Respondents' replies could therefore not address

the legal issues raised, denying them their statutory

opportunity to rebut the allegations (11 CF sec.

111.4-111.6). See Reply Brief Section II.B., inra

b) When Respondents have challenged the facts alleged in

complaints, the General Counsel has either failed toB investigate further, in violation of 11 CFR sec. 111.1I0,
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or did investigate but chose not to make the results of
O thoue investigations known. In many instances, such

investigation would have disposed of the allegations

summarily. (Sea, gtg discussion of MURs 1827 and 1976,

infZA.)

c) In seeking a finding of probable cause with regard to

2 Usc sec. 438(a)(4), no MUR at all was ever established,

or if it was, Respondents were never notified of it.

Respondents' first notification of this alleged violation

was in the instant Probable Cause Brief.

d) MURs have been opened and pursued for which, to this

day, Respondents have never been provided a factual
basis. Ban, for example, MUR 2125, where General Counsel

states:
>-: Allegations have been made by numerous individuals
__ that IDL obtained money from those individuals by

making charges to credit card account numbers in
~IDLs8 possession without the consent of the card9 owners ....

Factual and Legal Analysis (NUR 2125) at 3.

~However, not one of "numerous individuals" has ever been

~named, let alone specific allegations revealed.

~Each instance of these violations of proper procedures by

~General Counsel is identified, as appropriate, in Reply Brief

Section IV.D., IPJR by BlUR Analysis," infra.

Secondly, in addition to the above-listed improper

procedural violations by General Counsel, there are further

egregious distortions commwitted in an effort to manufacture

crimes and/or violations where none exist. Each of these is

detailed below.
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• 0
a) General Counsel has resorted to misrepresentation.of complaint letters and the testimony of itessand

deponents. Such misrepresentaton is pervasive throughout

General Counsel's Brief; it ranges from subtle shifts of

emphasis to the extreme of paraphrasing deponents' statements

as the full opposite of their actual testimony (see, for

example. Respondents' discussion of deponent Richard Yepez,

in.L). Such misrepresentations are also identified as they

occur in each M4UR, in Section IV.D.

b) These distortions of complainant and witness

statements are all the more egregious since the Coymnission has

~permitted General Counsel to persist in its long-standing

: practice of taking ex p t depositions of witnesses, and then

refusing to allow the Respondents access to such depositionsQwiesimultaneously using slcieportions ofsuch
deposition testimony to support its charges. Now that the

matter has reached the stage where the Coimmisson is being asked

~to make a finding that there is probable cause to believe that

C' knowing and willful violations have occurred, it violates all

notions of due process, as well as the spirit of the FECA and

the corresponding regulations, to withhold the relevant

evidence from Respondents. General Counsel's practice of

misstating testimony or even the complaint in some cases,

requires full disclosure of transcripts of all depositions and

other supporting documentation claimed to support the charges

made. In one of the rare cases where Respondents have a full

transcript of an FEC deposition, that of Richard Yepez, General
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Counsel materially misrepresents the testimony in an effort to

~concoct substantiation for an allegation which otherwise is of

wholecloth. ( n, Section IV.C.2.(b).) There is no reason to

believe that General Counsel's representations of other

depositions withheld from Respondents, are not equally false.

It should be further noted that General Counsel quotes or

paraphrases several depositions from individuals who were never

complainants (or never so identified to Respondents). Thus,

Respondents have never been afforded an opportunity to reply to

these allegations, since they never received either a complaint

letter or a factual and legal analysis. General Counsel's

~Brief, moreover, fails to state what violations these

. -. depositions are presented to support. These will be discussed

briefly in Section IV.E.3.9d) General Counsel's frequent use of irrelevant and

O highly prejudicial testimony likewise calls into question its

~motivation. For example, General Counsel quotes government

" informant Chris Curtis in order to litter its brief with highly

C inflammatory and prejudicial allegations such as: "Curtis

stated that on several occasions Mike Billington had

categorized those lenders who wanted their money back as 'pigs'

or 'swine,'' and also quotes testimony where Curtis claims

fundraisers were regularly accused of "sexual impotence" (GC

Brief at 22). Clearly these inflammatory allegations have no

relevance to the charges of election law violations. Such

deliberate polluting of the record here is not surprising, as

~the Commission has been an active member of a multi-agency
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governmental task force which has pursued the prosecution of
~LaRouche and his associates since at least 1984.

e) Respondents have offered to enter into conciliation

agreements as to specific MURs, yet requests for pre-probable

cause conciliation were rebuffed at every turn. Instead,

General Counsel merged all MURs into 1852, expanding the

investigation far beyond the scope of any of the original

issues. low, conciliation has been complicated due to the

merger, which has had the effect of introducing inflarmmatory

irrelevancies to what were previously resolvable matters.

Conciliation agreements are an important part of the regulatory

C) scheme which have de fa.cto been mooted by the Commission's

merger and at this late date are time barred. (5.ee 2 Usc sec.

437g(a)(4)(A), and 11 CFR sec. 111.18(d).)

*f) There is also evidence that Comission employees

participated in the formulation of complaints, solicited

~individuals to complain, or otherwise helped to create the very

allegations that the Conuuission is now asked to rule on.1

(7" Despite this improper conduct, it is remarkable how few

LO complaints in fact emerged from Mr. LaRouche's 1984

presidential campaign, given the tidal wave of villifying press

coverage that engulfed the campaign in its final month. This

press coverage played no small role in suggesting to

1/ iee, e~. discussion of NURs 1825 and 1797, and
admission by defendant National Broadcasting Company in, LnQ
H. LaRouche. Jr. v. National Broadcastino Company. Inc.. et
kL, Civil Action No. 84-0136-A, (USDC, ED Va.), at p. 4-5,O Exhibit 2.
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contributors that they complain, when they previously had no
O reason to do so. The total number of complainants known to the

Respondents is in the order of twenty (many of them concerned

solely with repayment of their campaign loans), out of more

than 15,000 contributors (over 13,700 to TLC plus over 6,200 to

IDL, less an estimated amount of overlap).

g) These myriad elements of bad faith converge in the

primary violation alleged by General Counsel: "misreporting."

This allegation is not only not true but is both flawed as to

evidence and absurd as to reasoning. General Counsel

recomiends findings of Probable Cause that several violations

-- of 2 USC sec. 434(b) occurred because the Respondents reported

as "contributions" monies received that, in General Counsel's

view, should have been reported as other types of receipts

2/
('loans" or "other receipts, repciey. As the

Conmmission is aware, candidates and committees often make

~reporting errors, particularly in the heat of a campaign when

9" reporting is more frequent and campaign resources are stretched

c to their limits. Such errors are of many forms: arithmetic

~errors; failure to report debts and obligations; incomplete

identifying information entries made on the wrong line of the

report.

2/ Two types of circumstance are at issue here: receipts
that the contributor (or a third party) alleges to derive from
credit card charges made without the contributor's consent; and
receipts that are not challenged as unauthorized, but that are
alleged to have been loans rather than contributions.

0
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This is not to justify errors, but simply to point out aS eltaknwegdb the Commission in the form of the

treasurer's oath, that the reported information is true and

complete "to the best of my knowledae and belief." The statute

requires that a treasurer exercise "best efforts" to ensure

compliance, and nothing more. Normally, the Reports Analysis

Division notifies the reporting committee of such apparent

errors and requests that amended reports be filed. If General

Counsel's only concern was that the correct line be used on the

report, that is the procedure that would have been, or should

have been, followed. Since it was not, the only conclusion is

that General Counsel is not concerned with reporting accuracy

: as such, but has a different agenda.

-- Respondents omitted no such receipt, and did not reportiayunder a false name. So, why did this ever rise to the

level of a MUR six years ago, why is the Commission spending

its time on it now, and why was nothing done to resolve the

~investigation in the past five years? Apparently, since the

Commission lacks jurisdiction over the underlying acts (e.g.,

~allegations of unauthorized credit card charges), but still

desires to be a part of the "Get LaRouche" prosecutive team,

the General Counsel has manufactured a contorted legal theory

whereby Respondents will be charged with a lesser violation of

"misreporting."

The very fact that the allegedly unauthorized receipts

were reported in the first place (with the required

identification of name, address, etc.), makes clear that

-8-



Respondents were hiding nothing. As the Commuission is aware,Othe primary issue of alleged credit card fraud did come before
a court, in the case of United Btates v. TLC. et ml. (Crim. No.

86-323-K, D.Mass.; Judge Robert Keeton), which case, as the

Coimission is also aware, ended in mistrial in Nay 1988. The

fact is that 24 witnesses, who were the government's best cases

of alleged victims, testified before the jury. Yet, the jury,

following the mistrial, having heard this evidence, stated it

would have voted "not guilty." One juror was quoted, 'It

seemed some of the government's people caused the problem (for

LaRouche]' and adding that the evidence showed people working

~for the government 'may have been involved in some of this

fraud to discredit the campaign.'' (See, Boston Herald, Nay 5,

1988, "LaRouche jury would have voted 'not guilty'', Exhibit9 2.) This jury opinion, combined wihthe government's decision

not to retry the case, makes clear that the entire issue of

vO alleged credit card fraud was, from the beginning, a chimera.

- The FEC was itself a part of the that proceeding,

Cb beginning with the Commuission's vote to provide all materials

f) pertaining to LaRouche's 1984 campaigns to the Department of

Justice via the U.S. Attorney's office in Boston. (ianauje

p1. v. FEC, USDC, SDNY, 85 Civ. 0404 (GLG), Deposition of

Kenneth Gross, p. 202.) Much of the evidence used in the

mistried Boston criminal case now reappears here, recast for

civil proceedings. General Counsel attempts to resurrect the

same discredited allegations, and to sell the story to the
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Comwnission using the only legal tools at his disposal:
"~misreporting."

Is General Counsel attempting to retry the crippled

Boston case, using the Conmmission as a rather highly paid

jury? If General Counsel believed that crimes of fraud had

been committed, he should have referred the matters to the

Department of Justice -- but of course that agency was forced

to drop the matter. In fact, it was reported in the kWashji.ton

~gjthat the mistrial of the "Get LaRouche" multi-agency task

force Boston criminal case was a "flat-out triumph for

LaRouche" (Washinuton Post, 5/6/88, "Mistrial Seen as Triumph

r for LaRouche," Exhibit 3). The Conmnission should not sanction

this charade of pursuing a "misreporting" violation any longer.

9 B. Selective and Capricious Enforcement

• x3 The Commission and its staff's historic animus toward

3 Lyndon LaRouche and his associates stands in sharp contrast to

the recent treatment afforded to a different set of Respondents

in MUR 2163, initiated by Edward Spannaus' complaint against

the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith ('ADL') and the

American Jewish Committee ('AJC') and their respective

Directors. The complaint arose from Respondents' illegal

expenditure of money and use of paid staff time to promulgate

literature expressly advocating the defeat of candidate

LaRouche and other candidates for federal office who call

themselves "LaRouche Democrats."
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Despite the clearcut violation and the Comission's. finding of probable cause against the A4DL and AJC, the

Cominission chose to close the matter with no further action.

General Counsel's justification for closing the file included,

inn aliat, what he termed "the relatively sympathetic posture

of the respondent." (See General Counsel's Report (MUR 2163)

at 12, dated 1/2/91, Exhibit 4.) This diplomatically ambiguous

formulation means only that, in General Counsel's view, the ADL

would look good in court -- or perhaps, by contrast, that the

FEC would look bad.

The contrast between the Coummission's hands-off attitude

r toward the ADL/AJC, and its persistent harassment of and

"bureaucratic nitpicking" against Mr. LaRouche, is a clear case

of blatant partisanship. General Counsel elaborated that the
"~sympathetic posture" he attributes to the A DL is that

[i]t is undisputed that ADL has a tradition as a
" non-profit organization primarily conducting educational
: and informational activities. (1.4.)

~While Respondents dispute such a characterization of ADL

Cactivities, if valid under the FECA, then such an argument

equally applies to Respondents in the instant MUR. The Fusion

Energy Foundation, for example, had no less a "tradition as a

non-profit organization primarily conducting educational and

informational activities." Other of the Respondents, notably

Campaigner Publications and Caucus Distributors, while not

formally charitable organizations, were characterized by

activities which equally fall into the category of primarily

~educational and informational. Indeed, this was precisely one
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of the reasons for the federal bankruptcy court's dismissal of.the government's illegal bankruptcy action against FEF and CDI
(In re Caucus Distributors. Inc. et al., 106 BR 890, 915).

That entities identified as LaRouche-associated might

appear, in some eyes, to be less "sympathetic" than the ADL, is

indeed pitiful legal grounds to doggedly pursue the one, while

winking at the other.3/ The double standard becomes even

more outrageous, given that the facts of the ADL's violations

were established beyond dispute, while nothing but innuendo,

circumstantial evidence, and falsified evidence are presented

against Respondents here.

'0 The facts of the discriminatory treatment are bad enough

on their face, but still worse is the Consuission's own apparent

conflict of interest. ADL's Counsel filed a brief with the
* Commission on November 30, 1990, regarding NU 2163, in which

c'J
it vas stated:

r 3/ As the Coimmission is well aware, ADL is not a random
other party, but is specifically a bitter political opponent of

~Lyndon LaRouche and of any individual or organiation that
espouses his views. ADL's role as a private organization
component of the "Get LaRouche" governmental task force is also
a matter of public record, far beyond the level of public
coimment in their publications. This has been extensively,
though incompletely, identified in the testimony of ADL's
Washington, D.C. "Fact-Finding" Director, Nira Boland
(Commonwealth of Virginia v. Richard Welsh, 5/24/90.) Boland's
activities included, inter lJia, joint interviews of
prospective anti-LaRouche witnesses with federal and state
prosecutorial authorities; behind the scenes promulgation of
defamatory materials to enforcement agencies; interviews with
active and former LaRouche-supporters, attempting to change
their opinions; collaborative endeavors with anti-LaRouche
members of the National Security Council and complicit news
media figures; and simultaneous collaboration with the Boston
and Alexandria federal prosecutions and Virginia state0 prosecutions.
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The Conuission has in the past recognized ADL's specialexpertise and mandate. In 1988, a Commission
representative requested that ADL employee Mira Boland, an
expert on radical and extremist groups, provide the
Cormuission with information about Willis Carto and the
Liberty Lobby.

Respondents' Memorandum in Support of No Further Action (MUR
2163) at 3, note 1, November 30, 1990 (Exhibit 5).

The FECA gives the Commission broad investigative powers.

The FECA does not give the Commission the authority to engage

the services of private agencies to do its investigations for

it, nor is there any apparent reason why the Commission should

do such a thing, given the resources at its disposal. By

having solicited the services of a clearly partisan,

"ideological," organization such as the Anti-Defamation League,

General Counsel again exposes its own improper bias and a

serious conflict of interest, i~e, the Commission is in the

position that the very organization it was investigating was

simultaneously serving as its own investigative consultant.

That the Couuission now turns around and closes UW 2163,

having made a probable cause finding, must suggest to any

impartial observer that the Conmission's motivations are

suspect to say the least. By law, the Commission must avoid

both actual conflict of interest, and also the appearance of

such conflict, particularly given the constitutionally

sensitive nature of the activies over which it has

jurisdiction. (Se 11 CFR sec. 7.1(a) and 7.7 (especially

7.7(b), (d), and (f).)
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The most glaring example of bad faith in the discordant
~treatment between the two cases is seen in the same argument

cited s upxi, when General Counsel states:

[Als recognized by respondent [ADL], the ability of
corporations to make expenditures concerning federal
elections is an area of the law with which the courts are
struggling. At this juncture, the Commission has seen a
favorable resolution in some of these areas, i.e., the
hi.tncase, and is awaiting resolution others [sic],
j , the NOQ. and Em ~ cases. Thus, to the extent
outstanding questions of law remain, these questions are
best addressed in these cases.4/ (id.)

That reasoning was hardly carried over to the instant case,

which involves, inA alia, significant similar matters of

corporate activities. That General Counsel should defer to

c9 future court decisions in the one case, while forging ahead in

contradictory fashion in the other, is all the more striking

given the fact that the ADL recommendation was made within six'days of the contrary recoumnendat ion concerning the Respondents

here.

~The final reason argued for dismissing the ADL case ('the

relatively low dollar amount at issue'), if valid, must be

: adopted for dismissal of these NURs as well. By this

LO reasoning, nearly every MUR that was merged into MUR 1852 would

have been closed long ago, as typified most egregiously by MUR

1979, where the sum total at issue was $50. Nor, in aggregate,

do the MURs amount to any substantial amount of money when the

4/ In the area of activity by non-campaign organizations, it
is noteworthy that General Counsel did not cite the case of FEC
v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, 107 S.Ct. 616 (MNCFL'),
where the Commission saw a distinctly unfavorable resolution.

__ (see Inr at 18-20.)

-14-



evidence is carefully reviewed to winnow out the allegations.that are provably false.

In any event, as a basis for enforcement decisions the

"dollar amount" of a violation cannot be considered a

reasonable criterion in circumstances, such as those proven in

MR2163, where knowing and willful acts were effected with the

precise intent of influencing federal elections. This kind of

action is clearly of a different order than accidents, or

oversights, as, for example. coninonly occur in the case of

excessive contributions.

f,
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II. THE COMMISSION IS BARRED FROM PURSUING THESE CHARGES
S A. The Charges AeTime-Barred

The LaRouche Campaign (TLC) and Independent Democrats for

Laflouche (IDL) were the authorized campaign conwmittees for Nr.

Lalouche's campaign for the 1984 Democratic nomination for

president and for the general election campaign, respectively.

The allegations set forth in the General Counsel's brief with

regard to TLC and IDL concern events that occurred in 1983 and

1984, with the exception of the MUR 2090, which includes

transactions allegedly occurring as late as April 1985. Thus,

the most recent transaction that is alleged as the basis for a

O) probable cause finding against TLC or IDL occurred almost six

' years ago, with most alleged violations relating to events that

occurred from six to seven years ago.I2UCsec. 45provides tht [n]o person shall be

prosecuted, tried, or punished for any violation" of the

Federal Election Campaign Act unless the indictment or

- information is brought within three (3) years of the date of

C the violation. In addition, 28 Usc sec. 2462 provides that

[(e]xcept as otherwise provided by Act of
Congress, an action, suit or proceeding
for the enforcement of any civil fine,
penalty, or forfeiture, pecuniary or
otherwise, shall not be entertained unless
commenced within five years from the date
when the claim first accrued ..

Thus, since all violations are alleged to have occurred more

than five years ago, all criminal prosecutions are barred by 2

USC sec. 455 and all civil penalty actions are barred by 28 USC

sec. 2462.
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Furthermore, the rationale behind those statutes and the
I FECA mandates that the Commission is barred from any further

pursuit of the matters at issue, including seeking equitable

relief. Given that the campaign committees are essentially

defunct except for activity such as retiring debt or responding

to the demands of governmental agencies, any civil action

brought against the committees would have to be considered to

be in the nature of a penalty, and thus time-barred under 28

USC sec. 2642. This is particularly true where, as here,

another campaign has come and gone and the same individual was

a candidate for the same office in that campaign.

Even were the Commission's ability to pursue the instant

matters not strictly barred on statute of limitations grounds

pursuant to the above statutes, equity and fundamental notionsQof due process, particularly when looked at in light of the
~policy implicit in the FECA of a speedy resolution of pending

matters dictates that these matters are time-barred and that no

r probable cause findings may be made. (Se t~ Citizens for

Percy 084 v. Federal Election Coimmission, auiP_.) While the

Commission's enforcement authority includes the power to pursue

equitable relief such as an injunction or a restraining order,

such authority would have to be circumscribed by equitable

defenses and due process considerations, as well as by the

Congressional intent expressed in the relevant enabling

statutes.

0
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A political campaign occurs over a finite period of time.
~and essentially terminates on the date of the election,

although winding-down" and debt repayment activity may go on

for some time thereafter. While some flexibility must of

course be given to the Comnission to pursue alleged violations

after the date of an election, there is no basis to allow such

pursuit to continue indefinitely. Indeed, the federal campaign

laws in general, tLBq. 26 USC sec. 9007(c), 9008(h), and

9038(c), and the FEC's enforcement statute in particular. 2 USC

sec. 437g, are punctuated with time limitations that clearly

indicate a Congessional intent that alleged campaign law

violations be processed in an expeditious fashion. (Inrn._J.1z. 2

USC sec. 437(a)(9), ('The Cotwaission has the power ... to

conduct investigations and hearings expeditiously').)9As noted above, the actions complained of by the General

-O Counsel with respect to Tic and IDL occurred approximately six

:- and seven years ago. "Reason to believe" findings were made by

" the Commaission as early as October 1984 (MUR 1797), with the

r most recent such finding against either TLC or IDL having been

made in November 1986. Thus, there has been a delay of between

four and six years in moving these matters from the reason to

believe stage towards the probable cause stage.

This extreme delay is, on its face, totally

unjustifiable, and cannot be justified by any need for time to

secure additional evidence. A review of the evidence as set

forth in General Counsel's brief, as well as an examination of

~both the committees' original responses to the various NURs,
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e e
indicates that most of the evidence now relied upon was in the

* possession of the General Counsel at the time of the reason to

believe findings, and indeed is precisely the same evidence

that allegedly justified those findings. With respect to

evidence obtained since that time, it appears that the General

Counsel has referenced no evidence more recent than testimony

given in federal court in Alexandria in November-December,

1988, over two years ago, most of which is not even relevant to

the violations alleged.5 / There is no justification for the

extreme delay, arnd thus the Conwmission is barred from any

further pursuit of these matters.

B. Failure to Follow Statutory Enforcement Procedures Bars

These Proceedings

~The Commission is likewise barred from considering

~probable cause in the case of those NlURs where FEC enforcement

statutes and regulations were violated. This pertains

specifically to the circumstances where the original complaint

did not identify what code section or regulation was violated

(e.g., MURs 1793, 1827, 1825, 1862, 2013, and 2084). In all

such cases, General Counsel's letter to Respondent accompanying

the complaint also did not specify any statute. Respondents

5/ Although the FEC has never provided the respondents with
deposition transcripts with respect to witnesses it deposed,
the respondents are aware that the Curtis and Yepez depositions
cited by the General Counsel occurred in July and September
1988, respectively, and the Respondents have no evidence to
indicate that the additional deposition testimony cited by the
Commission occurred any more recently.
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o e
could therefore only reply to the matters actually raised in

e the complaint letter, and due to lack of merit in each as well
as the failure to state a claim, asked the Commission to close

the matter. Typically, these were complaints about

nonrepayment of loans or unauthorized credit card charges,

neither of which fall under the FECA. Respondents were only

informed of the statutes involved when a I4UR later went to

reason to believe.

This is violative of normal due process, i*.., being

informed of the charges against one; it also specifically

violates FEC procedures. See 11 CFR sec. 111.6(a) ("respondent

~shall be afforded an opportunity...") and 111.6(b) ("Conhuission

~shall not take any action ... unless it has considered...").

In other cases, MURs were opened based on improperQcomplaints, or internally generated NURs opened in which
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis failed to cite any

facts in sufficient detail for Respondents to evaluate the

- evidence (e.g., MURs 1797, 1882, 1991, 2065, 2125, 2143, and

C 1852).

S C. No Charoes May Be Pursued With Resoect to Alleged

Violations of 2 USC sec. 441b.

As General Counsel recently acknowledged in his report to

the Commission filed on January 2, 1991, in connection with MUR

2163, "the ability of corporations to make expenditures

concerning federal elections is an area of the law with which

the courts are struggling." (See Exhibit 4, infira., General0
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Counsel's Report at 12). However, the General Counsel's brief

~in the instant MUR makes no reference to the fact that the

state of the law has been in flux in this area at least since

FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life. Inc., 479 U.S. 238

(1986) ("MCFL"). Rather, in the instant HUE, he makes the

unqualified statements in the "Law" section of the brief:

2 U.s.c (Section] 441b ... prohibits a political
coriuittee from knowingly accepting contributions or
expenditures by ... corporations," and that (It]his
section, likewise, prohibits ... corporations ... from
making contributions or expenditures with regard to
federal elections." (Brief at 13). This section then
serves as the basis for the violations alleged in Part 2
of the "Conclusion" section.

(Brief at 41-42).

In the HMCFL case, f PEl the Supreme Court noted that

Section 441b burdened corporate freedom of expression byQ requiring corporations to make independent political

expenditures only through separate segregated funds, stated

D that issue advocacy by a corporation could not constitutionally

: be prohibited. Thus the Court held that the statute could not

v constitutionally limit express advocacy of a candidate by such

nonprofit corporations as the defendant in that case.

Specifically, the Court based this judgment on the fact that

the organization there had "features more akin to voluntary

political associations than business firms, and therefore

should not have to bear burdens on independent spending solely

because of (its] incorporated status." (479 Us at 263.)
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With regard to the Respondents in the present case, a

* federal court ruled that Fusion Energy Foundation and CDI could

not be placed into involuntary bankruptcy because they were not

"moneyed, business, or cormmercial" corporations within the

meaning of the bankruptcy code, finding that they "strived more

to expose the world to (their] political viewpoint than attain

private monetary gain." (In Re: Caucus Distributors. Inc.,

IL) This finding, which occurred after the trial of a case in

which the United States was a party, is binding on the United

States with respect to Fusion and CDI, and mandates that no

Section 441b violations may be pursued with respect to

'0contributions or expenditures involving CDI or Fusion.

Even without the ruling in, In Re: Caucus, it would be
improper for the Commission to pursue any violations of Section. 441b in this case. In his brief, General Counsel asserts that

~CDI, Campaigner, Fusion, and EIR are political organizations

~that were created to support a political movement (Brief at

~18); as noted above, the Supreme Court in MNZL considered it

~significant for the relevant constitutional analysis if a

particular corporation was more akin to a political association

than to a business firm.

In Austin v. Michician Chamber of Commerce, 494 U.S. -_,

108 L Ed 2d 652 (1990), the Court, in considering the validity

of a state statute modeled after 2 USC sec. 441b, noted that

the statute was aimed at combatting the "corrosive and

distorting effects of immense aggregations of wealth that are

accumulated with the help of the corporate form and that have
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little or no correlation to the public's support for the.corporation's political ideas." (Ia., 108 L Ed 2d at 664.)

The Court in Austin distinguished the Chamber of Conunerce from

the corporation involved in HCFL, with Justice Brennan noting

in his concurrence that the Chamber was "first and foremost a

business association, not a political advocacy organization."

108 L Ed 2d, at 673. Compare HiL 479 U.S. at 259 (MNCFL was

formed to disseminate political ideas, not to amass capital.

The resources it has available are not a function of its

success in the economic marketplace, but its popularity in the

political marketplace").

~This rationale mandates that Section 441b may not

' constitutionally be applied to the organizations involved in

-- this case. In contrast to the situation that statutes such asQSection 441b and the Michigan statute at issuein&utLar
aimed at. the present case involves corporations vhose monetary

receipts did correlate with "the public's support for the

corporation's political ideas," &ustin, iglPxA; unlike the

... Chamber of Conmerce in &u i, the instant corporations are

~issue advocacy organizations rather than business

associations. Thus, no violations of Section 441b may

constitutionally be pursued in this case.
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I II. THI4R CANI BE Ne FINDING OF KNOWINGAND WILLFULVIOLAIQUS

In an "epilogue" to his brief, General Counsel contends

that the alleged campaign law violations were conitted in a

knowing and willful manner. In making this contention, he

makes no attempt to distinguish among the different Respondents

nor among the various charges, but rather asserts that all

respondents committed all violations knowingly and willfully.

The Convnission should ignore the General Counsel's

reconendation in this regard.

First, a probable cause finding of knowing and willful

violations is barred in this case due to the passage of time.

Pursuant to the Conmnission's statutory enforcement authority

contained in 2 Usc sec. 437g, there are only two potential

consequences that flow from a finding of a knowing and willful

~violation:

1)

2) the possibility of criminal prosecution.

However, as noted previously, 2 USC sec. 455 bars a criminal

prosecution under the FECA for any violation conwmitted more

than three years previously, while 28 USC sec. 2462 bars any

civil penalty action after five years. Since all of the

violations set forth by the General Counsel are alleged to have

occurred more than five years ago, there can be no civil
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penalty or criminal action brought against the Respondents, and !

O there is thus no basis for the Commission to entertain a

request for a finding of knowing and willful violations.

The weakness of General Counsel's position can be

illustrated by examining the violations alleged to have been

committed in circumstances wherein individuals who stated,

after the fact, that they had no intention of contributing to

the campaign, yet were reported as contributors by the campaign

committees. (See GC Brief at 41 and supporting factual

allegations.) Pursuant to the FECA, 2 USC sec. 434(b), the

committees or their treasurers were required to report all
c%

receipts to the Commission. This was done. As noted, all

__ receipts requiring itemization were itemized in committee

reports, including all requisite information. All information

was reported in accordance with information provided to the

D committees and their treasurers bF campaign volunteers who

solicited the contributions. The Respondents made no attempts

to hide any information; the public was informed as to the

sources of the capaigns' funding sources.
L

The FECA does not require that a committee or its

treasurer independently contact each and every contributor to

verify each piece of information that accompanies a receipt.

The committee and treasurer are required to exercise due

diligence, and make "best efforts," to ensure compliance with

the FECA. (See 11 CFR sac. 103.3 and Advisory Opinion

1985-25.) !t is only if they have reason to believe that a

contribution is illegal, otherwise questionable, or lacking
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complete information, that they may have a duty to contact the ii

* contributor; though even here, they are well within the law if

they seek the necessary clarification through such

intermediaries as the original solicitors. (See 11 CFR sec.

103.3.)/

In summary, neither the committee nor the treasurer are

obliged under the FECA to conduct a 100t verification of all

receipts; still less is verification required when nothing on

the face of the receipt or its accompanying documentation

suggests that it is anything other than what it purports to be.

If the Respondents had Li1 to report the receipts in

question, or had omitted or falsified such material information

~as the contributor's name or address, or the amount or date of

the receipt, then General Counsel would have a case for4 misreporting. However, Respondents are now faced with the

'0paradox that by compl.ying with the disclosure requirements of

the FECA, they are being charged with knowing and willful
violations. There is simply no justification for such a result.

C

~Furthermore, even if findings of knowing and willful

violations were not barred by the passage of time, the General

Counsel's argument on this issue is completely without merit,

and should be rejected. While the violations alleged to have

6/ For example, only if a committee deposits a contribution
that presents a "genuine question" as to whether it was made by
a corporation, labor organization, foreign national, or federal
contractor does the treasurer have a duty to make his best
efforts to determine the legality of the contribution by making
a request for evidence of its legality. (11 CFR sec.

~103.3(b)(1).)
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been committed by the two campaign colmmittees and their

O treasurers stem from actions allegedly taken by their volunteer

campaign workers in the course of their fundraising activities,

the General Counsel is attributing a wrongful intent to the

campaign committees and treasurers based solely on the

activities of volunteers, without any discussion of vicarious

liability theory. This is simply not permissible.

Lastly, to hold the Committee or the treasurer liable for

a knowing and willful reporting violation would require a

consideration of the state of mind of those who submit the

reports, not those who solicited the money. This is implicitly

recognized by the Commission's regulations, which require only

that a treasurer make his or her best efforts to comply with

the reporting requirements and explicitly provide for

*situations where atreasurer later discovers acontribution to

~have been illegal, g.j.g , 11 CFR sec. 103.3(b). (See Advisory

~Opinion 1984-52.) Clearly, the treasurer can not be held

~strictly liable without any consideration of his state of mind.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE PRESENTED AND THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

S A. MilaigCharacter of General Counsel's Brief

General Counsel has submitted a long and complex brief,

which, whether by accident or design, serves only to obscure

every matter at issue here. It would appear that the purpose

of this obfuscation is to convince the Commission that "where

there's smoke, there's fire." In reality there is no fire at

all; there is nothing but a smokescreen. The brief depends for

its every assertion on the premise that Respondents are "bad

people," who would do anything to flout the law. General

Counsel makes this groundless emotional appeal by

~indiscriminately commingling all the respondents with all the

alleged violations as if they were all one entity, engaged in a

single conspiratorial scheme knowingly and willfully to defy. the law.

Notwithstanding, the job of the Commission is to evaluate

the evidence for specific violations, of specific statutes or

- regulations, by specific acts of specific persons. As a sin

C n L lm for meeting that obligation, the Commission must have

before it a clear delineation of the evidence. Since General

Counsel has chosen not to provide that, Respondents will do

so. Such an analysis follows below, as Section IV.B.,

"Identification of Each Alleged Violation."

Once the specific allegations, with their corresponding

specific points of evidence, are laid out, there are of course

further steps required of the Commission. The two most

critical are, first, an evaluation of the evidence: is it
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reliable? Is it strong and compelling? Is it sufficient?; if.the Cotmuission saife tefthat the evdnedoes indeed

prove a certain act or acts occurred, the second question must

be answered: is that act indeed in violation of any statute

over which the Commission has jurisdiction?

The Comission especially has an obligation to

take into consideration all available information
concerning the alleged wrongdoing [and it] may not rely
solely on the facts presented by the sworn complaint...
evaluate the credibility of the allegation, the nature
of the threat posed by the offense, the resources
available to the agency and numerous other factors.

See, In re Federal Election Comoaign Act Litigation, 474 F.
Supp. 1044, 1045-46 (D.D.C. 1979).

It must consider whether the magnitude of the violation merits

j a Probable Cause finding, with the attendant conciliation

-- negotiations and possible litigation, or alternatively, whether

* some or all of the allegations are of such a trivial nature

that they should be handled by other means within the

"0 Comission's statutory authority.

As Respondents shall demonstrate, pursuit of this

investigation by General Counsel, from its inception to the

~present, fails all of these criteria. It fails because it

results not from a disinterested attempt to enforce the law,

but solely from political animus. Yet, whatever the purpose,

form, or content of General Counsel's Brief may be, the

Commission cannot ignore its obligation to ezamine each alleged

fact.

The Commission must avoid the all-too-easy temptation to

gloss over crucial details because of some preconceived and
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undocumented theory of Respondents' character and

O relationships. The Commission must inspire public confidence

that it adheres to evidentiary standards without partiality,

and that it is itself operating under authority of law.

Particularly in light of the recent Commission decision to back

away from litigating Respondent Spannaus' complaint against

"sympathetic= respondents ADL and AJC despite its own finding

of probable cause, whatever action the Commission now takes in

the case of these =LaRouche = Respondents will be properly

subject to public scrutiny.

B. Identification of Each Alleaed Violation

General Counsel's Brief makes it extraordinarily difficult

to identify which evidence is presented to support which
* alleged violations. The final section, entitled =General

~Counsel's Recommendations," provides only a listing of the code

~sections allegedly violated by each Respondent (though the

" actual allegation is of multiple violations of each such

C section).7 The most crucial section of the brief, where one

ought to find citations to the evidence which support the

recommendations, is completely inadequate. This is the

"Conclusions" section, where most of these alleged violations

are elaborated in slightly more detail as to their general

nature, but with only generic references to alleged facts.

7/ The "Recommendations" section also alleges a number of
violations which appear nowhere else in the brief, and which
therefore cannot be addressed by either the Respondents or the

i Commission.
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General Counsel's brief alleges approximately 81
O violations. These charges are sunarized in Table 1 (jee

Appendix), which breaks out the statute sections by Respondent

in accordance with the "Recornmendations" section of the General

Counsel's Brief (at 47).

However, since General Counsel charges Respondents with

multiple violations of each statute, each of these separate

instances must be examined separately. This further level of

detail is shown in Table 2 (See Appendix, Sumwnary of Alleged

Violations by Statute and Respondent'). This table takes the

code sections shown in Table 1 and analyzes each as to specific

acts, KURs, or other detail. Its is organized by statute or

regulation alleged to have been violated. For each alleged

violation, the relevant MUR is identified for each cited9 Respondent. The next column shows a code for one of several

~premises underlying the charge. As will be explained in

Section IV.C. of Respondent's Reply Brief, the refutation of

any such premise invalidates or disproves each and every

r alleged violation which depends upon it.

For ease of later reference and analysis, the Complainant,

Deponent, or other Third Party involved in each MlUR or other

source is also identified in Table 2, shown indented on the

line below the MURl citation. The last column provides a brief

characterization of the alleged violation(s). Since it is

generally the case here that a single purported act gives rise

to alleged violations of multiple statute sections, many NUlls
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will therefore appear a number of times in this table. It is

~also therefore necessarily the case that for each purported act

rejected by the Conmnission for insufficiency of evidence or

other reason, a whole host of alleged violations crumbles.

C. E~1se Premises Underlvino Most Alleged Violations

1. Introductory Statement

All but two of the violations charged rely on a small

number of fallacious premises. The significance of the false

premises is that refutation of each such premise automatically

disproves all of the dependent alleged violations. These

'0premises are first briefly identified, and then analyzed in

detail. Table 3 in the Appendix lists each alleged violationJ

under the heading of the premise on which it depends.

9 General Counsel's Brief alleges approximately 81 separate

~violations, charging the instant Respondents with 58, and other

Respondents, not replying by this Brief, with a further 21. No

less than 79 of the total are disposed of when the false

- premises are taken into account.

Identification of False Premises

Premise #1: Iffiuted Contributions

If a person provides money to some organization other than

the Respondent committees in the mistaken belief that that

money will be used to assist Mr. LaRouche's presidential

campaign, then such funds are 1P . Lacto contributions to

the campaign under 2 USC sec. 431(8).
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Premise #2: In-Kind Bervices
~If a campaign volunteer performs solicitation or other

services for the Respondent cormittees, then that
individual's emnployer has 1j~.Q LctoQmade a corporate
contribution to the campaign in the form of in-kind

services.

Premise #3: Complainant Credibility

Statements by complainants cannot be challenged as to

credibility or truthfulness, because such statements are

sworn and carry the weight of affidavits.

premise #4: Wrono-Line Reaorting
If Respondent receives funds from an individual's credit
card for a contribution, which the individual claims to be
without his or her authorization, then Respondent violates
reporting requirements by disclosing that receipt anywhere i

--- but on the report line for "Other Receipts." Similarly,

~Respondent couunits a reporting violation by reporting as a

contribution a receipt which was intended to be a loan.

Premise #5: Debts Reporting

If Respondent receives funds from an individual's credit
r card for a loan, which the individual claims to be without

his or her authorization, then Respondent violates

L reporting requirements by reporting a loan debt arising

from the transaction. Similarly, Respondent cotusits a

violation by including the debt in statements of Net

Outstanding Campaign Obligations (NOCO).
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Prmeise,#6: Consviracv Standard
Cosiaystandards of evidence aeadmissible in

determinations of Reason to Believe and Probable Cause, by

which a Respondent can be held equally responsible for acts

allegedly committed by other Respondents, or by persons who

are not Respondents.

ftije #7: Political Activity

Any activity which any person characterizes as "political"

is subject to the FECA and to FEC jurisdiction, whether or
not it involves electoral activity or expenditures made to

influence federal elections.

2. Leaal and Factual Analysis of False Premises

c a) Introduction

While each false premise to be examined here stands on its

own, all of them are in fact closely related. Ultimately, all
~result from General Counsel's "conspiracy" mode of analysis,

O and his concomitant insistence that every alleged violation was

. "knowing and willful." In examining each alleged violation,

. the Cotmuission must consider the specific premises underlying

~the argument, as well as the facts which are presented. By a

careful consideration of each such premise, the Coimission will

efficiently dispose of the vast majority of such allegations.

b) Premise #6 (Consviracy Standard): and

Premise #7 (Political Exoression)

General Counsel is fixated on the relationship of the

Respondent campaign committees with various corporations and

other organizations identified as "LaRouche-related,"

~attempting to weave a web that implicates the committees, their
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treasurers, and these other organizations in multiple

Q violations. He inflates simple association to conspiracy, and
then, using conspiracy-case standards of evidence, thereby

attempts to extend FEC jurisdiction to all political and issue

advocacy. These false premises underly, for example:

o the allegation that CDI and LALC solicited funds for the
campaigns, and that since such alleged solicitations
exceeded $1,000 during a calendar year, these
organizations become defined as political committees
(Part 1 of Conclusions, Brief at 40-41);

o the relevance of the allegation that when contributors
made out checks to certain corporations they were told
that the money was to be used by LaRouche's campaign,
without any showing it was used by the campaign (Part 3
of Conclusions, Brief at 42);

C o the allegation that when the campaign needed money it
would bill one of the corporations for alleged services
rendered and have that amount paid to the campaign by the
corporation, without any showing that such billing or

-- payments occurred (Id.);
~the allegation that numerous persons contributed and

loaned well in excess of the $1,000 limit to the
campaigns "through such LaRouche controlled corporations

~and organizations as Fusion, LALC, Campaigner, and Caucus
... without any showing that such moneys were received

by, or used for the benefit of, the campaign (Part 4 of
Conclusions, Brief at 42-43);

o the allegation that Lucille Pieper made as much as
$33,800 in loans and/or contributions to TLC through

,/> LALC, without any showing that the cited funds were
provided to or used fOr the benefit of TLC (Part 7 of
Conclusions, Brief at 45);

o the allegation that solicitors often received funds for
the campaigns and then deposited those funds into the
accounts of Fusion, CDI, PGM, LALC, or Campaigner, rather
than into the campaigns' accounts. (Part 8 of
Conclusions, Brief at 45.)
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These allegations are based on the flimsiest of evidence,
S as will be demonstrated in tecase-by-case analysis of each

MUR (ilra). However, the more fundamental weakness of the

allegations is their misconception and misrepresentation of the

nature of the political movement associated with Lyndon

LaRouche, the actual activities of the organizations in

question, and the manner in which the campaign committees and

these other organizations operated. It is only on the basis of

this malicious misrepresentation that General Counsel is able

to introduce such shreds of evidence as he does; without the

false premises underlying the false argument, the purported

C evidence would be meaningless.

Exemplary of such misrepresentation is the conclusion

-- General Counsel draws from Richard Welsh's Alexandria testimony
* that the National Caucus of Labor Conumittees (NCLC) was a

(N
"political" organization (OC Brief at 18). It is more accurate

to describe the NCLC as a philosophical organization. Unlike

~the kind of political organization whose goal is the election

~of candidates to political office, the NCLC is an organization

f) devoted to ideas and the spread of its ideas throughout the

world. While one way in which NCLC members have sought to

spread their ideas has been through the political campaigns of

Lyndon LaRouche and other members, its members have also

founded organizations aimed at spreading their ideas in other

ways, such as through publishing books, magazines, and

newspapers in various areas such as fusion energy, economics

and music.
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The characterization of NCLC and other organizations as
O "political," a word which carries many broad meanings in the

domain of public usage, cannot be used in any way to

demonstrate that these organizations engaged in activity over

which the Commission has jurisdiction.8/

General Counsel's quoting of Welsh serves no other

purpose than to provide a justification for his false premises

#6 (conspiracy) and #7 (political expression). Nowhere in the

brief does he cite this testimony as supportive of any alleged

violation. It may be that the quoted testimony is intended to

add weight to assertions regarding an individual's

-- organizational affiliations. (See for example MURs 1976, 2090,

Nand 1862.) However, this still proves nothing and certainly

- oes not suggest any violation of the FECA. ( j Advisory
1984-12, *teFECA and regulations do not prohibit

idividuals who are associated with a corporation, labor

orgaizaion ortrade association from establishing,

. organizing or directing a political committee.')

c The respondents acknowledge that individuals who

'f) volunteered to work for Mr. LaRouche's 1984 campaign

corimittees, in some cases, were employed by companies such as

CDI or Campaigner. Mr. LaRouche and his ideas have been the

8/ It should also be noted that General Counsel quotes the
Welsh testimony only selectively, and seriously
mischaracterizes its content. This witness in fact testified
over a period of 15 days at "LaRouche" trials in Boston and
Alexandria, during which he explained at length the precise
distinction between "electoral" and "political" in the broad
(issues) sense which General Counsel attempts to blur.
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guiding light for the NCLC for many years, long predating his

* presidential campaigns and continuing without interruption

through and after his campaigns. Thus, when he ran for

President it is obvious that he would attract the support and

effort of those individuals already working for organizations

that published his articles and supported his ideas; it is

equally sensible that when some of those individuals raised

money for his campaign they would attempt to raise money from

the same people with whom they dealt in their other endeavors.

Thus, the fact that someone may have given money to both

EIR and TLC, and even may have been solicited by the same

CIindividual in each case, does not make out a violation of the

~campaign laws. Typically, such individuals would give money to

-- support Mr. LaRouche's campaign, while simultaneously

O continuing to give money in support of one or another of the

other causes or publications identified with Mr. LaRouche's
'0

ideas and programs. Many of these individuals will not

T necessarily remember the specifics of each and every

~contribution. However, General Counsel attempts to impute to

LO this lack of specific recollection his own conclusion that

funds were conduited from a non-campaign entity, or that a

contributor intended such non-campaign contributions as

"really" electoral contributions.

The FECA certainly cannot prohibit an individual who runs

for office from engaging in other public activities, nor

prohibit organizations pursuing those other activities from

_ continuing to seek public financial support, nor prohibit an
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individual who supports the candidacy of a person from reading,.diwtributing, or financing the production and distribution of

non-electoral material authored by that person or his

associates.

General Counsel speculates that such activities cloak

?ECA violations such as transferring funds back and forth or

providing uncompensated services. Such speculation does not

justify a decade-long investigation.9 /

Nowhere in General Counsel's Brief is there any evidence

that non-campaign entities made expenditures to support Mr.

Lalouche's presidential campaign in any way. EIR, Campaigner,

eand LALC promoted the views of Mr. LaRouche, by publishing

~and/or distributing books or articles authored by him, but that

-- cannot be considered an act or expenditure made in support of

*the electoral campaign within the meaning of the campaign

c'J
laws. Although he has frequently run for political office, Mr.

Lalouche's activities have gone far beyond electoral politics.

He has written numerous articles and books on philosophy,

C- mathematics, economics, and science, among other topics, and

/ the distribution of such materials does not become a campaign

expenditure merely because of a temporal correspondence with

his candidacy.

9/ In fact, in MUR 2804, which challenged AIPAC's control
over numerous "local" PACs, in the face of extensive
documentation as to the overlap of personnel and purposes, the
Conwmission nevertheless found *there is insufficient evidence
to indicate that AIPAC and Respondents PACs are affiliated
.. (See, GC Report, dated Nov. 29, 1989.)
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In Bucklev v. Valeo, 424 Us 1 (1976), the Supreme Court.made note of the broad protection to begiven political

expression, including discussion of candidates, and stated:

Public discussion of public issues which are also
campaign issues readily and often unavoidably draws in
candidates and their positions, their voting records and
other official conduct. Discussion of those issues, and
as well as more positive efforts to influence public
opinion on them, tend naturally and inexorably to exert
some influence on voting at elections.

424 Us at 42 n.50.

The Court vent on to say that public discussion of this type

was beyond the scope of the campaign laws, and that the

relevant statute can only cover "those expenditures that

expressly advocate a particular election result." (14. at 80.)

As a result of . in, Congress amended the relevant

campaign financing statutes to cover only expenditures made

"*for the purpose of financing communication exzresslx

C J flvoctink. the election of a clearly identified candidate; it

is insufficient if the commnunication mrely has the iulia

~purpose of encouraging the election or defeat of a candidate.

(Federal Election Cotmuission v. CLITRIM, 616 F.2d 45 (2d Cir.

. 1980).) Thus, while activity taken by an allegedly

"LaRouche-related° entity presenting the economic or other

views of Mr. LaRouche to the public may indeed educate the

citizenry and thus indirectly cause interest in the candidate

LaRouche, such activity cannot be considered to involve

campaign expenditures within the meaning of the campaign
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laws. I0  (jge. gg, , FEC v. National Oraanization for. ffhJ F.Supp. ...... AD.D.C. 1989), the "express advocacy"

requirement was adopted by the Supreme Court "to distinguish

discussion of issues and candidates from more pointed

exhortations to vote for particular persons.")

Correspondingly, the assumed fact that a solicitor may have

mntioned Mr. LaRouche or his campaign during the course of a

solicitation for a non-campaign entity does not convert all

contributions made during that solicitation into contributions

to the campaign.

Regarding the argument that various "LaRouche-related"

tf) entities improperly transferred money to the campaign

~coimmittees, General Counsel's Brief references the deposition

of Richard Yepez as confirming its position, stating that Yepez
*testitied that at times when TLC or IDL were short of money,

(N
the campaign would bill one of the "LaRouche-related"

corporations for services rendered to the corporation, and the

corporation would then make payment to the campaign "[e~ven

, though no such services had been performed." (OC Brief at

20.) Yepez's testimony on this point in fact does not support

General Counsel's position. Rather, General Counsel materially

misrepresents the actual testimony by paraphrasing it out of

context, so as to create a violation where none exists. Not

10/ As General Counsel himself has acknowledged in another
setting, "the ability of corporations to make expenditures
concerning federal elections is an area of the law with which
the courts are struggling." (See the discussion of this point,

A tiPri.)
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only does Yepez's testimony ngk support the contention that

~transfers were made from corporations to TLC (with or without

services rendered), but it affirmatively distinguishes TLC from

the practices of inter-corporate billing and money transfers

which he alleges otherwise.

In the relevant portion of the testimony, FEC attorney

Phillip wise initially asks Yepez whether the campaign

committees would "borrow" funds from the various "LaRouche"

companies if the campaign commuittees "incurred a debt they

could not pay." Yepez proceeds to describe a general process

of money transfers among companies and the accounting of such

. transfers, particularly concerning the alleged circumstance of

a "crisis in payments" by one company that would result in a

-- transfer of funds from some other company. (In the Matter of:

9The LaRouche Camnaian. Caucus Distributors. et al., MUR 1852,
Deposition of Richard Yepez, September 15, 1988, at 33-36.)

Yepez, however, makes no reference to campaign

comittees. Despite this, Mr. Wise then seeks to attribute the

~procedures alleged by Yepez to the campaign committees. Yet

~when asked this point-blank, Yepez specifically denies that his

preceding discussion applied to the campaigns:

Q. So the way you explained it to me is if we had an
account set up with the Larouche Campaign, and if the
person who had loaned money to Caucus Distributors, that
money in the Caucus Distributors account -- and if
Larouche Campaign needed money, all money was free and
willing to get to if you needed money for that specific
account?
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A. Well, I'm going to extract from [sic; meaning not

~clear; transcript may be in errori the Larouche campaign.

Q. Well, okay, because that's what I'm trying to get to.

A. Because the LaRouche campaign was handled outide o..f
the finance office. It was handled on the second floor
by Richard Welch, George Canning. My understanding of
how that would have been handled for the Larouche
campaign is not as I just explained. That would not have
happened to them because of the strict accounting
requirements of the FEC. There had been another computer
system ... for accounting for campaign funds for the FEC
reports, et cetera. And it is my understanding that that
kind of transfer would not have occurred as I just
explained it.

Id. at 36-37 (emphasis added).

Yepez then proceeds to speculate concerning the basis on which

funds mik have been transferred to a campaign committee from

N. some company, suggesting that

~if entities owed money to [TLC or IDL] for some purpose
that would be the basis for transferring monies into that

"-- account...,

Sadding as an afterthought:
I can't think, of f the top of my head, what the reasons

O for owing money to those organizations would be, but
there were. I know because that was discussed. And,

~again, in a crisis atmosphere where money had to be
T provided, to let's say, NBC for a half-an-hour spot,

every available avenue of funds into an FEC linked
c account would be secured.

Id. at 37.

This is the section quoted by General Counsel (Brief at

20-21). However, immediately following that statement in the

testimony, Yepez continues:

IL there was a debt that had to be paid to the Larouche
campaign, for example, then that debt would be liquidated
so that those funds could be brought into that account.

Again, I don't Dersonallv know of any instance where
funds were brought into it without that kind of
accounting first.

Id. at 37-38 (emphasis added).
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Aside from testifying to alleged acts and procedures of which

headmittedly hdno personal knowledge, Yepez dosnteven

allege as speculation what General Counsel attributes to him,

much less as fact. General Counsel simply manufactures

testimony from thin air when he asserts Yepez to have testified

that the corporations made payments to the campaign account

even though no services had been performed. Yepez said nothing

about fictitious billing, disavowed any knowledge of services

rendered, and denied knowing of any transfers that did not flow

from a legitimate debt. Notwithstanding Yepez's resistance to

the deposing attorney's formulations, and his at best

~speculative and not altogether responsive replies, General

Counsel now puts into the witness's mouth the very statements

-- that the witness himself refused to make.
~Nowhere in the General Counsel's brief is there any other

evidence of transfers such as those postulated, despite the

fact that payments by these corporations to the campaign

cotuaittees would be reflected on the comittees' regular

reports to the Couwuission and in the records provided by TLC to

. the FEC's audit staff in the course of its audit. No evidence

is presented, because such transfers did not occur.

c. Premise #1 (Imputed Contributions): and

Premise #2 (Solicitation Services)

General Counsel's attempt to build his argument on the

basis of a "LaRouche organization" conspiracy leads naturally

into the false premises regarding "contributions" to

non-campaign organizations, and services allegedly provided by0
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those organizations to the campaign as illegal corporate

*contributions.

P1rmie

Throughout, General Counsel relies on a literal but

nonsensical interpretation of 2 Usc sec. 431(8) to argue that

funds given to a non-electoral organization deemed to be

associated with LaRouche constitute contributions to the

Respondent conmmittees. Since the committees did not report

such funds, the argument continues, the committees and their

treasurers violated the reporting statutes for failure to

~disclose the purported contributions (2 USC sec. 434(b)), and,

~in some instances, the statute prohibiting excessive

-- contributions (when one adds in the monies given to the

*non-campaign entities). (2 USC sec. 441a(l).)

' If Congress had intended the definition of

"contributions" to include such payments, then indeed the

Commission might claim the jurisdiction which General Counsel

attributes to it, namely, oversight of all activity in the

D First Amendment arena regardless of its relationship to

electoral activity. Clearly, this is not the law. As

explained in the preceding analysis, there are many

organizations that advocate, develop, and disseminate the ideas

of Lyndon H. LaRouche. Such activities by these or any other

person, whether or not one chooses to call them "political,"

are not subject to FEC jurisdiction unless they stray into the

domain which Congress has specifically established under the
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FECA. The Comission would have an interest, for example, if

~such organizations actually provided funds to one of the

campaign comuittees or made independent expenditures to

influence the election; or if they paid their employees to work

on behalf of the campaign on the employer's paid time. This is

not what happened here, as the Cormmission can document from its

extensive audit materials.

Perhaps sensing the absurdity of his position, General

Counsel has made the assertion, where his case was nonexistent

otherwise, that fund transfers actually occurred; such

assertions lead to some of the more outlandish claims presented

O in General Counsel's brief. For example, in the case of

~Lucille Pieper (MUR 1976), who is alleged to have contributed

funds to TLC through the "conduit" Los Angeles Labor Conunittee9(LALC), the General Counsel states:
Mrs. Pieper intended that monies lent to 'the LaRouche

~Campaign/Organisation" were to be used for the campaign,
a fact apparently verified at least in part by TLC's
reported receipt of $1000 from her. Since none of Mrs.
Pieper's checks and credit card charges name TLC as the
payee, it seems that the $1000 eventually reported by TLC

~as coming from Mrs. Pieper came through one of the other
organizations cited above.

TLC has reported receiving *iooo from Mrs. Pieper on
January 12, 1984. Her $5,000 check to EIR was dated
December 22, 1983, and her $15,000 check to LALC was
dated January 5, 1984. Thus, both of these payments
pre-dated TLC's receipt and each could have been the
source of the $1,000 payment reported by the latter
conunittee.

Legal and Factual Analysis, MUR 1976, at 1.

As Respondents document below (Section IV.D., ?4UR by MUR

analysis), General Counsel was wrong in stating that 'none of

Mrs. Pieper's checks ... name TLC as the payee; the $1,000 at

0
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issue was a payment directly to TLC! The basis for the whole
aruet hsevaporates. Knowing now that that payment exists

(also documented below), General Counsel still clings to the

assertion that it did not. The only possible reason he would

do so is that he realizes his major premise is indeed false:

that contributions made to non-electoral organizations, even

with an imputed intention of somehow supporting the campaign,

constitute contributions to the campaign under the FECA. If

such payments are not passed on to the campaign, but are in

fact used by the non-campaign organization as its own general

revenues, to finance its own non-electoral activities, then the

--- argument fails.

' Where he cannot even hypothesize (still less demonstrate)

a conduiting of funds, General Counsel resorts to the notion of

9 ~in-kind" contributions to achieve tesm n. Freape

in MUR 1797, he argues, through a hypothesized in-kind granting

~of solicitation services by Campaigner, that monies paid by

T James Marvel "to" TC "through" Campaigner Publications

C demonstrated both a contribution to the campaign by Dr. Marvel,

J) and a corporate contribution to the campaign by Campaigner. In

this case, unlike the Pieper example, General Counsel does not

allege that Campaigner conduited Dr. Marvel's money as such to

the campaign, but rather performed services. (See the

MUR-by-MUR analysis for further detail and refutation.)

In both cases, the hypothesized "contribution' by the

non-campaign entity (LALC or Campaigner) never occurred, and no

evidence exists in General Counsel's brief to demonstrate that0
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it did. General Counsel's purpose, however, is not really to

~prove such corporate contributions; rather, it is to bolster

the weak claim that funds given to the other "LaRouche-related-

organizations constitute de Lag . (and unreported)

contributions "to" the campaigns.

Other than these speculations, General Counsel relies

solely on his apparent interpretation of 2 USC sec. 431(8) -- a

definitional statute, which states in part that

The term "contribution" includes--

(i) any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit
of money or anything of value made by any person for
the purpose of influencing any election for Federal
office; or

ci
(ii) the payment by any person of compensation for
the personal service of another person which are

__ [sic] rendered to a political coimnittee without
charge for any purpose.'Clearly, such "influencing" of a federal election must have

some palpable existence for it to fall under the provisions of

the Act. The individual contributor's "intent" or beolief"

that a contribution to somthing or someone other than the

C - candidate or his commwittee somehow is for the purpose of that

Lf) candidate's campaign, is in itself insufficient.11/  There

must be a showing that the funds contributed in fact did have

something to do with the actual campaign: that they were

conduited to the campaign committee, or that they were used

11/ This assumes, of course, that a particular contributor's
"intention" has itself been adequately demonstrated. In fact,
General Counsel fails to prove that "intention" in all of the
relevant MURs at issue, as Respondents demonstrate in the

~case-by-case analyses.
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indirectly to defray in-kind contributions by the recipient

~~organization (services rendered), or that they were used for an L

independent expenditure ( the recipient organization

conducted some activity advocating the election or defeat of a

candidate). In the cases now before the Conmission, none of

these acts occurred, notwithstanding General Counsel's attempt

to demonstrate them in certain instances. (Iee MURs 1976,

1797. 1862, 2084, and 2143, below.)

The problem is really quite simple. The definitions of

"contribution" is clearly intended to establish the n~ of

trpes of transaction which are to be treated as such for

M) purposes of application of the substantive statutes of the

Act. The purpose is to ensure that no transaction escapes the

net of the Act's intended purpose, so that, for example, the

'provisions of the Act cannot be evaded by indirect support of i

Oan election campaign ( ..g, independent expenditures), or by

~~the advancing of monies in excess of limitations with

conditions of return (loans, loan guarantees, deposits, and so ,

C forth), or by in-kind contributions. These are definitions, in

short, whose purpose is to set out what types of transactions

are "included" and what types are "excluded."

The purported "intent" of contributors to the

non-electoral organizations in the instant case does not turn

such financial support into contributions "to" the electoral

campaign as such if the campaign reaps no benefit thereby.

Thus, even if an individual sincerely believes that by helping

~finance the distribution of books and news articles by or about
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Mr. LaRouche he will thereby improve Mr. LaRouche's electoral

~chances through the general dissemination of his ideas, and

provides such financial support with that as a clear intention,

such financial support cannot be considered a contribution to

the campaign. General Counsel or the Commission may not like

that, but it is the law. (See discussion under Sections II.C.

and IV.c.2. (re: Buckley v. Valeo), mar.)
Since Respondents here had no way to know that the

transactions even occurred, still less anything about the state

of mind of the "contributors," they are not parties in any way

to the circumstances. Again, the only way that the acts in

question could give rise to a violation by these Respondents

would be if an actual conduiting of funds occured, or if in

consideration of those funds the non-campaign entities'receiving the funds performed some kind of otherwise

~uncompensated service for the campaigns. If Ms. Pieper had

, given or loaned monies to LALC , or made purchases from KIR, in

~non-campaign years, would those have been construed as

C contributions to Mr. LaRouche's campaign?

Ultimately, the Conmuission must perform what might be

called a "reality test," which is quite simple: H r the funds

in fact used to influence a federal campaign? Or were they

simply used for the regular, uninterrupted exercise of First

Amendment activities for which those organizations were

formed? In the case now before the Commission, General Counsel

has demonstrated 11o expenditure of funds by the non-electoral
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entities with respect to federal elections, and any argument to

iO  the contrary is simply another form of a conspiracy theory.

d) Premise #2l:

The conspiracy theory leads as well to General Counsel's

False Premise #2, which relates to the allegation repeated

throughout the brief that various non-electoral "LaRouche-

related" entities were involved in soliciting funds for the

campaigns, in violation of law. For example, General Counsel

alleges that CDI and LALC violated 2 USC Sections 433 and 434

by being involved in solicitation activities for political

S coumittees (GC Brief at 40-41)

4 Sprinkled throughout the factual portion of the brief are

bits of evidence that General Counsel would undoubtedly contend9support its allegation that non-campaign entities were involved
in soliciting funds for the campaigns. For example, Chris

. curtis is cited as testifying that in 1984 his living expenses

T were being paid by EIR and Fusion and that he was paid a

( stipend by PGM, and that he meanwhile solicited money for,

!)intr ilia, TLC and IDL (GC Brief at 21), the implication being

that EIR, Fusion, and PGM were providing in-kind contributions

to mLC and IDL by paying Curtis while he solicited for the

campaigns. In addition, there are several alleged statements

from contributors or lenders that they were solicited by

representatives of various non-campaign entities, and that

their contributions included contributions to the campaigns.

(Se eL.a., GC Brief at 27-28, 31-34.)
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As elsewhere, General Counsel's allegations and ,

e supporting evidence in this area ignore the realities of

political fundraising. For example, Frank Bell, a TLC and IDL

volunteer, another of the witnesses whose Alexandria testimony

is cited by General Counsel, testified in that trial that

during the relevant time frame he was working on the press

staff for Fusion during regular business hours and did

volunteer work for the camDaign at night and on weekends.

(U.S. v. LaRouche et al., Tr., Vol. Ill-A at 188-192, Exhibit

6.) General Counsel omitted that portion of Mr. Bell's

testimony. A similar situation existed with respect to others

O who worked on the campaigns for TLC and IDL.

It is not in the least improper for an individual to

.... _ maintain regular employment while volunteering to work on aOpolitical campaign. (See. g., 11 CFR sec. 100.7(a)(3),

100O.7(b)(3), and 114.9; FEC Advisory Opinion 1975-94.) In

fact, all but the most affluent of campaigns are composed of

large numbers of people who donate their time to the campaign

' while continuing to be gainfully employed elsewhere. The mere

fact that fundraisers for TLC and IDL may have also been

employed by companies identified with Lyndon LaRouche cannot

result in any inference that those companies, as opposed to

those individuals, were soliciting for the campaigns or

otherwise improperly providing in-kind contributions to the

campaign conmnittees.

Absent evidence showing, for example, that the

_ individuals were given additional payments by their employers
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that could be considered compensation for their campaign work,.or that they continued to be paid by their employers while
actually devoting all their time to the campaign, there is no

basis for a finding of Probable Cause based on the

circumstantial evidence set forth in General Counsel's brief.

Likewise, it cannot be argued that the non-campaign

entities provided facilities to the campaigns without

compensation, since the campaigns paid for such services as use

of office space, photocopying, telephones, and the like in

accordance with 11 CFR sec. 114.9.

e) Premise #4: Wrong-Line Re~ortino: and

~Premise #5: Debts Renortina

These are of a somewhat different nature than the false

-- premises discussed so far. However, they, too, rely on the9supposition that Respondents are engaged inacosicyt
violate the Act by means of reporting their receipts in a false

and misleading fashion.

~General Counsel alleges that transactions reported by

Respondents as "contributions" or "loans" were misreported,

I because they should have been reported as "other receipts" in

those cases where complainants alleged the transfer of money to

have been unauthorized. Respondents have already addressed

this issue as part of the bad faith shown by the FEC in

pursuing this case overall, and will not repeat that analysis

here beyond noting that the alleged violation hardly rises to a

matter requiring a six-year investigation, or a finding of

0
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Probable Cause. Additionally, the premise is flawed on

~statutory grounds as well.

The Couuuission's premise relies exclusively on the

definition of "contribution" contained in 2 Usc sec. 431(8), a

statute that has already been discussed in the context of

contributions to non-electoral entities. With regard to

enforcement of the FECA, which is the only issue before the

Coninission, the statutory wording on which General Counsel

relies is that "Itlhe term 'contribution' includes" any of a

number of transfers of value (money or otherwise), "made..

for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

off ice." Since, by General Counsel's argument, the allegedly

unauthorized transfers were not made by the contributor for

that purpose, they are therefore not contributions.

Following the above-quoted portion, 2 USC sec. 431(8)

goes on to itemize various types of transactions that the term

"~contribution" does noak include. To state the obvious, the

type of transaction at issue here is not listed among the

exclusions. Nor is it specifically iniiz in the statutory

definition of "other receipts," which is a catch-all residual

category, typically used to report interest, dividends, and

sale of coimnittee assets following termination of a campaign --

in other words, those types of receipts which generally do not

pertain to individual contributors, but to impersonal

transactions of a purely financial sort.

In a nutshell, even assuming, n rque ]d, that the

~complainants' allegations of non-authorization are valid, the
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statute in fact does not prescribe vhat line on which to report
O the transactions. The Respondents had an obligation under the

law to report all receipts. They did so. No matter what line

they chose to report the receipts on, full disclosure was made

with regard to the contributors' identities and the dates and

amounts of the receipts.

Nor can it be argued that the "contributions" line should

not have been used for these transactions simply because they

may be, irgtuo1n, unauthorized. Corporate contributions, for

example, or excessives, are no less contributions for their

prohibition under the Act, and are reportable on the

~contributions line.

It should be emphasized that even if the Commnission

determines that transactions of this nature should not have9been reported on the contributions line, it remains that

O Respondents had no knowledge at the time of receipt, or at the

~time of reporting, that there was anything to distinguish these

r receipts from the thousands of other contribution receipts

C forwarded to campaign headquarters and identifed as such.

Nothing in the evidence demonstrates that there was such

knowledge, and certainly nothing demonstrates that if such

knowledge did exist, that the (at best ambiguous) reporting

violation was willful. If any corrective action was required,

it would have been nothing more than an amendment to committee

reports.

-55-



f) Premise #3: Complainant Credibility

~As with the preceding false premises, this has been

addressed in part in the preceding discussion of the bad faith

represented by the instant proceeding. While Respondents

cannot introduce documentary evidence to refute each and every

allegation of every complainant, particularly since General

Counsel has steadfastly refused to disclose evidence in his

possession, there is sufficient documentation on the record to

prove the falseness of complainant allegations in a

frighteningly large number of instances.

Respondents do not assert that the Cotmuission should

o ignore proper complaints. Quite the contrary, the Commuission

\ is required by law to open a MUR in each such case, and...o

-- investiaate the matter (2 Usc sec. 437g). What has happened

hrironically, is that these matters remain opnnot because

of any action of respondents, and not because of the complexity

and magnitude of the facts requiring investigation, but rather

because of General Counsel's Ln z to honestly investigate

each complaint. As Respondents note in the relevant XUR-by-14UR

U) analyses9 assertions that General Counsel continues either to

make on his own, or to pass on unexamined from complainants,

appear in his brief only because his office has ignored

contrary evidence already in the Commission's possession. 12/

12/ See, for example, NUR 1976, which relies so heavily on
the alleged nonexistence of a check written by Lucille Pieper
to TLCo which check had been submitted by TLC to the Commission
for matching long before the complaint.

-56-



• S
In other instances, while the Conwission may not have

O possessed evidence to refute complainant allegations at the

time they were made, such evidence could have been readily

obtained by even a cursory investigation. For example, in the

case of MUR 1825. General Counsel could have easily ascertained

that John B. Gibson and Brad Gibson were one and the same

person simply by asking him, as TLC did when notified of this

allegedly material fact.

The Conwuission and its General Counsel must adhere to at

least the minimum of conmuon sense in evaluating evidence; and

when it comes to the circumstance of a Probable Cause finding,

-- with possible criminal penalties, something more than that

minimun is required. Indeed, this would be sound Cormission

practice if for no other reason than to avoid senseless and'costly investigations, needless drains on Conmuission and staff

~time, and unwarranted burdens imposed on respondents -- let

~alone the appearance of partisan politics.

Scrutiny of the evidence is especially required in cases

~where the complainants are persons with axes to grind who,

despite a sworn oath, may in all likelihood misrepresent the

circumstances of the case, omit material information, or simply

remember the events wrongly. This is especially to be expected

in the case of individuals who had at one time been supporters

of Mr. LaRouche, but for one reason or another changed their

views. It would be surprising if such individuals did not

attempt to cast events in a light most unfavorable to

~Respondents. In this regard, .t is significant that most of
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the complaints concern non-repayment of monies by the

~campaigns; indeed, this is the very "cause" of complaint in

nearly all instances. Complainants are therefore attempting to

motivate the Commission to resolve their perceived problem,

notwithstanding that enforcement of commuercial obligations is

not the Comeission's responsibility.

Selective memories, overt and subtle misrepresentation of

facts, and other evidentiary deficiencies in complainant

statements, are even more to be expected in the circumstances

of the complaints at issue. Nearly all of them were prompted

only after a relentless nationwide barrage of news media

defamation of Mr. LaRouche and his campaign, specifically

alleging financial wrongdoing and the defrauding of

c~ontributors. Certain reporters went so far as to call

9 contributors, specifically suggesting to them that they had

O been defrauded and inciting them to complain to the FEC and

other enforcement agencies. 13/

' " The courts, as well, have established standards for the

C Commission's examination of complainant evidence:

the Commission must take into consideration all available
information concerning the alleged wrongdoing [and it]
may not rely solely on the facts presented by the sworn
complaint ... evaluation of the credibility of the
allegation, the nature of the threat posed by the
offense, the resources available to the agency and
numerous other factors.

In re Federal Election CamDajan Act Litigation, 474 F. Supp.
1044, at 1045-46 (D.C. 1979).

13/ Ironically, such calls were made possible by the very
disclosure of contributor names and addresses which General

~Counsel alleges to have constituted "misreporting" by the
respondents. In fact, the unwholesome partnership of hostile
press, FEC, and other enforcement agencies is not new.
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In aumary, there is such a likelihood of falsehoods and
~misleading statements in complainants' sworn statements that,

in the absence of corroborating proof , no such statement can be

allowed to stand on its own as sufficient proof of any alleged

violation. Wherever sufficient evidence is available to the

Respondents, moreover, they shall not merely show that there is

a likelihood of falsehoods, but will demonstrate specific

falsehoods themselves, in the MUJR by WUR analysis which follows.

I
\C)

C
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D. NU by NUR Analysis
~In this section, each MUR or other alleged violation is

discussed as appropriate, demonstrating:

a) the operation of General Counsel's false premises;

b) other evidentiary or procedural flaws;

C) evidence of General Counsel's bad faith.

For ease of reference, where each DIU or other investigation is

identified, the respective pages of General Counsel's Brief in

which it appears are indicated.

9
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1. MUR 1827 (Galoust N. Elgal)
~GC Brief at 4 and 39

Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc sec. 434(b)(2)(A) or (H)

434(b)(3)(A) or (E)
434(b) (8)

Premises: #3, #4, & #5

This NUR presents a stark example of General Counsel's

fallacious premises at work. Respondent discredited the

evidence over six years ago in its reply to the original MUR,

arnd General Counsel has implicitly acknowledged that

discrediting. However, rather than abandon the alleged

violations, General Counsel has responded by making mutually

contradictory explanations of what the "violation" actually

~was, with no explanation of his change in position.

4 NUR 1827 originated in a complaint by Galoust N. Elgal.

As TLC's November 10, 1984 response noted, Mr. Elgal's'complaint failed to identify any statute or regulation

violated. Thus, TLc could respond only to the content of the

complaint: nonrepayment of $200 in alleged loans from the

T Complainant. ThC pointed out in its response that not only was

c this transaction not a matter of FEC jurisdiction, but that the

' evidence submitted to the Commission by the Complainant had

been altered by him: photocopies of the two payment instruments

showed a notation "loan" in the memo section of the checks,

whereas the checks had no such notation when received by TLC

for deposit.

Likewise, the Commission also had photocopies of them in

their original, untampered, form, because they had been

~submitted for matching funds. That submission was long before
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the October 1984 complaint itself. In its October 25 response,.TLC provided the Corvuission with photocopies of the check
photocopies in its own possession, showing the blank memo line.

Five months following TLC's response, the Commission

found Reason to Believe that violations had occurred, which was

the first time TLC had any idea of what the alleged violations

were. The "Reason to Believe" letter did not acknowledge or

discuss the disparity between the original (unannotated)

payment instruments and the altered version supplied by the

Complainant (which added the memo "loan'). However, the fact

of that discrepancy was clearly taken into account in the form

~of a fence-straddling formulation as to which statutes there

was "reason to believe" had been violated. Thus, the

Conmmission's letter stated:
t there is reason to believe that the LaRouche Campaign,

Inc. and you, as treasurer, have violated 2 USC
\O 434(b)(2)(A) or~ (H) by failing to include payments

received from Galoust Elgal in the totals of either
:© contributions or loans received, and 2 Usc 434(b)(3)(A)

gr (E) by failing to itemize the same individual's
payments totaling $220 as either contributions or loans
(emphasis added).

In other words, the Commission itself could not determine

whether the payments were in fact loans or contributions -- a

not unreasonable conundrum in light of the Complainant's

blatant tampering with the evidence. However, notwithstanding

such a serious questions, the Commission went on in the same

paragraph (concluding that the payments wer in fact loans) to

find reason to believe that the Respondents had violated 2 USC

434(b)(8) by failing to report the funds in question as loan
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debt1 and 26 USC 9042(c) by submitting the two items for. purposes of obtaining matching funds when they were allegedly

loans and not contributions.

Even more absurd was the allegation that b~~yx the

nature of the payment (loan or contribution), Respondents had

failed to disclose their receipt. That allegation was and is

false, end no evidence has been presented to justify it. To

the contrary, the report identifying the receipt had been in

the possession of the Commission since July, 1984, three months

before the Commission's receipt of the complaint. (e Exhibit

7.)

~Since Respondents were provided with no substantive facts

~for a meaningful conciliation, and no facts substantiating the

alleged violations over which the Commission has jurisdiction,
theya requested immediate dismissal of the U. 4

Now, five and a half years following Respondent's final

communication to the Comission, the Elgal NUR reappears in yet

T a new incarnation, as if none of the prior history of

C Respondent communication had occurred, and indeed, yet again,

~making different allegations from those made in the first or

second versions. The alleged violations are now stated as

follows (GC Brief at 4):

14/ Additional irregularities in the Reason to Believe were
also identified in a subsequent communication from Respondent's
Counsel to the Commission. (Se Letter from Anderson &
Associates dated Nay 22, 1985.)
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On April 22, 1985, the Commission found reason to believethat The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as
~treasurer, violated 2 Usc 434(b)(3)(A) or (E),

434(b)(2)(A) or (H), and 434(b)(8), and 26 USC 9042(c),

which correctly states the previous allegation as far as it

goes, but which General Counsel now mischaracterizes as meaning

reporting two loans from Galoust 14. Elgal as
contributions, and submitting those funds in a report to
the Conmaission for the purpose of receiving matching
funds.

This is a misstatement of the alleged violation as quoted. The

violation of 2 USC 434(b)(3) and 434(b)(2) referred solely to

the alleged failure to report jUnZ receipt of the Elgal funds,

as either loans "og" contributions. It does not refer either

-to a misreporting of loans asa contributions, or to a submission

~of those items for matching.

-- Beyond being a false characterization of the violations

~charged, this claim also contradicts the conclusions of the

April 1985 Reason to Believe letter. In his suimuary, General

Counsel now completely omits the ambiguity between loan and

contribution that the Comission had in fact acknowledged

~(albeit implicitly) by the original "either-or" formulation as

to which statute may have been violated; General Counsel

thereby reduces the matter to the single issue of the reporting

of alleged loans as contributions.

This daisy-chain of conclusions is also a good example of

how the confused structure of General Counsel's Brief obscures

the truth. Had the two separate recitations of evidence (GC

Brief at 4 and 39) been combined into one, it would have been

clear immediately that the specific statutory violations
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alleged at 4 were contrary to the characterization of the
@ violation at 39. Had the "conclusion" in turn followed upon

presentation of the evidence, General Counsel could not have

made the claim into which his "conclusion" is distilled at 44.

Complainant Elgal's allegation was accepted at face value

by the Commission, despite hard evidence in its possession at

the time of the complaint that the Complainant had altered the

relevant evidence15' (Premise #3). Respondents brought the

contrary evidence to the Commission's attention no later than

c November 1984, yet General Counsel neither accounts for this

uncontested contrary evidence, nor even acknowledges that it

- exists. Not only does General Counsel ignore Respondent's9original response, but even more brazenly, now attempts to
mislead the Couwuission by disingenuously describing the Elgal

checks as "each bearing the designation 'loan'" (Brief at 39).

~General Counsel thus recommends a finding of Probable

c Cause by dissembling, material omission of evidence, and

outright misrepresentation of the Commission's own prior

findings. The contrary evidence has been in the Commuission's

possession for six and one half years.

15/ Even if the contributions had been intended as loans
there is no way that either TLC or Spannaus could have known
that fact upon receipt of the funds.
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2. MUR 1976 (Lucille Pieper)

GC Brief *t 6 and 32
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc sec. 434(b)(2)

434(b) (3)
434(b) (3) (B)
441a(f)

11 CFR sec. 11O.6(d)(2)
Premises: *i, #3, #6, & #7

The evolution of this MUR exemplifies the shoddy methods

used by General Counsel throughout. From its inception to

date, FEC analysis of the Pieper claims has been marked by

naked misrepresentations of fact, fanatical leaps of faith, and

reasoning that verges on conspiratorial fantasy.

The Facts:

a) Lucille Pieper wrote a contribution check for $1,000
to ThC on January 11, 1984.

b) Additionally, she loaned $1,000 by credit card on
C ! June 26, 1984, which loan was repaid in full on

October 26, 1984. These transactions were reported
by TLC in its Reports of Receipts, Disbursements,

and Obligations, for the relevant time periods.
\3c) Pieper apparently paid additional sums to other

organizations for a variety of purposes, including
: literature purchases and loans. Some, though not

all, of these are itemized in OC Brief at 32, along
T with the ThC $1000 contribution (where, however, the

sum of $32,900 is inexplicably reported as $14,900).

General Counsel's Bad Faith Version

a) General Counsel alleges Complainant Lucille Pieper
to have said in a deposition that "she had..
written TLC a check for $1,000." Brief at 32. A
mere two pages later, we are informed that "Mrs.
Pieper indicated ... that there were no direct
payments to TLC."

b) Since TLC had not only received Mrs. Pieper's
January 11, 1984 check, but had submitted it for
matching, it had been in the Commission's possession
long prior to the initiation of the MUR and the
deposition.
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c) Despite this incontrovertible evidence, General
Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis led to the
escalation of this MUM to a Reason to Believe
finding.

d) The Comunission was reminded of the check's existence
and submission for matching funds in Respondents'
July 22. 1985 reply to the Reason to Believe
finding, in which yet another photocopy of the check
was provided.

e) And yet, to this very day. General Counsel continues
to lie that "there were no direct payments to TLC."

Sianificance of the "Nonexistent" Pamnt

In the original Reason to Believe finding, General

Counsel made the following leap of faith:

Since (1) the documents provided by Complainant Pieper in
-- the form of checks and credit card statements were all

payments to entities other than TLC (particularly Los
~Angeles Labor Comittee, or LALC), therefore she could
! not have made any payment to TLC;

~but (2), since TLC had itself reported receiving a9 contribution from her as of January 12, 1984,
then (3) therefore, "it seems that the $1,000 eventually

~reported by TLC as coming from Mrs. Pieper came through
one of the other organizations cited above." (Factual

" and Legal Analysis at 2.)

General Counsel might not have leaped to this conclusion had he
1'

noted that Pieper's concern was simply the alleged nonrepayment

of loans; since the $1,000 in question had always been an

undisputed contribution, she had no reason to mention it.

This is no trivial matter, for the entire MUM originally

hinged on this one false assumption that Pieper never wrote

that $1,000 check to TLC. In General Counsel's Analysis, we

find the following chain of reasoning (Id. at 5):
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In sumnary, it appears that LALC was involved in the
forwarding of at least $1,000 from Mrs. Pieper to TLC.

~In addition, it appears that LALC was involved in
solicitation activities for other political committees..

This erroneous conclusion, however, is never spelled out as to

amounts or other specifics; yet, the General Counsel's previous

analysis continues:

There is, therefore, reason to believe that LALC expended
more than $1,000 during a calendar year for purposes of
influencing federal elections, thus bringing it within
the statutory definition of "political comittee." LALC
has never registered and reported with the Conmission.

Of course, as noted, LALC did not conduit that $1,000, or

any funds, to ThC: Lucille Pieper wrote the check herself; TLC

deposited it, reporting it as a contribution receipt in that

reporting cycle; and TLC then submitted it to the Conmission

for matching. The entire conclusion goes up in smoke. There

* ~ is no basis here for deeming LALC a political cotmittee, and

~therefore no basis for charging TLC with a violation of 2 USC

Z) 434(b)(2), or 434(b)(3), or 434(b)(3)(B), or 441a(f).

By persisting in one obstinate lie, founded on nothing

" but speculation, General Counsel created three violations out

of thin air, nursed them for five years, and now claims

Probable Cause that Respondents have committed knowing and

willful violation of these three statutes. Worse, General

Counsel persists in his argument, notwithstanding that his

brief, at 32, lists the very contribution check for $1,000 that

Ms. Pieper in fact wrote to TLC!
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Analysis of General Counsel's Conclusions

O Respondents acknowledge that receipt of the second 61,000

from Mrs. Pieper (the loan), did, at the time of its receipt,

create an excessive contribution from Mrs. Pieper. Neither the

relevant campaign staff nor the treasurer were aware of this at

the time (which was at the height of electioneering), and the

receipt was unintentional. Subsequently, the $1,000 was

refunded to Mrs. Pieper.16

General Counsel also states that ThC accepted excessive

contributions from Ms. Pieper. (GC Brief at 7.) However, from

the face of the evidence and records it is clear that General

~Counsel confuses the two $1,000 payments. One (June 1984) was

" indeed a loan, and was repaid; the other (January 1984) was a

C contribution -- as General Counsel acknowledges in his table onS page 32. As noted, the 1Qoan was reported as a loan in TIL's

Report of Receipts and Disbursements covering the period of

June 1984. This would appear to be the basis for the alleged

~violations of 2 USC 434(b)(2) and (3).

~General Counsel's deliberate misstatement of the facts

' manifests itself in another way in the Pieper matter. Keeping

in mind that the basis for the charge that LALC provided any

money at all to TLC was the alleged nonexistence of Pieper's

own, personal, check to TLC, that single false supposition was

also used as the sole justification for the equally erroneous

supposition that monies advanced by Mrs. Pieper to LALC and

16/ The general issue of accepting excessive contributions is
~addressed more fully in the analysis of MUR 2125, jnfra.
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other organizations were in tact monies given "to" the
0 presidential campaign itself. General Counsel writes:

According to the complaint, Mrs. Pieper intended that
monies lent to "the LaRouche Campaign/Organization" were
to be used for the campaign, a tact apparently verified
at least in part by TLC's reported receipt of *100o from
her. Since none of Mrs. Pieper's checks and credit card
charges name TLC as the payee, it seems that the $1000
eventually reported by TLC as coming from Mrs. Pieper
came through one of the other organizations cited above
(Id. at 2).

Since the conduiting of funds from LALC to TLC is, according to

General Counsel, only "aparently verified," and at that, only

"in part," and no other facts are presented to fill in any

other "parts" of the alleged verification, then clearly no such

~verification exists at all -- because it did not happen.

In sum, no whatsoever has been produced regarding the

claim that Mrs. Pieper had "intended" her payments to other,9non-campaign, organizations to be for the purpose of supporting
Mr. LaRouche's candidacy. All General Counsel can say is that

~Mrs. Pieper "a sUmgg the organizations were connected with the

LaRouche campaign" (Brief at 32, emphasis added). An

.... assumption is not an intention.

' As with all of the ex n t~ depositions, General Counsel

has chosen to quote only selectively. Indeed, in this case,

the testimony is not even quoted, but only paraphrased. Thus,

even the deponent's "assumptions" are not tested by

cross-examination. At this stage, where General Counsel now

seeks a Probable Cause finding, it violates their due process

rights to withhold this, as well as all other transcripts of

~depositions taken pursuant to this entire investigation.
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Since the conduiting never occurred, and since there is

O no verification for Mrs. Pieper's alleged intent that monies

v lent to various organizations were to be used by the

campaign," then the justification evaporates for these

remaining alleged violations:

2 Usc sec. 434(b)(3)(B)
(failure to report contribution by "political
committee" LALC);

11 CFR sec. llO.6(d)(2)
(failure to report contribution from a conduit
exercising direction or control over recipient
candidate).*17/

Furthermore, even assuming, jr~gianiA, that Mrs. Pieper had

intended these non-campaign loans to have been made for

electoral purposes, such intent would still be of no weight in

supporting the claim of alleged violations, as discussed in

~~connection with Premise #1, MdPI Finally, it is revealing of General Counsel's bad faith

'0in general that the portion of Mrs. Pieper's testimony that he

' does quote -- at great length -- consists of nothing but highly

inflanmmatory, completely irrelevant recollections of alleged

strong-arm tactics by a particular solicitor. This is

precisely the kind of method which Respondents meant in

characterizing General Counsel's Brief overall as founded on

the supposition that Respondents are "bad people" about whom

anything can and should be believed.

17/ The remaining alleged violation, 2 Usc sec. 441a(f)
(acceptance of excessive contributions), remains, as noted
above, and will be discussed separately.
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3. !'UR 2090 (Catherine L. Mc llen)GC Brief at 9 and 36

Respondents: IDL and Rose as Treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc sec. 441b
Premises: #2 & #3

General Counsel materially and repeatedly misstates

facts. First, IDL is listed as having been paid $3,000 on

April 5, 1985. The correct figure is $300.00, as shown by a

photocopy of the check, provided by the Complainant, in the

1EC's own MUR file. Secondly, all listed items are identified

as "loans," whereas even the Complainant makes no such claim.

Further, the handwritten list of payments provided by the

Complainant explicitly identifies certain of the listed items

as either "contributions," specifically:

10/29/84 $ 225
10/29/84 25
03/21/85 1,000 (though check memo

suggests it may be a loan)

or as other, non-loan, payments:

11/08/84 $ 100
12/22/84 130

While NUR 2090 makes no allegations pertaining to the

loan vs. contribution issue, it is revealing of General

Counsel's unwholesome zeal, or careless haste, that his brief

automatically identifies all payments as "loans." Surely, in

the five years that this Complaint has presumably been under

investigation, the Complainant's documents could have been

accurately read, if not when the 1!UR was opened, then certainly

now, when General Counsel is recommuending a Commnission finding

of Probable Cause.
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The only remotely relevant evidence suggesting that.Cam~paigner Publications might have solicited contributions for

XDL is a photocopy of a Federal Express receipt for a package

addressed by the Complainant to "Larry Hecht, Campaigner

Publications (Independent Democrats for LaRouche), 304 West

58th St., New York, NY 10019." Since IDL was subletting office

space from Campaigner at this address (a fact known to the

Commission, as it was reported in IDL's regular disclosure

reports), this so-called evidence proves nothing whatsoever.

There is nothing either in the complaint letter or the

accompanying documentation to suggest any involvement by

' Campaigner Publications otherwise.

Regarding CDI's alleged service of soliciting

contributions for IDL, this is simply Premise #2 at work: theQprosecutorial leap of faith that an individual's volunteer work
~for a campaign ijm Ln fact means a donation of that person's

: paid time by his or her employer. In this case, there is not

even evidence that the campaign solicitors in question were

" employees of CDI (much less Campaigner).

MUR 2090 also exemplifies General Counsel's folly in

taking a Complainant's word at face value. In this instance,

the complaint letter and accompanying documentation are rife

with internal contradictions. When a "sworn statement"

contains mutually contradictory "facts," then critical

examination must precede the Commission's determination to

commit limited resources to the pursuit of an interminable

O investigation. Such critical examination was totally lacking
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0
here, as can be seen by the following examples from Complainant. Nc~ullen's initiating letter:

a) She claims that she sent a $300 check "to CDI" on April
5, 1985. The check in that amount on that date is made
out not to CDI, but to Independent Democrats for LaRouche
(which General Counsel did register, although
misreporting the amount as $3000).

b) The Federal Express receipt of that date is addressed to
Independent Democrats for LaRouche.

c) A comparison of Respondent's own handwritten list of
payments with the photocopies of the cancelled checks
reveals the following glaring discrepancies:

Per n~ ~heck E~

650 10/29/84 IDL CDI
651 10/29/84 Campaigner CDI

1010 03/21/85 "Loan" Outright contribution"

One simply cannot trust at face value such complaint

r letters regarding jy of their contents. While discrepancies. could presumably be resolved upon further investigation, it

appears from General Counsel's Brief that either no such

'0investigation ensued or, if it was, that any evidence that

~would demonstrate a violation of law is being withheld from

Respondents, since no such evidence has been presented.
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4. MUR 1556 (Barbara Mikuiski)

GC Brief at 1 and 19
Respondents: Citizens for Freeman

and Haight as treasurer

TLC, IDL, and their treasurers make no reply regarding

this MU as they are not named as Respondents. (Sea General

Counsel's Brief as noted above.)

LC)
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5. I4UR 1793 (Paul Ruzanaki)

GC Brief at 2 and 38
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 434(b)(2) & (3); 26 Usc 9042(c)
False Premises: #3, #4, & #5

Paul Ruzanaki's complaint of September 19, 1984,

initiated the first MUR in the entire sequence of

investigations ultimately merged into MUR 1852. The history of

this matter provides a good example of the extralegal methods

pursued by the Office of General Counsel throughout.

Mr. Ruzanski made three allegations in his complaint:

a) that TLC failed to repay borrowed funds at the time
due;

- b) that TLC withdrew additional funds from his credit
~card account without his knowledge or authorization;

c) that he had been told by a TLC representative that
the funds he loaned to the campaign were matchable.

~As with every MlUR involved in this matter, General

~Counsel's transmittal letter to the Respondent provided a copy

: of the complaint but no independent citation of what statutes

~or regulations were alleged to have been violated. Thus, as

C" with many other MURs, Respondents could only address issues

If) raised in the complaint letter itself: the only possible

violation of the FECA remotely referenced there was contained

in the suggestion that the campaign had attempted to obtain

matching funds on the basis of non-matchable receipts (in this

case loans).

In its October 19, 1984 reply, TLC addressed all three of

Mr. Ruzanski's allegations, while also noting that the first

0
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two did not fall within the legitimate jurisdiction of the

* FEC. TLC also denied all allegations as presented by

Ruzanski. Thus, the MUR came before the Comnission at that

point as two different versions of the facts, plus the

desonstration that the main substance of the complaint was not

properly a matter of Commnission attention in the first place.

Subsequently, Mr. Ruzanski "amended" his complaint by

reporting his sudden discovery of additional charges made to

his credit card account, allegedly without his authorization,

dating from 11 to 20 months earlier. The Cormuission accepted

this second "complaint," and TLC again responded. General

- Counsel never acknowledged Respondents' argument that

Complainant Ruzanski was a man with an axe to grind, and
C j

therefore an unreliable or noncredible affiant.4TLC was subsequently notified by letter dated March 13,
~1985, that the Commission had found Reason to Believe

violations had occurred involving 2 USC sec. 434(b)(2) and (3),

and 26 USC sec. 9042(c). It was alleged that the Respondents'

~violated the cited statutes by:

reporting as a contributor/lender an individual who did
not intend to make a contribution/loan and by
misreporting the total amount of receipts.

Further, that a knowing and willful violation occurred because

Respondents

knowingly and willfully furnish~ed] false, fictitious or
fraudulent evidence on the Committee's statements of
outstanding campaign obligations by including as part of
debts owed a loan obtained without the consent of the
lender.
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3611793 encapsulates four of the false premises upon which

~General Counsel's Brief relies throughout.

General Counsel and the Couwmission accepted the

Complainant's version of the "facts" at face value with no

corroborating evidence whatsoever. This was done in disregard

of clear evidence, in both the complaint itself and the

"amendment," and as well in Respondents' replies, that the

Complainant was a hostile, biased, and unreliable witness.

(hee Respondent's letter of December 4, 1984, responding to

General Counsel's November 16, 1984 "amendment" to complaint.)

Complainant admits that he changed his opinion of Respondents

over time, from having been a supporter to becoming an

0antagonist. (hae complaint letter at 1 (third paragraph), and

'0Complainant's letters to Respondents dated September 14, 1984

- and September 18, 1984.) In politics, changes of mind are not

" infrequent, particularly regarding controversial candidates and

issues; with this in mind, careful consideration of a

complainant's credibility becomes all the more crucial.

Premise #4

General Counsel and the Commission have pursued the

investigation, bringing it to the point of a Probable Cause

reconunendation, based on alleged violations which, even if

true, ought properly to have been corrected simply by amended

~reports. The alleged misreporting of receipts involved no
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other violation of the FECA and, even in the alleged form of

O misreporting, made full public disclosure of all sources of

campaign funding.

PZxaisei#

Even if Ruzanski's loan(s) were unauthorized by him, they

nevertheless constituted debts owed by the committee -- indeed,

all the more so were the allegations true. To have mttt

them from the comittee's statement of net outstanding campaign

obligations, as General Counsel reconmnends, would therefore

have been a violation; to include them was not.

General Counsel lards the "Facts" section with the9statement that =Ruzanski alleged four other unauthorized
~charges to his credit card totaling $125" (Brief at 38).

~Insofar as two of these charges are identified by Ruzanaki as

' being made to the National Democratic Policy Conwaittee, which

~is not even a Respondent to MUR 1793 or 1852, these are wholly

irrelevant except under a conspiracy theory. General Counsel

was wise to omit this allegation from the "Statement of the

Case" since, indeed, it has nothing to do with this case. He

should also have omitted it from the "Facts," since it likewise

represents no facts having anything to do with this case.
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Procedural Deficiency

Respondents were never notified of what statutes or

regulations were alleged to have been violated prior to the

Reason to Believe finding. They therefore could not adequately

respond to the complaint, and as a result, General Counsel

recommended that the Commission find reason to believe on the

basis solely of the complaint and General Counsel's own

analysis; the Comission did not have before it a statement

from Respondents that addressed the issues as General Counsel

had subsequently defined them. The Reason to Believe is

therefore invalid, as are any subsequent investigations and

recotmmendations that have resulted therefrom; and the

Commission thus has no authority at this time to enter into a

consideration of Probable Cause.
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6. MUR 1797 (James E. Marvel)GC Brief at 3 and 34
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as Treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 USC 434(b), 441a(f), 441b
False Premises: #1, #2, & #3

This MUR demonstrates conclusively that the Commission

has been proceeding in bad faith from the very beginning of the

investigation, and continues in bad faith to day. The MUR was

originally identified by General Counsel as internally

generated, based initially on information supplied in a letter

to the Commission from TLC contributor James E. Marvel, dated

July 2, 1984, which General Counsel acknowledged did not

qualify as a formal complaint. (lan General Counsel's November

27, 1984 reply to the October 25, 1984 letter from Odin P.

Anderson, Esq.) Therefore, since no formal complaint had ever

been filed, Respondents were first notified of the nature of

~the alleged violations in the Commission's Reason to Believe

'0notification of October 9, 1984. In response to a letter

raising questions concerning the =Reason to Believe= finding,

General Counsel stated that

[tjhe Comission made its findings [of reason to believe]
based upon information in the letter and examination of
its internal records, and has furnished your client with
the General Counsel's Legal and Factual Analysis pursuant
to 11 CFR sec. 111.8(b), thereby complying with the
notification requirements of the Act and the regulations.

General Counsel's letter of November 27, 1984.

As General Counsel accurately noted in his Factual and

Legal Analysis, Dr. Marvel wrote to the Commission to seek

assistance in obtaining repayment of loans. The premise on

which the recommendation and finding were based was his further
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3tatement that he had "been asked to make loans ... to the.LaRouche Campaign through Campaigner Publications" (Marvel

letter of July 2, 1984). This gave rise to the alleged

violations of 2 Usc sec. 441b (corporate contributions), 434(b)

(failure to report loans from Dr. Marvel made "through

Campaigner" allegedly "to" the campaign), and 441a(f)

(excessive contributions as a result of the monies paid by Dr.

Marvel to Campaigner).

Regarding the specifics of the alleged violation, Dr.

Marvel's claim that he provided money "to" the "LaRouche

Campaign," by lending money "through" Campaigner Publications,

~is false. TLC did not receive any monies from Campaigner in

the form of contributions or otherwise. ThC did receive money

directly from Dr. Marvel, however. Since, as General Counsel9acknowledged, Dr. Marvel's letter was not sworn to, there was,
at the time, no basis for the Commission's giving it any

credence; the letter has no evidentiary value on its own.

The story might have been different if there had been any

independent corroborating evidence. Even in that case,

however, that independent information would have to carry the

case on its own strengths; it would not cure the evidentiary

defects of Dr. Marvel's unsworn, ambiguous, and self-serving

formulation.

The only additional evidence claimed by General Counsel

was FEC internal records (see General Counsel's November 27,

1984 letter), as noted in the Factual and Legal Analysis.

Those internal records were never identified to Respondents,
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and could therefore not be challenged. Now, it appears, those

O records might have consisted of interview notes or the

equivalent, since Respondents have come into possession of an

affidavit, prepared by Commission staff, and signed by Dr.

Marvel on January 10, 1985. The affidavit elaborates certain

of the claims in Dr. Marvel's original letter to the

Commission, and adds further details that apparently were

either suggested by FEC staff, or at the least, crafted into

their affidavit form by that staff.18 / Because the affidavit

was apparently designed with General Counsel's investigative

conclusions already in mind, Respondents hereby request copies

of all interview notes, records of telephonic contacts, and any

-correspondence not previously divulged, in order to assess the

~veracity of the affidavit and make an informed response.9Respondents were never informed of the existence of this
affidavit, and hence were never able to respond to it. In

'0
fact. Respondents would have remained forever unaware of it,

,T had they not requested that General Counsel provide copies of

~certain MUR files' contents to replace Respondents' originals

' that were seized in the Leesburg raid of October 1986.19/

18/ For example, he states:
I was never informed by Mr. Greenberg that loans are
considered to be contributions for purposes of the
limitations on contributions to political committees.

Marvel affidavit at 3, par. 22.
It is most unlikely the affiant would have made such a

statement without FEC prompting.

19/ See Exhibit 8, letter from Robert L. Rossi, Esq. to
Phillip Wise, Esq., dated February 13, 1991.
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The affidavit has clearly been a part of the IIUR file since
O January 1985, and can be presumed to be part of the evidence

that General Counsel now relies on to support the Probable

Cause recommendation. Yet, General Counsel's Brief in support

of that recomnendation makes no mention at all of the

affidavit, neither its contents nor even its existence. In

sum, it is only by accident that Respondents even became aware

of it; such enforcement by "sandbagging" is a far cry indeed

from due process.

General Counsel cannot be absolved of his failure to

observe due process. In the first place, the affidavit would

eventually become a matter of public record, at the time the

RUE is closed, and would sit there unchallenged by

Respondents. Secondly, and more seriously, the attachmnts toQ the affidavit include highly significant exculpatory material.

~Respondents have, from the beginning of this

investigation, alleged that most if not all allegations about

" "unauthorized" credit card charges arose from the circumstance

that contributors changed their minds. Having fully intended

to make contributions or loains, they subsequently decided they

wanted their money refunded; rather than admitting to a change

of mind, they chose the route of seeking credit card

"chargebacks" by alleging (as required by the card-issuing

banks) that the charges were "unauthorized." Similar claims

were then made in complaints to the FEC, both proper and

improper, as contributors sought to enlist the enforcement
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powers of the Conmission in their attempts to obtain loan
O repayments or contribution refunds.

Dr. Marvel's affidavit and attachments, in the

Commission's possession since January 1985, prove Respondents'

case in spades. Affidavit paragraph 23 cites "Attachment 10,"

a letter written by Dr. Marvel on April 13, 1984. In that

letter, Dr. Marvel states (emphasis added):

I've had a change in mind as far as the loan that I made
over the phone the other day. I'm not saying I was
misled by anyone, but I was certainly misled (sici ....
certainly would not have given my approval for this loan
had I known that we were dealing with a candidate who was
receiving less than 1% or 2% of the vote in
Pennsylvania. It was my understanding that we had at
least 15%. maybe 20%, of the vote .... I'm sure it is

c difficult dealing with individuals such as myself, but
~I'm sure you've had people change their minds from time

to time before.

General Counsel's analysis accompanying the original9 Reason to Believe letter was written prior to Dr. Marvel's

~affidavit, but is still a part of the MUR record and therefore

~will be addressed here. In that analysis, despite reference to

9- internal records, there was nothing in General Counsel's

~argument but the same type of speculation as was employed in

the recommendations regarding Pieper (see analysis of MUR

1976), Elgal (MUR 1827), and Bradley (MUR 1862). After

acknowledging that Dr. Marvel "offers no further explanation"

of how "loans to The LaRouche Campaign were made 'through

Campaigner Publications'," General Counsel argued:

The LaRouche Campaign has reported sizeable payments to
Campaigner Publications, some of which j.uib related
to solicitations. However, additional information will
be needed in order to determine the exact relationship of
Campaigner Publications to The LaRouche Campaigna (emphasis added).
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Indeed, TLC did make payments to Campaigner Publications,

fora variety of services redrdby Campaigner to the

coummittee: office sublet, use of telephones, production of

large quantities of campaign literature. However, no payments

were v'ade to Campaigner for solicitation services because no

such services were Derformed. Campaigner's billings, and TLC's

payments of those bills, were properly reported in TLC's

Reports of Disbursements and of Debts and Obligations Owed by

the Coimnittee, and the Conwuission had ample capability to

investigate these payments in the course of its audit.

If General Counsel has any further evidence from internal

records, this should be produced forthwith, and Respondents

C" granted sufficient opportunity to respond to it. As noted,

Respondents have reason to believe that General Counsel has9 notes of conversations, or unreleased correspondence, with Dr.

Marvel, which (a) were used in drafting the affidavit submitted

:/7 to Dr. Marvel for his signature, and (b) may represent the

\ "internal records" referenced in General Counsel's analysis.

C Otherwise, MUR 1797 collapses entirely, as it is based not on
evidence proving any violations, but rather on the false

premises discussed above. In the present case, those premises

can be disposed of as follows:

Premise #1

Contributions, loans, or other payments to non-campaign

organizations, even if identified with Lyndon LaRouche, do not

_ constitute contributions to Mr. LaRouche's electoral campaign.
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lven if it were true that Dr. Marvel intended his Campaigner

loans to go for that purpose, such inetwould not alter the

fact that these loans did not, in fact, do anything defined

under the FECA as "influencing an election for federal

office." Since Dr. Marvel made no contributions/loans to TLC

other than those received by TLC and reported as such, no

violation of 2 USC sec. 434(b) occurred.

Nor is such intent proven; if anything, a far different

intent is evidenced. Since the original "complaint" letter was

unhworn, it cannot constitute such proof. Neither does the

newly-released affidavit rise to the necessary level, since it

vas apparently drafted by General Counsel's Office, based on ex

113communications with the affiant. The allegations

themselves do not refute Respondents' analysis of the issue,.that individuals may financially support non-campaign

© organizations which share the public policy goals of a

t , candidate, without thereby contributing to that candidate's

electoral campaign. Indeed, Dr. Marvel's April 13, 1984 letter

.... demonstrates one way in which politically active citizens

conceived of their financial support activities, where he

states:

It was my understanding that we had at least 15%, maybe
20%, of the vote. This was certainly the Reagan campaign
could be influenced, as well as the other campaigns.

That is, Dr. Marvel intended his Campaigner loan to further the

public discussion of policy issues (Campaigner being a

publisher), with the professed intent, not of electing LaRouche

as such, nor of electing or defeating other candidates, but
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specifically to shape and influence the content of the Reagan
~and other campaigns. This is a clear example of the kind of

public discourse that the flgkn court explicitly set outside

of FEC jurisdiction (see manra ).

Premise #2

Campaigner Publications performed no solicitation

services for TLC, and General Counsel has been unable to

produce any evidence that it did. Without evidence, there are

no grounds for claiming in-kind contributions in the form of

solicitation services by paid employees of Campaigner. This is

neither alleged in the Marvel letter, nor documented by any FEC

: internal records known to Respondents. There is therefore

C nothing in the record anywhere to support General Counsel'sQ recommendation that the Cozunission find probable cause that the

Respondents violated 2 USC sec. 441b.

- In this case, General Counsel accepts at face value a

:3 letter which, by his own admission, does not even qualify as a

complaint, let alone as admissible evidence. It is neither

sworn to, nor does it identify the violations at issue. No

corroborating evidence whatsoever exists. General Counsel

moreover either did not take a deposition from Dr. Marvel, or

if so, has chosen not to present the evidence. The FECs own

audit disproves the allegations, insofar as no funds were

transferred by Campaigner to TLC, and such payments as TLC made
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to Campaigner are simply what they are: payments for services

~rendered, as reported by TLC.

Procedural Deficiency

General Counsel does not dispute the improper nature of

the complaint. However, to turn around and claim that the MUR

was "internally generated," does not cure the defect, insofar

as any improper complaint can then be accepted on that basis if

it contains something that appears to reflect a violation. If

improper complaints are to be deemed as information gained in

the course of the Commnission's carrying out its ordinary

~functions, then there the law might as well be stricken that

differentiates between proper and improper complaints.

If any information came to the Coimission's attention'other than the improper complaint, which could legitimately

~have prompted an internally-generated NUR, this information has

- not been revealed, nor has General Counsel allegd the NUR to

" have arisen by referral from another agency. I4UR 1797 is

rsimply illegitimate, and cannot be made legitimate by spurious

appeals to secret "internal" information. This is nothing but

star-chamber proceedings at their worst.
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7. MUR 1798 (Ann Linda Polcari)

GC Brief at 3 and 35
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 434(b)(2)(A), (3)(A), & (3)(E)
False Premise: #3

NUR 1798 alleges that Respondents misreported receipts by

failing to report a loan that TLC never received. The

Complainant provided as documentation photocopies of her credit

statement showing two apparent charges by TLC in the amounts of

$100 and $125. She was complaining solely about non-repayment

of the loan portion of her payments to TLC, and did not allege

any unauthorized charges.

However, despite the credit card statement rendered by

Ms. Polcari's bank, TLC in fact never processed the $100

charge, never deposited it to its account, and never had use of

the funds. This vas stated to the Commission in Respondent's

December 19, 1984 reply to the complaint. TLC did, however,

'0 receive and deposit $125 from the complainant.

'° The reply also pointed out that Ms. Polcari had already

"charged back" both charges (that is, the funds were

re-credited to her account and charged to TLC), but that the

documentation sent by the bank to TLC, accompanying the

chargeback memorandum, failed to document the $100

charge.20/ Instead, the purported documentation consisted of

two identical

20/ In notifying depositor TLC of chargebacks, the customary

bank procedure was to issue a debit memorandum, to which was
attached photocopies of the charge slips written up by TLC and
deposited to the bank, which items were now being debited

~against TLC's account.
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photocopies of the same $125 charge slip that TLC in fact had. deposited. That is, TLC was charged by its bank for both the

$125 that TLC had indeed originally deposited, and the $100

that it had not; TLC was therefore shorted $100 above its

original receipt.

Respondents noted that the double chargeback was an

evident bank error, and suggested that the Cornmisson seek

documentation from Ms. Polcari's bank that the alleged two

charges actually had been made by TLC. Such documentation

would be in the form of two separate charge slips (for $125 and

$100 respectively), corresponding to the two entries on her

credit card statement. General Counsel has evidently either

not pursued this proffered evidentiary task, or if so, has

chosen not to reveal the results.
~TLC remains confident that had such documentation been

~sought, no such charge slip for $100 would have been produced,

' since it did not exist. There is no better example of bad

= faith than this, that General Counsel should zealously pursue

investigative leads perceived to harm Respondents, while

exculpatory leads are ignored.

General Counsel could also have satisfied himself that

the erroneous $100 charge did not exist by asking the Audit

Division to examine the material obtained in the course of the

audit of TLC's books and records. It would have been a simple

matter to examine all receipts for the relevant day or days.

Such an examination would have shown:
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a) All reported receipts reconciled to deposits itemized on
~bank statements, themselves fully reconciled;

b) Each such deposit total reconciled to documented receipts
from specified individuals in specified amounts (either
by contribution check photocopies, or TLC's file copy of
credit card slips);

c) Ms. Polcari's $125 charge slip was included in one of the
deposits, but no charge slip existed for the $100 charge;

d) No $100 charge slip existed that was not documentably
obtained from some other contributor.

As with the suggested procedure of obtaining the

documentation from Ms. Polcari's bank (for which, of course,

the Commnission has the statutory authority, 2 USC 437d), or,

more informally, requesting of Ms. Polcari that she do so,

General Counsel has here also either failed in his

investigative responsibilities, or if such examination were

done, he has suppressed its results.
It isnot Respondents' burden to prove their innocence of

the alleged violation. Respondents did, however, fully meet

their obligation by identifying the likely source of the

- problem, in December of 1984. General Counsel was thus

provided with all the information necessary to resolve the

matter using the powers at his disposal, which were not and are

not available to Respondents. General Counsel willfully chose

to ignore the suggested means of resolution. The Office of

General Counsel thus continues to waste the time of the
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Cormission by persisting in making baseless allegations which

Ocould have been raiydisproven.21/

In addition to failing for evidentiary reasons, the

pursuit of this MUR was also contrary to statute for the reason

that Pespondents were never afforded an opportunity to reply to

the substantive allegation prior to the Reason to Believe

finding. That is, the statute or regulation alleged to have

been violated was never identified to Respondents at the time

they were first notified of the complaint, insofar as the

complaint dealt only with repayment of loans. The nature of an

alleged violation must not be turned into a guessing game.

'0

21/ Here as elsewhere, General Counsel's Brief is padded with
trivial irrelevancies that add nothing to his case, but do
impose the burden on both the Respondents and the Couission of
attempting to determine their significance. In this case, it
is noted that "as of the date of the complaint, the Coimnittee's
reports showed an aggregated total of $135.00 in contributions
and loans from Polcari" (Brief at 36). This aggregate simply
reflects the undisputed $125 receipt, plus a previous $10
contribution which General Counsel omits to mention. The $10
would be meaningless, but for the insinuation that the $135
figure somehow represents further committee misreporting.
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8. MUR 1825 (John B. Gibson)

CC Brief at4
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc44b)2 &(3
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
False Premises: #3

In this case, Complainant John B. ('Brad') Gibson alleged

two unauthorized credit card payments to TLC of $500 each,

dated August 4 and September 25, 1984, although he provided no

documentation. TLc replied that it had on record two $500

payments, dated July 25 and August 15, 1984, of which the

second was charged back to TLC's account on October 1, 1984.

These were itemized in TLC's regular disclosure reports.

° General Counsel's allegation of misreporting relies on an

7 imuaterial discrepancy between the transaction dates as

~reported by the complainant and as reflected on TLC's

~disclosure reports, and on the equally inwmaterial difference in

the reporting of his first name.
" As with MUR 1798, the facts alleged by the Complainant

were in error, and the Commission already had in its

possession, through the Audit Division, documentary information

~which would have refuted the violation now alleged by General

Counsel. (See reply by Respondents' counsel to reason to

believe finding, dated January 7, 1985).

Based "in part" on the above-noted discrepancy between

the dates, and the difference between the names "John B.= and

"Brad" Gibson (as used in TLC's reports), the Commission found

reason to believe that TLC had failed to report the two $500

items from "John B." Gibson, thus violating 2 Usc 434(b)(2) and
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(3). Respondents subsequently confirmed in their response to

O the Commission that DBrad" Gibson and "John 8." Gibson wereon

and the same person, and further explained how the Commission

could readily satisfy itself that the payments reported by TLC

were indeed the ones at issue.

Unlike MUR 1798, which was at least based on some

documentary evidence (though the document was in error), in

this case General Counsel relied on the word of the Complainant

with no documentation whatsoever, despite the fact that in the

course of its audit, TLC had made all documentation available

to the Commission. The procedure by which the Commission could

~have verified the Respondents' assertions would have been the

same as it should have followed with regard to Ms. Polcari:

a) All of ThC's reported receipts reconciled to deposits
~reflected on reconciled bank statements;a b) Each such deposit total reconciled to documented receipts
O from specified individuals in specified amounts (either

by contribution check photocopies, or TLC's file copy of
: : credit card slips);

" c) Mr. Gibson's two $500 charge slips were included in the
f deposits dated in accordance with TLC's representations;

: d) No $500 charge slips existed that corresponded with the
dates alleged by Mr. Gibson, except for those that were
documentably obtained from some other contributor(s).

As with NUN 1798, General Counsel chose not to pursue the

investigation in those directions that would have confirmed

Respondents' representation of the facts, or if he did, chose

to suppress the results.
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What General Counsel assuredly did do was to preuerve. hsMRto tepresent date, extracting from the Commission a

reason to believe finding and now seeking a finding of probable

cause, all the while having excluded exculpatory evidence over

the intervening six years. The relevant premises underlying

this MUR can be disposed of as follows:

Premise f

This has been analyzed uiw.L. The "conclusion" that

Respondents "failed to report all loans received" therefore

remains unsupported as regards MUR 1825.

Further Bad Faith Imoroorieties by FEC Staff
C'4 According to Mr. Gibson's sworn statement, he was
*"advised by the Federal Election Commission that [TLC'sJ action

constitutes fraud." (Letter to TLC October 15, 1984,

constituting documentary attachment to complaint.) 2 USC sec.

zr 434g(a)(12) and 11 CFR sec. 111.21 prohibit the Commission and

C all FEC staff from disclosing enforcement matters to the public.

If such "advice" as Mr. Gibson claims he received from

the FEC was derived from ongoing Commission investigations,

then a clear violation of the statute occurred. Alternatively,

the FEC employee who spoke to Mr. Gibson was simply sharing his

or her personal opinion; but such remarks are no less improper

for that, particularly since Mr. Gibson clearly understood the

person to be speaking in an official capacity. Moreover, if

the remarks represented personal opinion, rather than anything
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derived from statutorily confidential investigations, then a
~clear conflict of interest would have existed for that employee

(11 CFR sec. 7.2(c)). At best, the information, advice, or

opinion given to Mr. Gibson by an FEC official constituted

interference in an ongoing federal election. At worst, it

represents the FEC s own creation of the "violations" that

General Counsel has been investigating for six years, by

inciting members of the public to lodge complaints and

otherwise "fishing" for issues to investigate.

Respondents are willing to entertain the possibility that

Mr. Gibson was not telling the truth, provided the Cotmmission

accepts the same cautious attitude toward Complainant's

statements regarding Respondents. Minimally, General Counsel
C4

had the obligation to initiate further proceedings as soon as
~he read Mr. Gibson's complaint. 11 CF2R sec. 7.5(a). Absent a

~demonstration of such efforts, Respondents can only conclude

© that General Counsel has proceeded in a partisan and bad faith

" manner.
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9. MUR 1862 (Ordel E. Bradley)

GC Brief at 4 and 38
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus astreasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f), 441b
False Premise: #1

The complaint in this MUR expresses Mrs. Bradley's

concern about repayment of certain loans. With regard to the

intention behind her loans to PGM (the transactions giving rise

to the alleged violations), she never states that she intended

the loans to be for the purpose of financing Mr. LaRouche's

electoral campaign. General Counsel's attempt to squeeze such

an explicit intent out of her vague "understandings" is nothing

but his conspiracy theory at work, supported only by his

. reliance on False Premise *l and his related rejection of the

~~court's opinion in Buckley v. Valeo and the more recent court ;

~findings concerning the financing of political issues advocacy

(see s~up.ra.

~~TLC never received or benefited from Mrs. Bradley's :

~reported loans to PGM. These loans cannot be construed as

contributions to the campaign under any interpretation of the

Act. Accordingly, there can be no finding of Probable Cause

that Respondents violated 2 USC 432(h) (designated campaign

depository), 434(b) (reporting of receipts), or 441a(f)

(contributions in excess of limitation). Since whatever

unnamed person solicited her actual loan to TLC has never been

identified, let alone identified as an employee of PGM

performing such solicitation on PGN4 company time, there can be

no finding of probable cause that TLC violated 441b (corporate
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contributions). General Counsel's "conclusions" that
O Respondents "failed to report all loans received" (Brief at

41), or that Mrs. Bradley represents one of the "numerous

persons (who] contributed and loaned well in excess of $l,000O

(Id. at 43), are not supported by the evidence.

Respondents suspect that FEC personnel assisted in the

formulation of Mrs. Bradley's letter, which otherwise appears

to be exactly the kind of circumstance previously identified,

where an individual has supported a number of organizations

identified with Lyndon LaRouche, and has failed to remember

accurately what the nature of each such contribution was. If

any such assistance was provided, General Counsel should

provide to Respondent forthwith any records, telephone logs,
('4

memoranda, or other ex nuxrte coununications with the
* complainant, so that Respondent may have an opportunity to

examine and if necessary rebut the evidence proferred to date.

C-
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10. MUR 1877 (Carl and Margaret Swanson) !:
O C~C Brief at 5 and 39 i

Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 USC 434(b) (3) (e) & (2)(H); !

26 USC 9042(c)
False Premises: #3, #4, & #5 :

This MUR typifies the problems that candidates can

encounter when their campaigns intersect, or contribute to,

strained marital relations. Political disagreement within

families is of course quite coimmon, as is disagreement between

spouses as to the proper use of jointly held credit card

accounts. Such problems should not also spill over into

unjustifiable FEC investigations.

~In the case of MUR 1877, the primazy contributor/lender

" to TLC was Carl Swanson; a further loan was made by his wife
C4

Margaret Swanson, as Respondents understood the transaction at.the time. Margaret Swanson subsequently denied that she had

authorized any such transfer (the transactions in question were

by telephonic credit card authorization). The complaint,

however, was evidently generated not by Carl Swanson, but

C rather by a small army of relatives and associates, most of

' whom were not party at all to the transactions at issue. Carl

Swanson had been a committed supporter of Mr. LaRouche's

campaign; his family, as is clear from the assembled documents,

was hostile.

An impartial review of the complaint obliges an

investigator to get past the inflammatory diatribes of Mr.

Swanson's relatives, in order to come to the actual issue of

relevance under the FECA: whether or not Carl Swanson's wife,
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Margaret Swanson. was the lender of *500 as reported by TLC, or
*whether, instead, that transaction was either (a) wholly

unauthorized by either of the Swansons, or (b) authorized by

Carl Swanson with the intention (subsequently frustrated) of

obtaining his wife's approval.

The first point to be made is that joint contributions

from spouses often are made in a single transaction by one

spouse for both him or herself and also for the other spouse.

In these circumstances, the normal procedure is for the

campaign conwuittee to obtain documentation from the spouse on

whose behalf a contribution was made, acknowledging that he or

she indeed has made that contribution him or herself, from his

/' or her own funds (typically, from a jointly held account), even
C'4Q if the original transfer had been signed (as with a check) or
t authorized (as with credit card) by the other spouse. At the

~time of the original transaction and its reporting, Respondents

~had neither knowledge nor reason to believe that it was

" anything other than a loan from Mrs. Swanson, and therefore no

reason to investigate further.

Based on the facts and allegations as presented in this

MUR, neither the Commission nor Respondents have any way of

knowing at this time what really occurred. While Margaret

Swanson, in the complaint, denies authorizing the $500 loan

attributed to her, Carl Swanson makes no mention of it one way

or another. In addition, it is evident from the documents

comprising the complaint that Carl Swanson was subjected to

~considerable pressure from his family. If indeed he authorized
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the $500 for his wife, and told TLC's volunteer that his wife.did in fact authorize and approve of the transfer, it is not

surprising that he would say nothing about it at the ti.. he

cooperated with his family in preparing his own statement.

Under the circumstances described in the complaint, a

failure of cozmmunication between husband and wife is not just

possible, but almost inevitable. To get at the truth of the

matter, it would have been necessary to conduct a proper

investigation, though General Counsel appears to have done

nothing in this regard; rather, he simply assumed that all

facts alleged in the complaint were true as stated. This is

precisely the kind of circumstance where cross-examination of

witnesses is the only way to determine the truth, particularly

since Carl Swanson -- the person having either all or most of'the direct contact with TLC volunteers -- says nothing about

O the specific transaction at issue.

' The issue of whether or not Mrs. Swanson was truly the

~contributor of the contested $500 involves two conflicting

statements: Mrs. Swanson's, in her complaint, and that of the

TLC volunteer who submitted the transaction to commuittee

headquarters; there is no independent evidence to tilt the

balance one way or the other. That Mrs. Swanson's statement is

sworn to does not give it greater credibility, given her

obviously hostile state of mind (further heightened by the

attitudes and recommendations of the other Swanson relatives),

and given the inability of Respondents to challenge her version

___ ir. any way. Did Carl Swanson authorize the $500 for his wife
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and tell Th's volunteer that she approved? There is no

~evidence on the record to tell one way or the other, and there

is thus no basis for a finding of probable cause. There is

certainly no evidence to suggest that either the commnittee or

its treasurer had or should have had any idea that there was

anything illegal about the transaction.

9

f)
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11. MUR 1882 (John Converse; Mr. & Mrs. R. Converse)

GC Brief at 5 and 37
Respondents: IDL and Rose as treasurer

Alleged Violations: 2 USC 434(b)(2) & (3)
False Premises: #3 & #4

MUR 1882 exemplifies twentieth-century "star chamber"

methods as used to harass political adversaries. Until March

4, 1991, neither Respondents nor their counsel were ever

provided with any evidence supporting the alleged violation, or

information indentifying the witness(es) to the alleged acts,

or any reason why the Coawnission should have pursued the

matter. It was only in response to Respondents' request for

specified documents in the MUR file, dated February 13, 1991,

* that General Counsel provided the underlying documentation (see

c Exhibit 8).

~General Counsel, in his brief, characterizes John

9Converse as a "complainant'; this is not true. No complaint

'0 was ever received by the Commission; or if one was, General

Counsel violated 11 CFR sec. 111.5 and 111.6 by failing to

notify Respondents and affording them an opportunity to reply.

John Converse, according to General Counsel, represented

~himself as the son of IDL contributors Mr. and Mrs. Richard

(Rit) Converse, which we shall assume to be true. John

Converse filed a complaint with the San Francisco District

Attorney's Office (Consumer Fraud/Economic Crime Section),

which complaint was forwarded to the Commission by that office

with a cover letter, received on October 29, 1984. In that

communication, John Converse alleged that charges made by IDL

~to his parents' credit card account were unauthorized.
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Thus, no complaint was filed with the Cotmuission, and
S the pesnwho complained to another enforcement aec a o

the party involved in the transactions. There is no indication

of whether that person distinguished between statements based

upon personal knowledge end statements based upon information

and belief (11 CFR sec. 111.4(c)); nor if the latter, whether

he identified the source of information (11 CFR sec.

111.4(d)(2)). Although the complaint to the San Francisco

District Attorney was sworn to, it was not notarized.

Since no proper complaint was filed with the FEC,

Respondents can only presume that the reason to believe finding

~was made pursuant to 11 CFR sec. 111.8 (internally generated

"d. matter or referral). If this were the basis for the

investigation, the Conmmission would be within its rights to. pursue the matter. However, in his brief General Counsel

~characterizes this MUR as complaint-generated (Brief at 37).

t In any event, Respondents were not provided even with John

Converse'*s cotununication to the San Francisco DA or the DA's

p- cover letter to the Conuuission, or the attached letter from

n Richard Converse dated October 8, 1984, until March 4, 1991.

It will be seen from a review of those documents that General

Counsel again falsifies the facts, when he claims that:

John Converse's father Richard said he had given his
credit card number to Executive Intelligence Review (a
Lyndon LaRouche related publication) for a subscription
(Brief at 37).

In fact that statement was made by John Converse himself, the

contributor's son, and not by contributor Richard Converse.
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(Bee Complaint by John Converse to San Francisco District. Attorney, dated October 18, 1984, IIUR 1882 file.) Though

General Counsel might prefer the statemnt, and the whole

package of allegations, to be something other than hearsay, he

cannot accomplish this objective by misattributing the

statement to someone else. The fact remains that the only

"statement" by the actual parties to the transactions, Richard

and Helene Converse, are their chargeback requests to the bank

that issued them their credit card.

Respondents therefore request that the Commission either

dismiss this NUR forthwith, or require of General Counsel that

c he disclose any competent evidence that he believes might

support the recommnendation. Respondents deny the allegation

that Mr. and Mrs. Richard Converse did not authorize their
*respective $1,000 loans to IDL.

~The Conmission is further urged to inquire of General

Counsel whether he made any attempt to verify the allegations

of the John Converse "complaint, e.g. cotcit ihr

and Helene Converse. If General Counsel did not make such an

attempt to investigate, then he has violated 11 CFR sec.

111.10, and now asks that the Commission condone such violation

by a finding of probable cause. As Respondents noted in their

analysis of !!UR 1798 (Polcari), there is no better example of

bad faith than this, that General Counsel should zealously

pursue investigative leads perceived to harm Respondents, while

exculpatory leads are ignored.
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12. MUR 1905 (1. William Gradt).i
GC Brief at 6 and 39 !
Respondents: Tmc and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc: 441a(f), 434(b)(3)(E)
False Premise: #3

NUR 1905 alleges that loans reported by TLc as having

been received from E. William Gradt and his wife, Edyth Gradt,

were actually made by Mr. Gradt alone, resulting in excessive

contributions by him and a misreporting of a portion as having

been made by his wife. The evidentiary flaw in the General

Counsel's recommendation for probable cause is that Mr. Gradt's

complaint did not address that issue. He complained solely

about the issue of non-repayment of the loans, which the

Cozumission properly identified as outside its jurisdiction.

Respondents replied to the reason to believe finding by statingQ that they had no evidence in their possession to change their

understanding that the loans had in fact been made by both Mr.

'0 and Mrs. Gradt. Evidence to contradict Respondents' assertion

' still does not exist, either in the Respondents' possession, !i

or, apparently, the Conwuisson's.

There is no statement from Mrs. Gradt challenging her

loan. The only basis for supposing that she was not involved

is Mr. Gradt's use of the first person singular in his

complaint; this in itself proves nothing. Implicitly

acknowledging this deficiency in the evidence, General Counsel

puts words in Mr. Gradt's mouth by alleging:

Complainant stated that TLC falsely listed $1,000.00 of
the total aggregate amount as loaned to the committee by
Mrs. Gradt.

Brief at 39.
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A reading of Mr. Gradt's complaint makes clear that he said no
D such thing; that allegation isGeneral Counsel's conclusion,

not the Complainant's alleged facts. Respondents acknowledge

that errors are possible, and they may have been in error;

however, no such evidence has been presented. As with most of

the other MURs now before the Corriission in this case, General

Counsel apparently never investigated the allegations to

corroborate them, or if he did, has not disclosed the results.

Accordingly, a finding of probable cause must be rejected.

On the supposition that an error was conceivable (though

no knowing and willful violation), Respondents expressed a

~willingness to conciliate, in accordance with General Counsel's

suggestion; this was made impossible, however, by the
CNI

Comission's merging of MU 1905 into the omnibus MU 1852, in
*which the facts and circumstances of any particular MU such as

1905 vanished into a sea of vague and general allegations.

~Even if General Counsel's conclusion were assumed to be

= correct, there is no justifiable reason to pursue this NUN any

"- further, based on the policies and principles which should

guide Commission practice generally. If the loans in question

were all made by Mr. Gradt without his wife's knowledge, the

simple and efficient means to rectify any error would be to

require an amended report and a refund of any apparent

excessive contribution. It has been, and remains, a waste of

Commission and FEC staff time to treat this matter as

justifying a six-year investigation, and even more so to now

__ consider it as something rising to a probable cause. Under any
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circumstances, no demonstration has been made that the 1. attribution of a loan to Edyth Gradt was in any way a knowing :

and willful act by the committee or its treasurer. The receipt

was reported precisely as it was provided to the commuittee.

M)

C4
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13. MUR 1979 (Rosemary G. Hopper)

GCBrief at 7 and 35
SRespondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer

Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 434(b)(2)(A) & (H);
(b)(3)(A) & (E);
(b)(8)

False Premise: #4

The only factual issue in this MUlR is whether a $50

payment from the Complainant was, as alleged by Ms. Hopper, a

loan, or whether it was a contribution, as ThC understood it to

be at the time of its receipt. Ms. Hopper contributed or

loaned to TLC a total of $975, of which $300 had been repaid as

of the committee's 1984 Year-End Report.

As with MUR 1882 (Converse), no complaint was filed,

though again General Counsel refers to the individual involved

~as "the complainant" (Brief at 35). Rather, this MNUR, like

O 1882, was established on the basis of a referral from a state

agency. Unlike the Converse case, here General Counsel did

~provide Respondents with the documentation referred by that

agency, though in a manner far from forthcoming.

Counsel for Respondents first pointed out the omission

of the referral documents in a letter dated May 6, 1985,

noting, in~ter alia, that General Counsel's Factual and Legal

Analysis was incomprehensible without the omitted

documentation, including such elementary information as an

adequate identification of the alleged complainant. General

Counsel acknowledged the omission only after a subsequent

conversation July 25, 1985, following which the material was

provided. General Counsel stated, in providing the

~documentation:
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[a) review of our file in this matter has revealed thatthe analysis sent to your clients was incomplete. It
~should have stated ... that on October 25, 1984, this

Office received (the referral].
Letter of August 8, 1985.

There is no dispute as to the amounts of money

transferred by Ms. Hopper to TLC, nor any allegation that the

credit card charges were unauthorized. As TLC explained to the

Coinuission,

[t]here obviously remains a disagreement over an amount
of $50. It was believed by TLC to be a contribution at
the time made and was thusly reported. If a mistake was
made, or if Ms. Hopper has changed her mind as a result
of her annoyance over the late repayment, TLC will make
the necessary corrections in its reports and add the
amount to its outstanding obligation.

Letter from Anderson & Associates, August 27, 1985.

TLC remains as willing as ever to make such corrections

to its reports, if indeed they were in error, or if the

Coumission were to make such reconmnendation. As explained in9the analysis of False Premise #4, amended reports would in fact
'0 have been the most reasonable resolution to the violations

alleged in most of these MURs.

r Respondents did not and do not agree that Ms. Hopper's

version of the transaction is any more credible than

Respondents'; there is no documentation or independent

corroboration to tilt the balance in either direction.

However, if one simply examines the evidence on its face, there

is no reason why TLC or its treasurer would knowingly and

willfully misreport $50 as a contribution while correctly

reporting the remaining $925 as loans, and they did not do so.
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The dispute, therefore, should never have risen to the
level of aMRpatclrysince nocomplaint wsfiled, and

certainly cannot justify a finding of probable cause. The

Cowunission should therefore reject the reconunendation that it

find probable cause to believe that Respondents violated the

five statutory provisions which General Counsel has generated

from this $50. Were the Commission to follow the standards of

monetary valuation it adopted for the resoluton of MlUR 2163

(Respondents ADL and AJC) 0 the file generated by this MUR would

have been closed long ago.

(N

9
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14. MUR 1991 (Roger D. Rosser)

GC Brief at 7 and 35
Respondents: IDL and Rose as treauurer
Alleged Violations: 2 USC 434(b)(2) & (3)
False Premise: #4

This MUR is nothing but a case of a Complainant seeking

repayment of an overdue loan, which, as the Commnission has

acknowledged elsewhere, is not properly a matter of Comunission

jurisdiction. Mr. Rosser also alleged that of the $500 charged

to his credit card account as a loan, only $250 had been

authorized by him at the time of the transaction.

However, Mr. Roaser also states that upon bringing this

to the attention of IDL representatives, he reached an

agreement with IDL to be issued a promissory note in the full

amount of $500, and that IDL would agree to pay by a certain

' date. By that agreement, documented in his complaint, Mr.
~Rosser in fact authorized the second $250, and the entire basis

for the alleged violation disappears. A reading of the

complaint should have made clear to General Counsel that he had

no legal recourse at that point but to notify Mr. Rosser that

r ... Lwhile proper in other respects, his complaint failed to state

any "facts which describe a violation or regulation over which

the Comumission has jurisdiction" (11 CFR sec. l11.4(d)(3)).

Failing that, such MUR as might have been opened should have

been closed upon evaluation of Respondents' reply.

Even had Mr. Rosser not agreed to the second $250.

however, no basis would exist for a reason to believe finding,

still less probable cause. If IDL had been in error in
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reporting the second $250 as a loan rather than (as General
O Counsel argues throughout) some kind of "other receipt," such

error would still be nothing more than an error correctable by

amending the report. Similarly, if the funds had been charged

to Mr. Rosser without his authorization (whether in error or

willfully), the transaction would still constitute a debt owed

by the committee.

Finally, whatever did occur happened between Mr. Rosser

and a campaign volunteer; no intimation of any problem ever

came to the attention of the conunittee or the treasurer until

Mr. Rosser's complaint. Because no knowing and willful act

~occurred1 no evidence could exist to demonstrate it.

C\J

"0
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15i. MURi 2013 (Ronald T. Stewart)
GC Brief at 8 and 36

SRespondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer;
IDL and Rose as treasurer

Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 434(b)(2) & (3); 26 Usc 9042(c)
False Premises: #3, #4 & #5

The issue in this MUR is Complainant's allegation that

Respondents made unauthorized charges to his credit card

account. General Counsel alleges that these transfers of money

should not have been reported as contributions or loans but as

"other receipts," and the loans not reported as debts and

obligations or as NOCO debt.

Since, as Respondents have argued, that interpretation

~of the statutes and regulations is incorrect, no violations

*- occurred (See Premise #4, mw). Since no investigation was

~done to corroborate Complainant's claim (or if done, not

disclosed), General Counsel's recoimnendation also relies o
9o

False Premise #3 (uncritical acceptance of complainant

statements at face value).

% Respondents had no knowledge or reason to believe the

. charges were made without authorization, and have not been

shown any contrary evidence other than the complaint itself.

Even in the event a misunderstanding might have occurred

between the complainant and the campaign volunteers with whom

he was in contact, such hypothetical error does not rise to the

status of probable cause, but, if true, would be properly

corrected by an amended report. With respect to TLC's

reporting of debts and obligations, and NOCO debt, even had the

-115-



S
charges been unauthorized, they would nonetheless have.constituted debts owed thecomite

If the Commission believed that an underlying crime of

fraud had occurred, the complaint and associated investigative

materials could have been referred to the Department of

Justice. Respondents believe that it was, and no charges were

brought, notwithstanding massive investigatory effort by the

FBI, Secret Service, and other agencies working with and under

the direction of the U.S. Attorney in Boston (jee miari).

Neither the committees nor their treasurers had any knowledge

or reason to believe, at the time of the transactions or their

' reporting, that these transactions were anything other than

what the committee reported. Respondents committed no knowing

and willful violation of any statute, and no evidence has been9 presented to demonstrate otherwise.
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16. MLJ 2065 (Robert Seeber)
GC Brief *t 8 and 38
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 USC 434(b)(2) & (3); 26 USC 9042(c)
False Premises: #4 & #5

There are two issues involved in this MUR. The first

concerns alleged unauthorized charges processed by Respondents

to the credit card account of Robert and Nadine Seeber, and

here the same analysis applies as in similar such cases (e.g.,

MUR 2013, z.rx), which are incorporated herein by reference.

The second issue is General Counsel's acceptance of an

improper complaint and the Commission's finding of a reason to

believe solely on that basis. The complainant was Robert

Seeber, whereas the contributor was his wife Nadine Seeber.

C Mr. Seeber alone has alleged that the charges were

~unauthorized; Mrs. Seeber, the actual contributor, has not been

9 heard from (or if she has, General Counsel has disclosed

'0nothing she may have said).

" The complaint is therefore hearsay by any legal

standard. In violation of the evidentiary requirements of the

FECA and regulations, the complaint fails to differentiate

between personal knowledge and statements based upon

information and belief (11 CFR sec. 111.4(c)), or to identify

the source of information giving rise to complainant's belief

in the truth of his statements (11 CFR sec. lll.4(d)(2)).

It is obvious that Mr. Seeber, at some point in time,

became unhappy with his wife's loans to TLC. There is nothing

to suggest that Mrs. Seeber shared his views, or that if she
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did, she was not simply acquiescing to his demands and.subordinating hrpolitical beif oteday-to-day

requirements of marital harmony.

There is no legal basis to find probable cause regarding

the three violations alleged in this NOR, since the complainant

was not a party to the transactions. Moreover, if General

Counsel in fact failed to conduct an investigation, but makes

his present reconmmendation on the basis of the complaint alone

(plus review of records submitted by TLC), then he has violated

11 CFR sec. 111.10, net snq, and now requests that the

Commission perpetuate such violation. Respondents again note

- that Commission investigations appear to encompass a remarkably

small territory when the results would tend to be exculpatory,

or might bring the investigation to a timely close.9

-2j
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17. !4UR 2084 (Richard C. Wiles)

GC Brief at 9 and 38
1 Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer

Alleged Violations: 2 USC 441a(f); 434(b)(2) & (3)
False Premises: #1, #3, & #7

The violations alleged in this MUR arise from

Complainant's discussion of loans to organizations other than

TLC. The reason to believe and reconimendation for probable

cause are based on False Premise #1, j~e, that loans to

non-electoral entities constitute contributions/loans to the

campaign. General Counsel's recomendation for a finding of

probable cause should therefore be rejected as based merely on

this premise, and not on evidence.

~The Complainant, Richard Wiles, cites various loans he

made, which included loans to TLC. However, nowhere does he

allege that any non-TLC loans were made for the purpose of9supporting Mr. LaRouche's electoral campaign, nor does he make
~any allegation that he believes any of these other loans were

~used to further the campaign.

"7 General Counsel seriously misrepresents the complaint in

alleging that Complainant *stated he had made loans during 1984

to 'the Lyndon LaRouche Election Campaign' (Brief at 38).

What Complainant actually said was:

This letter is to state my complaint against the Lyndon
LaRouche Election Campaign. I have been a small
contributor and subscriber to LaRouche literature for
several years. (Complaint at 1);

and:
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My complaint is against the Lyndon LaRouche Campaign,Lyndon LaRouche, Mel Kienetuky - Campaign Director,
O Edward Spannaus - Treasurer, Mark Pilson of Seattle,S Toni Jennings of Seattle and Louise with the French

Canadian accent.
Id. at 2.

Nowhere, contrary to General Counsel's false paraphrase, does

Mr. Wiles state that he made the loans "to the "Lyndon

Lalouche Election Campaign."

There is no evidence that the loans referenced in his

complaint letter were ever used for campaign purposes. The

non-campaign organizations to which these loans were apparently

made did not transfer any funds to TLC. Respondents were not

party to these other loans, and no evidence has been presented

~that they were aware of them. Thus1 no knowing and willful act

~could have occurred regarding them.

NQ

C-
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18. MUR 2092 (Internally generated)GC Brief at 9
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as Treasurer
Alleged Violation: 2 Usc 441a(f)

In this MUR, General Counsel requests a probable cause

finding pertaining to excessive contributions, with the

additional allegation that these excessives were not refunded

in a timely manner.

At the time of the events, unlike the present status of

the regulations (see 11 CFR sec. 103.3), there was no

definition of "reasonable time" for refund of apparently

illegal contributions. When notified of the reason to believe

finding, the Respondents acknowledged that excessive

contributions had occurred, but demonstrated that the refunding

could not be deemed to have been untimely. (Letter response of

TLC, dated February 21, 1986.) Respondents' response

identified the standards which governed (including both

regulations and advisory opinions as they existed at that

time), and showed that the conwuittee had complied. The letter

further demonstrated the errors in the Cotmission's

calculations of the time taken by the conmaittee to refund the

excess ives.

It should be further noted that the total amount of

actual excessives (as opposed to apparent excessives resulting

from reporting errors), was $10,475, out of total conmittee

contributions and loans in excess of $4.2 million. Of this,

only $6,205 was alleged to have been refunded untimely.

Additionally, General Counsel's analysis that formed the basis
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S
for the reason to believe finding made no mention of the

~comittee's track record in locating other excessives and

refunding them. The analysis therefore created the impression

that TLC proceeded in general disregard for the requirements of

the Act by dealing only with those excessives identified in the

Interim Audit report. In fact, those were the excessives that

the committee had not been able to identify and correct prior

to the time of the audit; it had already identified and

corrected other excessives without any notification by the

Commiss ion.

As Respondents' reply also noted, the question of

excessives raised in the Interim Audit Report (received

lovember 19, 1984) was thereupon rapidly corrected by the

coimuittee, which resolved all but four items by January 4,. 1985, and the remaining four by February 4, 1985. Respondents

refer the Comission to their February 21, 1986 reply for a

7 more complete analysis of the matter.

"< Despite requests that the Commission acknowledge the

~matter resolved by its receipt of the documented compliance

sent in January and February 1985, no reply was forthcoming

until counsel renewed the request on May 22, 1985. Robert

Costa of the FEC Audit Division responded to that request by

acknowledging receipt of the documentation, but made no further

coimment. The Final Audit Report, moreover, deleted all

reference to the issue of excessive contributions, from which

the reasonable conclusion might be drawn that the committee had

satisfied its legal obligations, and that the matter was closed.
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Then, a full year after the coimnittee had resolved all
O actual and apparent excessives and had been given no indication

that any problems remained, the Conmnission made its reason to

believe finding, notifying respondents by letter dated February

3, 1986. General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis produced

no new information assembled in that elapsed time other than

citing Respondents' compliance with the reconunndations of the

Interim Audit Report. 22  Particularly, no facts or analysis

whatsoever were presented supporting the allegation that

deposit of the excessive contributions was knowing and

willful. It is especially absurd to imagine that Respondents

knowingly and willfully sought excessive contributions given

the miniscule quantity of excessives compared to total

committee contributions. Again, merger of this MUR hasbseverely prejudiced Respondents.
\)Thus, there is no justification for a finding of

probable cause, particularly when one compares Respondents'

..... 22/ In the course of providing Respondents with documents
from the MUR files, pursuant to Respondents' request by
Counsel, General Counsel released the Audit Division's
post-audit referral to General Counsel concerning this matter
(se Exhibit 9, page labeled "Exhibit A"). Respondents were
never made aware of the specific referral, or its alleged
justification, prior to receipt of those documents by counsel
on March 4, 1991. The referral cites "the Commnission's
Materiality Thresholds" as the basis for the referral, but
those thresholds are not explained. Respondents are therefore
unable to consider whether that referral was proper or not in
terms of that criterion itself. It is certainly improper,
however, to penalize a committee for failing to observe
unpublished and secret standards and guidelines, particularly
if, as in the instant case, the formal regulations in effect at
the time were admittedly vague as to what constituted a
"reasonable" amount of time for the resolution of excessiveScontributions.
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rapid resolution of the original issue with General Counsel'sS w rtatdadultimately empty-handed investigation. To

seek a probable cause finding at this stage is especially

outrageous, given the Commission's responsibilities under the

FECA to achieve compliance with the Act with a minimum of

investigative and litigation expense. TLC was made aware of

the excessives in question in the course of the FEC audit, and

once notified of their existence, the committee established a

program to correct them rapidly. TLC informed the Comission

of its plan, and effected the plan in the time specified. Now,

General counsel is not satisfied with that compliance, and

seeks additional sanctions.

(N
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19. MUR 2125 (Internally generated)
GC Brief at 10
Respondents: IDL and Rose as Treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 USC 441a(f); 434(b)(2)
False Premise: #4 with respect to 434(b)(2)

This NURl alleges two distinct types of violation: a)

acceptance of excessive contributions; and b) misreporting of

receipts based on Respondents' having reported as contributions

and loans funds which were allegedly charged to contributor

credit card accounts without the cardholders' authorization.

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis, unfortunately,

identified no specific instances for either type of alleged

violation, putting Respondents in a quandary as to how to

respond; nor have any specific facts been presented since the

C J original reason to believe. Since the two alleged violations

a~rise from different evidence and involve different analyses,

this reply will address them separately.

'0

Alleged Excessives

~General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis alleges that

, IDL accepted excessive contributions from 152 individuals over

the period August-December 1984, totalling $78,880. The

Analysis breaks this total down into totals per reporting

period (as reported by IDL in its regular disclosure reports),

but does not name the individuals or the particular

contributions. The totals therefore include both actual and

apparent excessives, iLe., those requiring reattribution and

not representing truly excessive contributions.
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Since the particular contributors and contributions have
O never been specified, it is impossible to reply on a

case-by-case basis. However, Respondents in their reply of

February 28, 1986, explained in detail the steps that had been

and were continuing to be taken to resolve all known instances

of apparent excessive contributions. In that reply,

Respondents noted that resolution of this matter had begun

prior to receipt of the reason to believe notification. That

reply noted as well that

the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis omits
several facts of utmost relevance to the propriety of
the campaign's actions with respect to overlimit
contributions.

~Respondents explained at that time that in response to a

~notification from the FEC's Reports Analysis Division (RAD),

Q IDL had already been resolving the matter, and would continue

to do so. Subsequently, the committee made a progress report
~to RAD, itemizing the status of all remaining apparent

excessives. No reply was ever received to either letter.

As further explained in Respondents' reply, it had at

L all times proceeded in a reasonable manner, as then required by

law. The argument presented in that reply remains valid. In

General Counsel's Brief now before the Comumission, no mention

is made of Respondent's reply, nor are any additional facts or

analysis presented to refute it.

There can accordingly be no finding of probable cause

that a violation occurred, still less any finding of a knowing

and willful violation. The fact was, and remains, that IDL
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made best efforts to refund all excessives as soon as they were
clearly known to be excessive (as opposed to rprigerr

or contributions requiring reattribution), and funds were

available. The statutes and regulations require no more.

Alleaed Misrevortina

By General Counsel's analysis, the lack of authorization

for credit card charges (if true) results in a misreporting of

the receipts because contributions and loans require as an

element that the contributor "intend" to make such contribution

or loan (see Premises #4 and #5). General Counsel's analysis

-- also presumes that all complaints regarding such alleged lack

: of authorization are true on their face (inn Premise #3). As a

general matter, the arguments on these points have already been' ae ihregard toany specific acts allegedly committed

under this MUR, there is no way Respondents can reply, since

T, General Counsel has refused to divulge any facts. Counsel for

Respondents pointed this out to General Counsel, who replied:

You state in your letter that facts were not recited
in the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Anaylsis in
support of the allegations that your clients violated 2
USC [sec.] 434(b)(2). As you are aware, your clients are
respondents in another matter, MUR 1852, which arose from
the same allegations. Your clients have been given
notice of the specific facts of these transactions in
MURs 1882 and 1991, which are now merged with NUR 1852.
In light of the fact that Independent Democrats for
LaRouche has already been advised of this issue in MUR
1852, this Office considers notice to be sufficient.

Letter of Charles N. Steele (by Kenneth A. Gross), May 16, 1986.

To put it mildly, the "sufficiency" of notice alleged by

General Counsel leaves something to be desired. MUR 1852 cites
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.. . . ...... . .. .... . .J t ' ' ' . .. .. .. ... .. 
. . .. . . .

-

no acts or violations whatsoever with regard to IDL. As
O issued, it named as Respondents only TLC and TLC's treasurer,

and cites alleged facts pertaining to those Respondents only.

NOR 1991 concerns a single Complainant, Roger Rosser. NOR 1682

likewise concerns a single circumstance, originating in a

referral (not a complaint) concerning John Converse and his

parents. These two HURs are discussed under their own

headings, ziw.

Thus, by General Counsel's explanation, the facts

relevant to NUR 2125 consist of the material of two incidents

(thereby merely duplicating other MURs dealing specifically

CM with those incidents), plus the material of a third NUR that

" cites no facts whatsoever concerning Respondents IDL and Rose.

~This is rather a different state of affairs than is alleged by9General Counsel when he states:
Allegations have been made by numerous individuals

~that IDL obtained money from those individuals bynmking
charges to credit card account numbers in IDL's

; possession without the consent of the card owners ....
. IDL has filed reports with the Commission which give
~evidence that such receipts obtained vithout the consent

of the putative donor have been listed as 'contributions."
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis (MUR 2125) at 3.

No such individuals, nor the source of the "allegations," have

ever been named by General Counsel or the Commnission.

Counsel for Respondents notified General Counsel of the

inaccuracies contained in General Counsel's letter of Nay 16,

1985 ( u~), which notification was never answered. Absent a

demonstration that NUR 2125 contains any acts, facts, or

evidence other than that contained in MURs 1882 and 1991, NOR
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2125 must be closed immediately as containing nothing but
~duplication of other MURs, and otherwise devoid of content.

Presumably the Commission does not intend to treat two

allegations as if they were four by redesignating two HU~s as a

third MUR while simultaneously pursuing the original two.

However, this is precisely what Goneral Counsel recommends, by

continuing to list all three HUR's in the "Statement of the

Case" section of his brief. Specifically, he there asks the

Couuuiusion to find probable cause that Respondents violated 2

USC sec. 434(b)(2) by

misreporting an undetermined amount of funds as
contributions which should have been reported as other

~receipts.
Brief at 10 (emphasis added).

If General Counsel': actions with regard to RUR 2125 do not

' constitute bad faith, then the phrase has little meaning indeed.
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20. MUR 2143 (Ann G. Selstad)
OC Brief at 10 and 34
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer;

IDL and Rose as treasurer
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc 441b; 434(b)(2)
False Premise: #3, #6, & #7

Ann Selstad's complaint concerns her attempts to obtain

repayment of a loan she reports having made to Fusion Energy

Foundation ('FEF"). Both she and Respondents confirm that she

made no contributions or loans to either TLC or IDL. The

alleged violations derive solely from General Counsel's

interpretation of her letter, which he construes to mean that

she believed [her FEF loan and contribution moneyj was
expended by Fusion in connection with Lyndon LaRouche's
1984 presidential campaign. (Brief at 34.)

- Insofar as Ms. Selstad did not distinguish between personal

~knowledge and statements based upon information and belief, in

~accordance with 11 CFR sec. 111.4(c), it is impossible to

determine what General Counsel means by "she believed." Even

" if she did so "believe," there is an unbridgeable gulf between

. o any such putative belief and actual facts.

As to facts supporting the allegation, none exist,

*0 because neither TLC nor IDL ever received any funds from FEF

for any purpose, nor did FEF provide any funds indirectly, in

the form of payment to any television station or network to

defray the costs of TV time purchased by TLC and IDL (the

apparent campaign expenditure referenced in the complaint).

General Counsel knows or should know this, based, ine alia,

on the FEC's audit of TLC and on such other facts as could have
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been ascertained by a competent and impartial investigation.conducted under the FEC's statutory authority.

When the rather lengthy complaint is boiled down to its

essentials, what remains is Ms. Seistad's identification of

certain individuals as apparently involved with activities in

support of a number of different entities, including both FEF

and the presidential campaigns. By her representation, some of

these individuals approached her for support of both the

presidential campaign and the other organizations.

In itself, there is nothing in that relationship

violative of any statute or regulation (see the argument at

Section IV.C.2.). Ms. Selstad, whether of her own initiative

, or at the prompting of third parties, apparently feels that

C such multiple activities by these individuals bespeaks some

* kind of skullduggery (m. the annotated copy of a Seattle

C "Official Voters Pamphlet" which she made a part of her

complaint). As noted elsewhere, Respondents are not charged

here under any kind of conspiracy statute, nor could they be

r under the FECA. Such intimations of crime by association are

, wholly worthless, and at best inflammatory, whether made by a

complainant or endorsed by the FEC's General Counsel.

Overall, both this MUR and its paraphrased representation

in General Counsel's Brief are so devoid of any relevant and

material facts that General Counsel cannot even determine which

of Mr. LaRouche's campaign committees to charge with the

violation (since neither is specifically identified by the

Complainant); he chooses to resolve the dilemma by embroiling0
-131-



~both. This may explain why General Counsel goes out of his way

to note that the complaint vms "sworn and notarized', with an i

added footnote to the same effect, as a gratuitous boost to his

him claims, which are otherwise wholly without evidence. ~

(Brief at 34.)

The mere fact that a statement is sworn to does not

convert it to gospel; as in any legal proceeding, such

statements must be weighed against other evidence, since

individuals' perceptions of events are often in error at the

time, their subsequent memories are often in error even with

the most honest of intentions, and their motivations are often

\ those of self-interest rather than impartial reporting. (Snn

-' opinion of Judge Richey, iuP_ .)

C\ The statute and regulations speak for themselves on the

* evidentiary admissibility of complaints. As regards

application of those regulations, however, General Counsel is

here arbitrary and capricious in his actions. The complaint in

, this IkUR was improper for the reasons noted above. Had General

Counsel and the Coimmission adhered to the regulations, this MUR

' would have been closed long ago for lack of evidence. Again,

General Counsel either did not conduct any investigation (in

violation of 11 CFR sec. 111.10), or if he did so, has not

revealed his findings. Indeed, the very nonexistence of any

discovered facts should serve to remind General Counsel and the

Commission why the requirements for a proper complaint are

indeed good law, and if complied with by all parties (General
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Counsel included) would serve the desired goal of minimizing
the waste of Coiso ieadpublic resources.

In conclusion, Respondents request that if General

Counsel has any evidence that FE? made any expenditures "in

support of the presidential campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche,

Jr.,•" or that any funds "were contributed by FE? to the

political committees supporting Mr. LaRouche's candidacy,"

(reason to believe letter, November 21, 1986), he should

present it. Absent such evidence, there can be no probable

cause.

9

I!)
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21. MUR 2261 (August Popevich) l
GC Brief at 10 and 30

SRespondent: CDI

TLC, XDL, and their treasurers make no reply regarding

this !4UR as they are not named as Respondents. (Sftu General

Counsel's Brieff as noted above.)

C\.I
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22. MUR 1852 (Internally generated)
GC Brief at
Respondents: TLC and Spannaus as treasurer23/ '
Alleged Violations: 2 Usc sec. 434(b)(2) and (3)

26 USC sec. 9042(c)
False Premise: #3, #4, & #5

IIUR 1852 is the most extreme example of misconduct by the

Convuission and General Counsel. This MUR was launched during

the Christmas holidays in 1984 with the Coimmission's nationwide

blanketing of LaRouche supporters with an intrusive

questionnaire insinuating fraud by the campaigns. This

followed on the heels of a national news media blitz initiated

by NBC-TV charging credit card fraud by the campaign. Both

~~were components of the coalescing "Get LaRouche Task Force,"i

" both served no other purpose but to create the very complaints ~ i

23/ The original M(UR 1852, into which all the other 3Ws no
befrethe Conmmission were merged, named as Respondents onlyi

TLC and Spannaus as treasurer. While General Counsel
O subsequently established this I4U file as subuming all of the

other NURs, including thereby all other Respondents, such
: inclusion cannot be presumed to add any facts respecting theA

original separate NURs unless explicitly stated in General
Counsel's Brief. For purposes of analysis in Respondents'
Reply Brief, NUR 1852 is treated here only with respect to the
argument and alleged facts specifically contained in the
original, unmerged, MUR 1852, except such other analysis and
evidence as now appears in General Counsel's Brief. It should
be noted in this regard, that Respondents IDL and Rose as
treasurer were informed by General Counsel that the specific
facts at issue in MLUR 2125 were included in MUR 1852, thereby
purportedly absolving General Counsel of the responsiblity to
cite any such facts with respect to MUR 2125; however as
pointed out by counsel for IDL and Rose, no such facts
concerning these Respondents were ever presented. (See
discussion of MTUR 2125, .uxi.) The instant analysis of
unmerged NUR 1852 therefore concern only Respondents TLC and
Spannaus, who were named; IDL and Rose remain completely
uninformed as to the specific violative acts alleged in MUR

2125.

S
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and =inquiries" that the Commission then re-processed into the
*grounds for further bad faith investigation of the

Respondents. Moreover, the Conwmission's active solicitation of

complaints calls into question not only the propriety of this

investigation, but also the reliability of General Counsel's

so-called evidence.

Under these circumstances, as noted, it is rather

testimony to the lawful activity of the Respondents, that the

Boston case ended in mistrial, and that General Counsel for the

FEC can produce neither credible complainants in general, nor

concrete facts to support MUR 1852 in particular.

This merged HEUR concerns Respondents' alleged misuse of

..... contributor credit card accounts, and sets forth General

C Counsel's theory of "misreporting= based on such contributors'

~alleged lack of intent to contribute. The general issue of

C misreporting = has already been addressed in the discussion of

"3 General Counsel's False Premises *4 and *5 and in the

4 Introduction, and will not be repeated here. With regard to

the specifics of HEUR 1852, a fatal deficiency to be addressed

by the Conmmission is the fact that evidence for the violations

as stated simply does not exist. That is, General Counsel has

presented nothing to demonstrate any knowing and willful

violation, even in the event, j gnn., that the contributions

at issue were not authorized by the contributors. To the

extent Complainants have specifically alleged such unauthorized

transfers, these have been addressed under the appropriate HEIR

headings.
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MUR 1852, by contrast, was internally generated, and
~hence lacks a complaint; at the same time, it names no persons

whatsoever whose contributions were purportedly unauthorized.

Rather, it presents what might be called the "theoretical"

violation, but a theory devoid of any facts susceptible of

proof or disproof.24/ The lack of factual specificity is

highlighted by General Counsel's vague citation of

information brought to the attention of this Office in
the forms of proper and improver comolaints and other
in~Auiriesa alleging the unauthorized use of credit card
numbers by the Committee ....

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis (MUR 1852) at 3
(emphasis added).

By any standards, improper complaints and "inquiries"

constitute neither evidence nor legal grounds for initiation of

an investigation. To take the further step of seeking a

*Probable Cause finding based on such inadmissible material

4 without identifying one particle of it, is outrageous.

~The remaining argument in General Counsel's Factual and

y Legal Analysis concerns the Committee's recording and reporting

" of negative receipts. These are characterized in the Factual

.... and Legal Analysis, in part, as debit adjustments to the

Committee's bank account bearing the notations:

"M/O-T/O not authorized, . "cardholder dispute slip",
or "declined authorization."

Id. at 1.

24/ The one possible exception to the general lack of new
specific evidence is the testimony of deponents Mae Driver and
Janet Rang. (For the tenuous quality of this testimony as
presented, see Section IV.E.3., "Miscellaneous Depositions.")
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(It should be noted, that these are designations of the

~debiting bank, not of the Respondent comittees.)
The Analysis goes on to report the totals of negative

contribution entries in TLCUs Reports of Receipts and

Expenditures, suggesting that

the negative entries among the itemized contribution
receipts and loan receipts apparently refers to
transactions which can no longer be considered
contributions or loans. It appears likely that these
adjustments parallel the categories of debt adjustments
noted by the auditors for credit card transactions during
the first half of 1984.

I.g. at 2.

Finally, General Counsel draws the conclusion that

[tjhe existence of the $35,000 in unauthorized credit
card transactions identified during the audit of The
LaRouche Campaign, plus the even higher totals for
subsequent debit entries, raises serious questions as to
the legitimacy of the Conuittee's reporting of

CMcontributions and loans.
*Id1. at 3.

~These purportedly "serious questions," and the facts alleged to

NOgive rise to them, are the crux of the issue as General Counsel

f defines it, but the facts are far less sinister than General

"' Counsel attempts to argue.

.... In the first place, the "negative entries" are indeed

reversals of deposit transactions previously reported, formally

identical in this respect to deposited checks which are

returned for any of a number of reasons (g~ insufficient

funds, account closed, or payment stopped). Recording such

"bounces" as negative entries on the specific contributor's

account, and reporting them correspondingly on the Reports of

-138-



Receipts and Expenditures, has long been a commonly accepted
/ practice under FEC reporting procedures, and raises no

questions on this score.

What appears to suggest violations to General Counsel,

therefore, cannot be merely the existence or the form of such

transactions, but rather the seemingly pejorative phrases "not

authorized," "declined," "dispute," and so forth. However,

there are reasons why such words are used in this context.

When a credit card holder wishes to reverse a charge to

his or her account ("chargeback"), he or she must follow

certain steps required by the card-issuing bank or other credit

card institution. In the circumstance in which the cardholder

signed a form at the time of the charge, he must provide a

ci legitimate reason as to why he now wishes to reverse it:

~merchant failed to deliver goods as promised; goods were

C4 defective and merchant failed to accept return; bank error

'0 (such as by charging the cardholder twice for the same

transaction); and so forth. It is not sufficient to merely say

"I changed my mind."

For telephone orders, however, where no signature exists,

it is sufficient for the cardholder to simply state that the

charge was "not authorized" -- whether true or not. Indeed, in

the absence of any of the other sorts of reasons cited, that is

the on ly thing a cardholder can say to effect a reversal of

charge.
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This is even more true for a contribution or loan to a
S political coimmittee, where there is no exchange ofgodad

thus no recourse to any of the chargeback explanations

appropriate to retail purchases. The chargeback memo issued to

the merchant (who deposited the funds from the cardholder) will

therefore have a check mark in the box corresponding to such

reason for reversal: *not authorized." The fact that these

words are used, therefore, tells one nothing about the actual

motivation for the chargeback, and no inference can be drawn

regarding illegal acts by the merchant based solely on the

pro-forma characterization of the chargeback transaction, any

~more than a stop-payment order on a check tells the payee

~anything about the check-writer's motivation in stopping the

~check. As with credit card transactions, it is insufficient to
* say, "1cagdmy mind," and rightly so: both checks and

~credit cards are accepted by merchants and others doing

0 business with the public in full faith that they will be

honored; changes of mind do not qualify to break that faith and

wreak havoc in the world of business and financial dealings.

, Yet people do change their minds, and especially so in

the realm of politics, as many of the complaints herein clearly

attest. 2/Would the General Counsel argue that "stop

payments" placed on contribution checks "raise serious

questions as to the legitimacy of the Committee's reporting" of

the original contribution?

25/ See, for example, the April 13, 1984 letter from Dr.
James Marvel, discussed zu r under MUR 1797.
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General Counsel may have the authority to initiate an
investigation based oninformation that sget iltoso

the Act. However, in this circumstance the information in and

of itself proves nothing. The only proof that the

contributions in question were indeed unauthorized would have

to take the form of a serious and impartial examination of the

parties to the transaction, most importantly the contributor

himself or herself. Moreover, such an examination, to have

evidentiary validity, must be open to cross-examination,

introduction of documentary and other evidence that may either

refresh or contradict the contributor's recollection, and so

If) forth, particularly in this case, where the Conmnission itself

- was soliciting complaints via its nationwide dragnet-mailing

questionnaire. There is no more conclusive evidence now than9there was six yasao
Indeed, as noted elsewhere in this brief, there was an

evidentiary forum where these matters were aired extensively:

. the Boston trial of United States v. TLC. et a1., Crim. No.

~86-323-K (D. Mass.), to whose prosecutor the FEC's General

'f) Counsel made his own investigative materials freely available

(see suprxa) The very issues raised above, concerning

contributor motivations, changes of mind, bank requirements for

effecting chargebacks, as well as TLC's and its relevant

staff's understanding of the chargebacks at the time, were all

the subject of protracted testimony, with ample opportunity for

examination and cross-examination, presentation of witnesses

with documentary evidence, and so forth.
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It is noteworthy that General Counsel makes no referencee at all to that trial, not least because all of the issues he

raises in his instant brief were thoroughly aired in the

unrefuted testimony of TLC's and IDL's Assistant Treasurer

Richard Welsh, whose testimony on other subjects General

Counsel does deem worthy of citation (General Counsel's Brief

at 17). As noted above, the jurors in that trial did not agree

that the government's case had been proved, despite the fact

that scores of "credit card" witnesses had testified prior to

the mistrial, as also noted in this reply brief.

If the government could not prove the case for

%0 unauthorized credit card charges in a court of law, with

- extensive witnesses, voluminous quantities of documentary

~evidence, and a multi-agency investigation far exceeding in9scope anything General Counsel has been able to effect
(including the same ADL personnel the Commission has consulted

for its own investigations), it strains the imagination to

believe that the Commission could now accede to General

: Counsel's probable cause recoimendation based on the scanty

' evidence and argument that he has presented thus far.261  If

he has more, he has not revealed it to Respondents as is

required by law.

26/ The few depositions quoted or paraphrased in General
Counsel's brief on this subject cannot be used to prove
anything, because of their ex p x. and untested nature, and
the proven falsehoods contained in other depositions and in
General Counsel's paraphrases of depositions, as shown
elsewhere in this brief.
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It bears repeating that even if some, or for that matter,

all, of the alleged unauthorized charges weein fact made

without the contributors' intent, there is still no evidence

whatsoever that the Conmnittee or its treasurer had any such

knowledge, either at the time of deposit, or at the time of

reporting. Indeed, as one of the Boston jurors noted, a

significant question in the jurors' minds was *how many of the

actual alleged wrong-doers were government people and how many

were overzealous LaRouche people" (Boston Herald, Exhibit 2).

There remains one issue that is arguably in the

Cowwission's jurisdiction, to which General Counsel apparently

~attaches some importance. This concerns the reporting of

- committee debts for matching funds purposes on TLC's Statements

~of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations ("WOCO"). The firstQ issue here is that, as just noted, there is no evidence ofan

knowing and willful violation, even if, Ar~gUIn , the charges

were not authorized.

SSecondly, the issue is de miim . Since TLC's qualified

r,-  NOCO deficit so far exceeded its post-date-of-ineligibility

submissions for matching funds, any reductions that might

arguably result from disallowing the disputed credit card loan

transactions would have no impact on the committee's

entitlement. There was neither any loss of public funds due to

"inflated" reporting, nor any conceivable risk of such

0
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loss. 27/ For the Commission or any of its staff to pursue

O this theory would represent a classic waste of time and agency

resources. By the "dollar value" standards adopted in its

closing of the ADL case (MUR 2163, discussed mw ), the

Commission would ignore this line of argument and close this

case forthwith. There, funds were indubitably spent in an

illegal manner; here the dollar value of the alleged violations

is a resounding zero.

If, nonetheless, the Commission does decide to commit its

time and resources to this issue, then there are further

arguments to consider. General Counsel states:

~This Office believes that [matching] funds used to repay
funds obtained without the consent of the contributor or

. lender does not constitute a qualified campaign expense.
Thus, the inclusion of that debt in the Committee's NOCO

~statement would inflate the total of net outstanding
campaign obligations, thereby constituting a knowing and

O willful misrepresentation of a material fact and the9 furnishing of fraudulent evidence for purposes of 26 Usc
[sec.] 9042(2).

~General Counsel' Factual and Legal Analysis (MUR 1852) at 5.

Aside from the non sequitur that such inclusion would "thus" be

7 "knowing and willful," the argument as a whole is false.

Either something is or is not a debt owed by the Committee. It

may be a debt to a vendor, it may be a debt to a lender whose

funds were originally used for qualified campaign expenses, or

27/ (See Report of the Audit Division on The LaRouche
Cn~inat 6.) The conclusion that TLC's qualified deficit
far exceeded its post-ineligibility claims for matching funds
was also reaffirmed in the Commission's acceptance of TLC's
argument regarding a proposed repayment recommendation. (See
Final Reoayment Determination and Statement of Reasons, August
14, 1987 (Agenda Document 87-87).
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Sit may even be, a jff~ , a debt to a person whose funds were
~used without their authorization. As noted elsewhere, the

latter is no less a debt for the unusual nature of its

inception.

General Counsel's error is to confuse debt (campaign

obligations) with expense (qualified campaign expense). The

only relevance that qualified campaign expense would have would

be if the funds -- of whatever nature -- had been £ a in an

unqualified nature. Typically, such nonqualified expenditures

might include expenditures in excess of state spending

limitations, or similar matters for which the Commission

commonly seeks and obtains repayments of federal funds from

many presidential primary candidates.

There is nothing whatsoever in the statute or regulations'that deems the debts reported by the committee to be anything

O other than debts; there is no evidence presented by General

Counsel that the funds so obtained (ixgAan , without consent),

zr were p~at~ for other than qualified campaign purposes. There

r is thus no reason to find probable cause for any violation of

reporting requirements, or for furnishing false or fictitious

information in TLC's statements of Net Outstanding Campaign

Obligations.
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3. Further A11ed Violations

O i1. Solicitation from FERC Contributor Lists

GC Brief at 24-25
Respondents: TLC & Spannaus as treasurer

IDL & Rose as treasurer
Alleged Violation: 2 USC sec. 438(a)(4)
False Premises: #3 & #6

The following discussion does not fall into the MUR by

MUR analysis format since it appears that no HUE was ever

opened.

a) Procedural Violations Bar this Proceedin-.

O General Counsel's Brief is the first notification

Respondents have received concerning this alleged violation.

C Respondents were never notified of any complaint, nor were they' ever sent notification of an internally-generated IJ.Te

have never seen any Factual and Legal Analysis prior to the

brief.

~11 CFR sec. 111.6 sets forth the procedure for making a

C probable cause reconuendation, stating in part that such

recoimnendation by General Counsel shall be prepared "upon

completion of the investigation" (11 CFR sec. 111.6(a)). Such

investigation is the investigation to be conducted upon a prior

finding of reason to believe (11 CFR sec. 111.10).

11 CFR sec. 111.8 and 111.9 require that all reason to

believe findings based on internally generated matters or

referrals be made known to Respondents, who shall be provided

with a copy of a factual and legal analysis and afforded an. opportunity to reply to the finding.
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None of these procedures were followed with regard to the
*alleged violation of 2 Uscse.38a() ThComiso

therefore lacks authority to accept for consideration any

recommendation of probable cause.

b) Evidence for the alleaed act is insufficient

Should the Conmnission determine to proceed despite the

above-stated violation of enforcement procedures, it will find

that no acceptable evidence for the alleged violation exists.

The only evidence presented is the testimony of government

informant Christian A. Curtis, whose motivation is suspect to

-- say the least. Curtis is a former member of the National

" Caucus of Labor Coubnittees, whose hostility to his former i
associates is apparent. Furthermore, above and beyond any9aioiyputatively arising from his own experiences, Curtis'
testimony and attitude towards his former associates in the

Lalouche movement are inextricably connected to his attempts to

~~gain federal employment and favorable personal references from "

" the very law enforcement officials who were investigating and
' prosecuting LaRouche and others.

It is a matter of court record, for example, that he

sought and obtained enthusiastic personal character references

to accompany his applications to law school, from then-

Assistant U.S. Attorney John Markham CD. Mass.), the prosecutor

in the case of United States v. TLCA et al., and from Sheriff's

Deputy Donald Moore, a central figure in the prosecution of
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LaRouche in Virginia and a special assistant to AUSA Markham in ,

the Boston prosecution.2 8 /

Long prior to getting his boost into law school, at a

time when he still maintained ties to his former political

associates but was making plans to seek federal government

employment, Curtis made clear to enforcement personnel that he

would sever his connections with his former associates if this

would advance his own career aspirations:

CURTIS stated that he currently is applying to various
Federal Agencies in the Intelligence Area, including
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and wondered if
his association or affiliation with the Organization
is harmful to this prospective employment with the

?! Federal Government. .... CURTIS stated he is willing
to sever all of his ties with the organization if it

~would help in his efforts to secure employment with
the Federal Government.

,/ General Counsels Brief cites Curtis himself as the

"O primary perpetrator of the alleged violation, yet he is not

named as a Respondent. Therefore, Respondents hereby demand

T all information and evidence demonstrating any quid pro aUG,

arrangement, inducements, or immwunity granted to Curtis by the

FEC or other federal agency with which the FEC has collaborated

in the investigation of these or related matters, including but

not limited to the office of the Massachusetts United States

28/ Testimony of Christian Curtis. Commonwealth of Virginia
v. Richard E. Welsh. May 16. 1990. Vol. C, p. 84. See Exhibit
11.
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Attorney in Boston. Other than Curtis' self-serving and

uncorroborated testimony, noevidence whatsoever is presented

to support the allegation that Respondents violated 2 Usc sec.

438(a) (4).

c) Evidence pertainino to the Respondents is nonexistent

No evidence is presented, or even hinted at

circumstantially, to suggest that any of the Respondents in

this action arranged for the alleged practice (if indeed it

occurred), carried it through, ordered or suggested it,

condoned it, or even knew about it, despite Curtis'

~characterization of his own practice. This lack of evidence

applies to both the political committees and their treasurers.

Therefore, no case has been made that Respondents comuuitted the'alleged vilto;sills sthere any demonstration that

any such violation, if, ir..IInn, it occurred, was knowing and

willful. Even accepting Curtis' self-serving testimony at face

- value, it remains that the testimony names as a violator of the

r statute only Christian A. Curtis himself.
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2. AcceDting Excessive Contributions

O The deposit of excessive contributions and apparent

excessive contributions is comonpiace among political

campaigns. While General Counsel is correct in stating that an

excessive contribution is by its nature "illegal," it is

disingenuous in the extreme to conclude thereby that such

occurrences must rise to the level of an enforcement

proceeding. In the normal course of events, campaign

comnittees that deposit receipts in good faith, and

subsequently determine them to be excessive (or prohibited on

other grounds), are required to refund them in a reasonable

, period of time as the law provides.

.... Respondents IDL and Rose addressed this matter in their

~reply to the reason to believe finding of MUR 2125, citing the

relevant Advisory Opinions and Commission practice in this

regard generally. The only conceivable justification for now

: , seeking a probable cause finding would be if the excessive

. - contributions were actively sought by the commaittee, knowing

- them to be excessive at the time; or if the comumittee had

determined them to be excessive, but did nothing to refund or

reattribute them after that determination; or if the ratio of

excessives to total contributions was extraordinarily high;29/

29/ With regard to Respondent IDL, General Counsel alleges a
total of $78,880 in excessive contributions. This is out of a
total contribution pool of over $2.1 million. With regard to
TLC, the amount at issue is $10,475, of which General Counsel
claimed $6,205 not to have been resolved in a "timely" manner.
This is out of a total contribution pool in excess of $4.2

~~million. (Se discussions of MURS 2092 and 2125, ,zizP.r..)
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or if the Conunittee had otherwise acted in a manner that could.legitimately be characterized as reckless disregard. Nothing

in the facts or argument presented by General Counsel supports

any of these possibilities. As noted in Respondents' MUR by

MUR analysis, Respondents acted in good faith at all times with

regard to excessive contributions; nothing in General Counsel's

Brief refutes Respondents' prior demonstrations of that good

faith and compliance. Insofar as General Counsel alleges a

knowing and willful violation, he perforce introduces the

criterion of the respondents' state of mind. Such an assertion

would be false, and no facts exist to justify it.

r Accordingly, there is no basis for the Conmnission to find

~probable cause regarding any of the allegations concerning

~excessive contributions in any of the individual MURs.

3. Miscellaneous Denositions

: In the "Facts" section of the probable cause brief,

- General Counsel cites depositions taken from several

~individuals who were neither complainants, nor named in any

'- internally generated reason to believe finding, nor otherwise

made known to Respondents prior to the probable cause brief

itself. Since the Brief does not cite any statutes or

regulations at issue in these quotes and paraphrases,

Respondents can make but little reply at this time. Moreover,

informed reply is made almost impossible by the abbreviated and

paraphrased characterizations of these depositions, so that the

~Respondents do not know the context of the quoted statements,
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and in some cases, have not been presented with any actual. statements at all.

(a) Mae E. Driver (Brief at 26)

The primary issue here is apparently unauthorized credit

card charges. As a general issue, this has been addressed

siUa.i, and no new facts are presented from the deposition that

alter the general considerations.

A secondary issue is apparently the contributor's

financial support of non-electoral entitities, which general

category of activity General Counsel elsewhere in his brief

~attempts to portray as contributions to the campaign

- committees. Here, the withholding of the full transcript from

~Respondents is clearly a bar to an effective reply, and hence
O to due process, since even the section quoted suggests that the

C4 deponent had a broader intention than General Counsel

intimates. General Counsel states:

'sr When asked "did this caller indicate at any time that ther funds that he was soliciting would be used for a
presidential campaign?, Ms. Driver stated:

[W~ell, it would be used to further these various
.J .. well, for instance, a lot of it had to be used
for the TV broadcasts.

Brief at 27.

This would appear to be a clear case of leading questioning,

despite which the deponent began to discuss activities other

than electoral campaigns as such.
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(b) ,lanet..Rang (Brief at 27) i

~The deponent is alleged to have

testified that all the moneys given by her were intended
by her to be loans to The LaRouche Campaign .... She
assumed LALC and NDPC were campaign conmmittees for Lyndon
LaRouche.

Brief at 27.

In this case, General Counsel provides no direct quotations at

all, let alone a full transcript. Based on the

misrepresentations of other depositions and complaints

contained in General Counsel's Brief, there is faint hope that

this characterization can be relied on either. Even if true,

however, such "intent" by the contributor still does not rise

. to a violation by Respondents, as discussed, jIIjP_.

A second issue, according to General Counsel's
C representation of the deposition, is an unauthorized charge on

dpnn'crdtcard, allegedly misreported as being from

the dpnn'scei

the deponent's husband (the primary card holder). General

Counsel claims that the deponent alleged her husband to have ii

had no dealings with "the LaRouche organizations," but no

C statements from the husband are cited.

(c) Etta Ann Collins (Brief at 28)

The inclusion of this deposition is truly bizarre. The

deponent made no contributions to the campaign conumittees, does

not claim to have made any, and was not reported by the

committees to have made any. Her financial support of other

organizations was not intended by her to support the

presidential campaign, and is not alleged to have been so0
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• e
intended either by her or by General Counsel. According to

~General Counsel, she made a loan to Campaigner Publications,

for which she received a promissory note and a cover letter

from Edward Spannaus (former president of Campaigner), which

included a statement that "(t)he loan is being used towards the

distribution of LaRouche. Will this man become President, by

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr." This book was not a publication of

the campaign cormmittees, any more than the myriad of candidate

biographies that line the supermarket checkout counters every

four years are generally publications of those years' rounds of

candidate conmnittees.

~General Counsel also notes that

~Collins testified that she never contributed to Lyndon
LaRouche because in fact she thought she was helping

04 NDPC, but not LaRouche. Despite this testimony, by
credit card transaction dated October 11, 1983, Collins

~gave $500.00 to NDPC with "contribution to NDPC for the

campaigns" written on the credit slip.
O It is difficult to fathom what this is supposed to prove. As

: the Commnission is aware, NDPC is a multi-candidate conmmittee

('PAC'), which, as shown in its FEC disclosure reports,

F
-  supported a variety of campaigns. General Counsels despite"

is therefore utterly meaningless.

The deponent's only reference to financing Mr. LaRouche's

presidential election effort comes in the final quote provided,

which is nothing if not confused and short of accurate

recollection, as the deponent herself avers.

-154-



(d) Remsinilna Donsitiona

O The remaining depositions are either of complainants1 and

are discussed under the relevant MJR's, maa or do not

reference any violations alleged of the Respondents.

'0

C
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CONCLUIO

For the above stated reasons, MUR 1852 and all

subordinated MURs should be closed with no further action.

There can be no finding of Probable Cause regarding any of the

alleged violations because evidence is either nonexistent or

noncredible, the investigation and its conclusions are premised

on General Counsel's procedural violations, and further action

is time-barred.

C Robert L. Rossi, E~q.
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.

No Four Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
..... Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200

Counsel for Respondents
"+- The LaRouche Campaign

and Edward Spannaus, treasurer
D and

Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, treasurer
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Table 1.SUMMARY OF GC "RECOMMENDATIONS" BY STATUTE AND RESPONDENT

Abbreviations:

TLc = The LaRouche Campaiqn FEF = Fusion Enerqy Foundation
IDL = Independnt Democrats for LaRouche CPI = Campaigner Publications
CFF = Citizens for Freeman LALC = Los Angeles Labor Ctte
CDI = Caucus Distributors Inc. PGM - Publication & Genl. Mgmt

======== == === R E S P 0 NTLC & I DL & CFF &
STATUTE nn Rose Ha1hkS

D E N T == -- - = - = =

EES LAL EGM

2 U.S.C. :

432(h)

433

434

434(b)
438(a) (4)

441a(a) (8)

441a(f)

44 lb

26 U.S.C. :
9042(c)

11 C.F.R. :
110.6(d) (2)

SThough cited
statute by as "Recommendations" (Brief at 48), violation of thisthese Respondents appears nowhere else in the Brief.

CC 6W?; 9 ~: ~



ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

Statute Resoondents
MUR/

Table 2.
BY STATUTE, RESPONDENT, AND MUR

False
~x~min~i Alleged Violations

TLC, Spannaus

LALC

CDI

1862
Bradley

1976
Pieper

2281
Popevich

1 Failure to deposit funds in designated
depository

1,3,6,7 Failure to register as political
committee

Failure to register as political
committee

1976
Pieper

2281
Popevich

1,3,6,7 Failure to file political committee
reports

1 Failure to file political committee
reports

ii iin general: misreporting

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus
IDL, Rose

1797
Marvel

1862
Bradley

1852
Internal

2143
Selstad

1,3

3,4,5

Gave "to" campaign "through" Campaigner

Loans "for" TLC raised & deposited to PGM

Unauthorized charges reported as loans
& contributions

Contributions to FEF "expended by FEF
in connection with" campaign

Appendiz p. 2£ ( 9 £: / S

432(h)

433

434 LALC

CDI

434(b)

434(b) (2)



Statute

434(b)(2) &434(b) (3)

Respondents

CFF, Haight

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

IDL, Rose

IDL, Rose

TLC, SpannausIDL, Rose

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

HUR/ FalIse

1556
Mikulski

1793
Ruzanski

1825
Gibson

1882
Converse

1991
Rosser

2013
Stewart

2065
Seeber

2084
Wiles

Alleaed Vio la tions

2,3,6,7 Receipts misreported as contributions

3,4,6

3,4

3,4

3,4

1,3,5

Unauthorized charges reported as loans

Unauthorized charges not reported

Unauthorized charges reported as loans

Misreported total # of loans and amount
of an unauthorized itemized loan

Misreported total # of loans; reported
unauthorized charges as loans

Unauthorized charge reported as loan
& as debt; falsely included in NOCO
& audit records

Loans not reported

IDL, Rose

434(b) (2),434(b)(3), &
434(b) (3)(B)

434(b) (2) (A),
434(b) (3) (A),
& 434(b) (3) (E)

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

2125
Internal

1976
Pieper

1798
Polcmr i

4 Unauthorized charges reported as
contributions

1,3,6,7 Contribution "through" LALC not reported
(itemized or in totals); receipt from
"political conwuittee" LALC not reported

3 Not all loans reported; loan reported as
contribution; totals of contributions &
loans misreported

Appendix p. 3



Statute Respondents
MUR/ Falsem~n. ~win Alleged Violations

434(b) (cont'd)

434(b) (3) (A)434 (b) (2) (A)
& 434(b) (8)

434(b) (3) (e)
434 (b) (2) (H)

434(b) (3) (E)

434(b) (2) (A),
434(b) (2) (H),
434(b) (3) (A),
434(b) (3) (E),
434(b) (8)

Or
Or

(E),(H),
TLC, Spannaus

& TLCD Spannaus

TmC, Spannaus

TmC, Spannaus

1827
Elgal 3,4,5

1877
Swanson

1905
Gradt

1979
Hopper

Loans reported as contributions &
submitted for matching

Reported lender lacking intent to lend;
included in loans total & in NOCO &
audit records

Excessive contribution, misattributed
to wife

Loan reported as contribution;
loan & contribution totals in error;
failure to report loan debt

Tmc, SpannausIDL, Rose
CDI
FEF
Campaigner
LALC

(No MUJR) 3,6(Curtis testimony) Use of public record lists from FEC
for solicitation

441a(a) (8) LAWC 1976
Piepor 1,3,6,7 Failure to report earmarked contributions

Appendix p. 4
C
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Statute Respondents
I4UR/ False
QaD.~min Alleged Violations

4iaf.(Accepting excessive contributions)

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

IDL, Rose

1797
Marvel

1862
Bradley

1905
Gradt

1976
Pieper

2084
Wiles

1,3

1,3,5

2092
Internal

2125
Internal

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

Excessive contributions

£4Jk (Making or accepting corporate contributions)

CFF, Haight
FEF
Campa igner

TLC, Spannaus
Campaigner

TLC, Spannaus
PGK

1556
Mikulski

1797
Marvel

1862
Bradley

2,3,6,7 Solicitation or leafletting for CFF by
FEF & Campaigner employees

2,3 Gave =to" campaign "through= Campaigner

Loans "for" campaign solicited for &
deposited by PGM

Appendix p. 5 0
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Statute Respondents
MUR/ Fa lsem.n ~aL Alleged Violations

441bk (cont'd)
IDL, ARoseCDI
Campaigner

IDL, Rose
FEF
Campaigner

2090
McMullen

2143
Selst ad

2,3

1,3

Solicitation services provided to IDL
by corporations

Contributions to FEF "expended by FEF
in connection with" campaign

26 U.S.C. 9042(c) (Criminal penalty for false statements)

~TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

TLC, Spannaus

1793
Ruz anski

1827
Elgal

1852
Internal

1877
Swanson

2013
Stewart

2065
Seeber

3,4,5,6 Ruzanski: unauthorized charges reported
as loan debt & as NOCO debt

3,4,5 Loans reported as contributions &
submitted for matching funds

3,4,5 Unauthorized charges included as loans
in NOCO statements

3,4,5

3,4,5

4,5

Included unauthorized loan
records at audit

Included unauthorized loan
records at audit

Included unauthorized loan
records at audit

in NOCO &

in NOCO &

in NOCO &

1 .FR
110.6(d)(2) (Earmarked contributions through conduit or intermediary)

TmC, Spannaus 1976
Pieper

1,3,6,7 Contribution to LALC "for" campaign

* OC Brief fails to include this alleged violation by CDI in the Recommendations section,

though the original MUR names CDI as a Respondent with IDL and Campaigner.

Appendix p.6 6

0



Table 3.ANALYSIS OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS BY UNDERLYING FALSE PREMISE

This table takes the same information provided in Table 2, and
sorts it by premise rather than by statute section. Each
alleged violation is shown only once, under the heading of the
lowest-number applicable premise. Where the alleqation is
invalidated by more than one false premise, the other premises
are identified by number in the left margin.

S

Appendix p. 7
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ALLEGED VIOLATIONS DEPENDENT ON PREMISE #1

Individunl

RESPONDENT
TLC &

& STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
IDL & CFF &

1797 434(b)
441a(f)

1862 432(h)
434(b)
441a(f)
441lb 44 lb

367 Pieper
367
367
367
367
367
367

35 Wiles
35
35

3 Selstad

1976 433
434

434(b) (2)
434(b) (3)
434(b) (3) (B)

110.6(d) (2)

2084 434(b) (2)434(b) (3)
441a(f)

2143 441lb 441b

441a(a) (8)

441b

Popevich

Total #

2281

22 13

Appendix p. 8
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ALLEGED VIOLATIONS DEPENDENT ON PREMISE #2

Iniiua

RESPONDENT
TLC &

MU S~innii

& STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
I DL & CFF &
Rose HuI CD EE

367 Mikuiski
36?
367

3 Marvel

3 McMullen

Total I

1556 434(b) (2)
434(b) (3)
441b

1797 441b

2090

10 I

441b

GC Brief fails to include this alleged violation by CDI in the
Recommendations section, though CDI is a named Respondent of the
original MUR, along with IDL and Campaigner Publications.

Appendi• p. 9
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ALLEGED VIOLATIONS DEPENDENT ON PREMISE #3

RESPONDENT & STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
TLC & I DL & CFF &

1nR nnxiRse LDLFE

Ruzanski

Policar i

Gibson

Elgal

(Internal)

Swanson

Converse

1793 434(b)(2)
434(b) (3)
26 usc 9042(c)

1798 434(b)(2)(A)
434(b) (3) (A)
434(b) (3) (E)

1825 434(b)(2)
434(b) (3)

1827 434(b)(3)(A) or
434(b)(2)(A) or
434(b) (8)
26 USC 9042(c)

(E)
(H)

1852 434(b)(2)
434(b) (3)
26 USC 9042(c)

1877 434(b)(3)(e)
434(b) (2) (H)
26 USC 9042(c)

1882 434(b)(2)
434(b) (3)

Appendix p. 10
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4 6
4 6
456

4
4

45
45
45
45

45
45
45

4
4
45

4
4
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ALLEGED VIOLATIONS DEPENDENT ON PREMISE #3 (cont'd)

Grad t

4 Stewart
4
45

Seistad

6 Alleged illegal

Total # Alleged 36

RESPONDENT & STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
TLC & I DL & CFF &

MUB an RQ Sn linigh FEI

1905 441a(f)
434(b) (3) (E)

2013 434(b) (2) 434(b) (2)
434(b) (3) 434(b) (3)
26 USC 9042(c)

2143 434(b) (2) 434(b) (2)

438(a)(4) 438(a)(4) (same) (same)use of FEC lists (witness Curtis)

~AWP LALC

Appendix p. 1.1

S
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ALLEGED VIOLATIONS DEPENDENT ON PREMISE #4

RESPONDENT & STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
TLC & I DL & CFF &

! _ ~nn R UAh CDI E E

434(b) (2) (A)
434 (b) (2) (H)
434(b) (3) (A)
434(b) (3) (E)
434 (b) (8)

Iiviua

Hopper

Rosser

1979
*6

U

1991

2065
U

U

(Internal)

Total *
2125

11 8

434(b) (2)

3

Appendix p. 12

434 (b) (2)
434(b) (3)

Seeber 434(b) (2)
434(b) (3)
26 USC 9042(c)

£am LALC



OTHER ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

Individul

Various

Total #

NUB

RESPONDENT & STATUTE ALLEGED VIOLATED:
TLC &
~nnAu11976 441a(f)

2125

2 1

IDL & CFF &
BR ose i~hk

Acceptinq Excessive Contributions:

4418(f)

Appendix p. 13
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.. UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

"FOR .HE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

* Alex.andria- Division

LYNDON H. LAROUICHE, Jr..

Plaintiff,

"..

NATIONAL BROADCASTING

COMPA? Y, INC., et al.,

Defendants.

))
)
)
)- 1o. 84-0136-A
)

DCFEtIDAUT NATIONAL BROADCASTING COMPMk ¥,
INC.'S RESPON SES AND OBJECTIONS TO
PLAINTIFF'S FIRS? RtEQUEST TO DEFENDA.NT
NBC FORsAD..S..O.

Defendant National Iroadcasting Company, Inc. ("NlBc")

hereby withdraws its objections to plaintiff's First Request to

defendant NBC for Admissions filed on PKarch 12, 1984 because

Plaintiff 's Amended Complaint, filed on March 21, 1984 requires

that NBC's previously filed objections be superseded. N&C re-

sponds to Plaintiff's First Request for Admissions-as follows:

General Objections:

NBC objects to the definition of "First Camera broad-

cast" as "an NEC First Camera program concerning Lyndon H.

LaRouche, Jr., which has not yet been broadcast by IIBC." For

the purpose of its responses to these Requests, NE C wi~l treat

a

Exhibit 1

I g.1

C

CO4
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broadcast and these news feature(s) have not yet been broad-

cast.•

Objections to Request for Admission No. 3:

NBC objects to this Request on the ground that to the

extent it inquires into matters not yet broadcast but 
whicn

possibly may be broadcast hereafter, it seeks confidential,

proprietary business information that constitutes trade 
secrets

'0 of NBC. NBC also objects to thiis Request on the ground that it

C" is not related to any allegedly defamatory material in any

broadcast and thus is not reasonably calculated to lead to the

W discovery of admissible evidence. NBC further objects to this

0 Request on the ground that it is not propoundled in good faith,

is unnecessary vitb~in the meaning of Local Rule 11-1(L), and is

* designed to increase costs unreasonably and vexatiously 
or

- - cause unnecessary expense within the meaning of Local

' Rule 16(a) and 28 U.S.C. S 1927. NBC objects to the term "news

feature" on the ground that it is not a term used to describe

NBC Nightly News broadcasts or portions thereof.

Request for Admission No. 4:

4. First Camera and NBC has received law enforce-

ment and other non-public inform ation concerning 
Lyndon H.

t

~LaRouche, Jr., from the F81, FEC. CIA Aand IRS for use in

broadcasts or in preparing broadcasts concerning LaRouche.



": •Pesoonse to Reguest for Admission N4o. 4:

USBC admits that this statement is true.

Request for Admission No. 5:

-" 5. Pat Lynch, the producer of First Camera, has

spoken to James J. Angleton concerning the First Camera broad-

cast.

Objection to Reguest for Admission No. 5:

~To the extent this Request seeks information relating

-: to the identity of persons other than on-the-record sources for

I h bodass BC ojcsto this Request on the ground that

it seeks information privileged under the laws and Constitution

* of the State of New York, the laws and Constitution of the

S State of Virginia, the applicable laws and Constitutions of any

C other state or states and the First Amendment of the United

. States Constitution.

Request for Admission 1No. 6:

6. Guenther Poser has been interviewed for the

First CameLL broadcast.



Sh oston Herald. Thursday. May S5. 1988*LaRouohe
jury would
have-voted
'not

Wy SIELLEY MURPHY

•" JURORS In the Lyn4
* H. LaRouche trial as

yesterday they woui
have found him min
cent If the case did i

N) suddenly end In a mltrial.

cleu'ed tlistria yi
terday for Las~ouach si

" his sidsnlngrth
Lour' o the 14 Juno

' would suffer "'sevei

r, month trial auithsed.
In a apris vote tab
jhe Jur am aw th

were esaud,s n an
nmly deded theyd i,
Laoce six aidesa
five organut lmvoe
of all chrges based on ei

tria began Dec. 1.
-We would have aoqu

ted everybody at this po
and that's bsed on pru
cutlon vlne" said P
sm Dashawets of &
tuate "Ter was too mu
qution of govemume
misconduct n what w
happening n the LaRow

Ocampagn". U.S. istrict Judge Rc
ert E. Keeton sad tl
tria, originally achedush

guilty'
to last three months, un-

on doubtedly would spill-
over Into late fal disrupt-d tig the lives of four Jurors

Id who have plans for sur-
so- gery, vacations and job
lst promotions.
1 - Keeton's decision led to

vows from prosecutors
Ie- that there would be are-
m- trial and a lament from
nd LaRouche's attorney that
Jat his client had not been
ra1 vindicated.
re Attorney Odin Ander-
r'- son, who represents La-

Rouche. said: I'm sure
-n my client feels the same
sy frustration the jury feels
j. In having worked hard on
jd a case to have It end with-
ad out resolution."
.t Noting the financial and
vI- emotional cost of the trial
lie to the defendants, Ander-

son said. "To have this
it- thing hang n limbo is not
ra, a victory, the only victory
ie- would be vindication."
Lo- LaJoache - a fringe
ci- presidential candidate -
chi and his workers were
rat charged with obstruction
as of justice for allegedly
he thwarting a grand jury

probe into charges that
6b- some of his supporters
he swindled more than 1
ed million for his campaign

chest by making unauth-orized credit card
charges.

FOUr L~a~ouche organi-
zations were charged
with credit card fraud, all
of which allegedly oc-
curred during LaRouche's
1984 presidential bid.

"It seemed some of the
government's people
caused the problem (for
LaRouche)." said
Dashawetz, adding that
evidence showed people
working on behalf of the
government "may have
been involved in some of
this fraud to discredit the
campaign."

"It certainly throws a
lot @1 doubt Into the gov-
ernent's evidence. The
governinet'a side wasn't
helped by thatL"

Dashawets said, "There
was a question as to how
many of the actual al-
leged wrong-doers were
government people and
• how many were overzea-
losis L..Roach people."

Four other Jurors con-
firmed they voted In favor
of acquittal, but all are
they didn't hear all of the
evidence and ured the
government to seek a re-

Wheni asked to respond
to the jury's departng
vote for acquittl, U.S At-
torney Frank L McNa-
mara Jr. declined com-
ment, saying the
defendants remain under
indictment and face re-
trial.

The mitra announced
yesterday followed a
hearing Mody in which
four juor described per-
sonal problems that
would arise If the tria
continued beyond July.

Keeton told jurors yes-
terday he appreciated
their promise to remain
Impartial If required to
continue serving on the
jury, despite personal
problems. but was forced
to declare a mistrial be-
cause "severe hardships"
would arise If the trial
continued.
i know all of us feel a

disappointment that
we've vested as much as

we have in this trial . . ifully appreciate the bur-
dens that have been
placed on all of you," Kee-
ton said.

Dashawates said he
was "angry" when he rea-
lized the trial wouldn't
conclude next month as
planned and 'thoroughly
disgusted' when the
judge announced It would
spill Into September or
October.

Asistant U.S. Attorney
John Markham said: 'We
will press for a new trial.
and we will seek a ver-
dict."

McNamara said "The
government hes and
prays for anealrtil
date ... because we think
justice for all thkepate
requires that this be pur-
sued to a jury verdict."

Defense lawyers hailed
yesterday's mistrial as a
victory and blamed the
government for long do-
lays In the case.

Th hulk of the evidence
In the credit card fraud
portion of the cme was
completed In Jamury, but
jurors have been excused
for th past ala weeks
while hearings into
whether precumtis with-
held evidence of 151 and
CIA Inflltratiom of the
JLafouebe orgapisation
were held.

Despite yesterday's
mistrial, the hearng, will
continue as defense
lawyr aru that the
case should be completely
tossed out of court he-
cause p~roecutorsal-
gedly failed to dislose
idocuments about govern-
ment Infltration prior to
trial

Attorney Michel Reil-
ly. whQ reprwpts tbq Ida-

tional C.aucus of Labor
Committes said. "We
caught the government
hiding evidence and this
mistria was called be-
cause It took us a month
to find the evidence."

Six jurors contacted
yesterday expreseed .dis-
appointment and frustra-
tion at the abrup end of
the trial and said nmost of
the jury was willing, to

,oontive serving. .,
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION0 In the Matter of

The Anti-Defamation League of B'nai )
B'rith, ) MUR 2163
et. al. )

RESPONDENTS' MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF

NO FURTHER ACTION

Respondents, the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai

B'rith ("ADL") and Abraham Foxman, respectfully request that

the Cotmission take no further action in the above-referenced

MUR. The Supreme Court, the Ninth Circuit and two district

0 courts have uniformly held that independent expenditures for

-- coinunications by non-profit corporations do not violate 2

~U.S.C. S 441b unless those communications constitute express

~advocacy."

Since February 1990, when the Commission found

~probable cause to believe that ADL had violated 2 U.S.C.

~S 441b, the Commission's regulations governing independent

c corporate expenditures have been held invalid for failure to

t apply the "express advocacy" standard, Faucher v. Federal

Election Commission, 743 F. Supp. 64 (D. Me. 1990), and,

while the Commission is appealing that ruling, it has invited

public comment as to whether its regulations should be

revised. In view of these developments, we submit that the

appropriate course is for the Commission in this case to

recognize and apply the "express advocacy" requirement under

the clear standard established by the courts. The cominunica-

:0 tions at issue here are clearly an expression of fact and

-- Exhibit 5



opinion regarding a public figure that do not constitute

"express advocacy.; Therefore, no further action should be

taken in this matter.

Alternatively, the Commission should suspend taking

further action until the applicable legal standard is clari-

fied through disposition of the pending appeals of the deci-

sions in Faucher, supra, and Federal Election Commission v.

National Organization for Women, 713 F. Supp. 428 (D.D.C.

1989), and/or amendment of the Commission's regulations. It

-- would be unfair and burdensome to subject ADL to the substan-

tial expense and adverse publicity that would result from a

proceeding while these appeals are pending. In the face of9 clear Supreme Court and lower court rulings, ADL should not

'0 be so burdened, particularly when the Commission's actions5

~strike at the heart of ADL's educational mission and

improperly inhibit its right to free speech.

I. Background

A. The ADL Communications at Issue

ADL, a non-profit corporation, was founded in 1913 to

combat anti-Semitism and racial and religious bigotry. For

more than 75 years, ADL has continued to pursue those goals

vigorously. Today ADL is recognized as one of the nation's

leading organizations in the fight against racial and

, religious prejudice.



A critical part of ADL's program consists of public

education designed to make the public aware of the 
ideas,

plans and activities of anti-Semitic, racist and extremist

individuals and groups. ADL and its supporters believe that

exposing the ideology and actions of these groups and 
their

l8aders will generate public aversion, undercut 
their ability

to influence policy and hamper their efforts to 
recruit

members and raise money, particularly from innocent 
persons

ignorant of their real agenda.

~Towards this end, ADL undertakes careful and exten-

rf sivye research about these groups and monitors their activi-

ties closely. Information about these groups is disseminated

*in a wide variety of ways--through materials designed 
for and

O distributed to the press; to law enforcement officials; work-

~shops and conferences sponsored by ADL; speeches and media

~appearances by ADL leaders and staff; newsletters 
and other

C communications distributed to ADL supporters and other

interested individuals and groups, academics, political and

community leaders and others."
/

This MUR involves two communications by ADL. In

1986, ADL published a 54-page report entitled "The Larouche

1/ The Commission has in the past recognized ADL's special

expertise and mandate. In 1988, a Commission representative

requested that ADL employee Mira Boland, an expert 
on radical

and extremist groups, provide the Commission with 
information

about Willis Carto and the Liberty Lobby.



0 Political Cult: Packaging Extremism" ("the Report"). As the

General Counsel noted in his brief dated September 12, 1989,

([ijn the most part, the ADL Report presents an historical

overview of this [LaRouche] organization's history, causes,

facilities, role in international affairs and its use of the

judicial system." The General Counsel's brief identified two

short statements that allegedly implicated FECA concerns.

The first statement is contained in a segment of the

Report that discusses a number of LaRouche-affiliated candi-

. O dates for state, local and federal office. After quoting in

-- detail from a LaRouche publication citing victories of

~LaRouche candidates in the Illinois primaries for statewide

e office and predicting future electoral success, the ADL

Report states that:

c Other observers would doubtless disagree about such
promising prospects for LaRouche--especially in view

~of the recent intense focus on the LaRouche move-
ment's nature and tactics, which will likely lead to

.... increased rejection, rather than support, from an
,/> informed American public.

The second statement appears at the Report's conclu-

sion and reads in its entirety as follows:

To be sure, despite the continuing efforts of
LaRouche's minions over the past decade or more to
run candidates in many local, state and national
elections, and to promote their leader's blend of
conspiracy-filled political fantasy, anti-Semitism
and self-aggrandizement, the LaRouche organization
has gained neither political office nor public
legitimacy in America. Indeed, when the extremism
characteristic of this phenomenon is subjected to the
piercing light of public exposure, it is rejected by

~the vast majority of the American people.



~The second communication cited by the Commaission is a

tundraising letter, mailed in the summer of 1986, which

asserts that ADL will be "working around the clock and across

"the country contending with political cultist Lyndon

LaRouche, who's all too adept at using--and" misusing--the

democratic process." The letter noted that LaRouche

candidates were "spending millions of dollars running for

scores of political offices on platforms filled with

paranoid, slanderous anti-Semitic poison." This letter did

not mention any specific office for which a particular

__ candidate was running.

On February 6, 1990, the Commission notified

9Respondents that it had found probable cause to believe that
they had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in connection with the

publication of the Report and the distribution of the fund-

raising letter. Following that finding, Respondents have

C engaged in conciliation discussions with the Office of

' General Counsel.

Specifically, ADL

believes strongly that it should not be--ar'd under the law is

0 not--barred from continuing to expose and criticize the

. . .. .. , o .



ideology and ongoing activities of extremists and bigots, and

their followers, merely because they decide to run for

federal office.

II. Discussion

A The Commission Should Recognize and Apply the
"Express Advocacy" Requirement

The "express advocacy" requirement originated in

Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), where the Supreme Court

addressed the constitutionality, inter alia, of section

__ 608(e)(l) of the original Federal Election Campaign Act,

~which purported to limit independent expenditures "relative9tO a'clearly identified candidate." The Court held that, in

order to withstand a claim of unconstitutional vagueness,

these words would have to be construed to require, not merely

~advocacy, but express advocacy:

c [T]he distinction between discussion of
issues and candidates and advocacy of

! election or defeat of candidates may often
dissolve in practical application. Candi-
dates, especially incumbents, are intimately
tied to public issues involving legislative
proposals and governmental actions. . . Not
only do candidates campaign on the basis of
their positions on various public issues, but
campaigns themselves generate issues of
public interest...[(I]n order to preserve the
provision against invalidation on vagueness
grounds, (the section] must be construed to
apply only to expenditures for communications
that in express terms advocate the election
or defeat of a clearly identified candidate
for federal office. (emphasis added)9424 U.S. at 42-44.



In Federal Election Commission v. Massachusetts

Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U s. 238 (1986)("MCFL'), the

Court was called upon to construe the prohibition in 2 U.s.c.

S 441b on independent expenditures by corporations. Citing

the above-quoted passage from Buckley, the Court held that--

(T]his rationale requires a similar construc-°
tion of the more intrusive provision that
directly regulates independent spending. We
therefore hold than an expenditure must con-
stitute "express advocacy" in order to be
subject to the prohibition of S 441b.

479 U.S. at 249.
'0

Although the Commission has in the past declined to

recognize this requirement, 2 ' the courts have uniformly

Eimposed it. Federal Election Commission v. Furgatch, 807

F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987); Faucher v. Federal Election

'0Comission, 743 F. Supp. 64 (D. Me. 1990); Federal Election

' Coimusion v. National Organization for Women, 713 F. Supp.

428 (D.D.C. 1989).

Indeed, since the time the finding of probable cause

vas made in the instant case, portions of the Commission's

regulations on independent corporate expenditures were held

to exceed the Commission's authority because they fail to

incorporate the "express advocacy" requirement. Faucher,

supra, 743 F. Supp. at 69. In that case, the court summarily

disposed of the FEC's position:

2/Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 53 Fed. Reg. 416Bm (Jan. 7, 1988); Advisory Opinion 1989-28.



I do not accept the FEC's argument that this
narrowing Of the statutory prohibition to "express
advocacy" is not binding on this Court. The Supreme
Court specifically said: "we ther~fore hold that an
expenditure must constitute 'express advocacy' in
order to be subject to the prohibition of $ 441b."
(citing MCFL, 479 U.S. at 249] ... Nothing could
be clearer.

743 F. Supp. at 68 (emphasis added). Although the Commission

has appealed the NOW and Faucher decisions, it has determined

at least to consider revisions to its regulations to address

the issues raised in those cases. Additional Request for

Comments, Sept. 27, 1990, 55 Fed. Reg. 40397 (Oct. 3,

1990) .31

r- " In view of the court cases that have uniformly

~rejected the Commission's position, we submit that the

Conuuission should recognize and apply the "express advocacy"

requirement in the disposition of this MUR.

B. ADL's Statements Do Not Constitute "Express
" Advocacy"

C The Commission's recognition and proper application

of the "express advocacy" standard would lead to the conclu-

sion that no further action should be taken in this case.

ADL's statements cited by the Office of General Counsel do

not even approach the line of "express advocacy" under the

3/ The Additional Request also sought comments on the need
for and nature of regulations in light of the Supreme Court's
decision in Austin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce,___ U.S.
_, 110 5. Ct. 1391 (1990). The Austin decision did not in

any way raise or discuss the "express advocacy" requirement.



standards established by the courts, much less cross that

line.

In Federal Election Commission v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d

857 (9th Cir. 1987), the court set forth a three-part test

for determining when a communication constitutes express

advocacy:

This standard can be broken into three main compo-
nents. First, even if it is not presented in the
clearest, most explicit language, speech is "express"
for present purposes if its messaqe is unmistakable
and unambiguous, suqgestive of only one plausible
meaning. Second, speech may only be termed "advo-

cO cacy" if it presents a clear plea for action, and
thus speech that is merely informative is not covered

-- by the Act. Finally it must be clear what action is
advocated. (emphasis added).

e 807 F.2d at 864.

9 The District of Columbia district court recently

O grappled with the issue of what types of statements consti-

tute express advocacy in Federal Election Commission v.

National Organization for Women, supra. There, the court

considered whether the statements contained in three mass

mailings (direct mail) distributed to solicit new members for

the National Organization for Women ("NOW") constituted

"express advocacy." The letters named specific senators who

were opposed to abortion and the equal rights amendment, some

of whom were candidates for reelection. Among other things,

the letters appealed to prospective members to "begin right

now to take the steps necessary to defend our right to
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abortion in the new Congress . . . in the states . .. and at
the ballot box" (emphasis added).

The court held that the NOW solicitation letters did

not constitute "express advocacy" for three reasons. First,

the court concluded that "the central message of all three

letters was to expand the organization," an activity that was

distinct from electioneering. 713 F. Supp. at 434. Second,

the letters "call for action, but they fail to expressly tell

the reader to go to the polls and vote against particular

c . candidates in the 1984 election." Id_. They "do not provide

explicit directives to vote against these politicians. " Id.

Rather, the court found, there were "numerous pleas for
- action," and the "types of action are varied and not entirely

O clear." Id. Finally, the court reasoned, "since NOW had no

idea where the mailing would be distributed, it clearly

~lacked the intent to influence any statewide elections. A

tiny percentage of the letters ended up reaching the states

L of those two candidates whose names were actually mentioned."

Id.

Under the Furgatch test, as applied in the NOW case,

the ADL communications do not constitute "express advocacy."

First, as in the NOW case, the central purpose of the publi-

cation and letter was not electioneering. Rather, the clear

purpose of the ADL Report was to educate the public about

I LaRouche organization activities and the purpose of the fund-

raising letter was to solicit donations to the organization,
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exactly the purpose sought to be achieved by NOW in its mass

mailings.

As to the second and third prongs of the Furgatch

test, the ADL communications fail to present an unmistakable

plea for voters to vote against LaRouche candidates. In the

words of the NOW court, in order to constitute "express

advocacy," a communication must 'expressly tell the reader to

go to the polls and vote against particular candidates."

NOW, 713 F. Supp. at 434. The NOW court found that this test

C was not met by letters which predicted powerful campaigns to

O4 defeat two U.S. Senate candidates who opposed NOW's position

on the ERA, and called on recipients to 'defend our right to9an abortion . . .at the ballot box."

The ADL communications do not even begin to approach

the level of encouragement and specificity in the NOW case--a

- level which the court still found to be clearly insufficient

to rise to 'express advocacy." There are literally two para-

graphs at issue in the 54-page ADL Report. The first refers

to a LaRouche article bragging about a victory in a state

election and predicting future LaRouche victories. The ADL

Report then states objectively that "other observers would

doubtless disagree" with this LaRouche boast, and makes its

own prediction that continued publicity about LaRouche "will

likely lead to increased rejection, rather than support, from

an informed American public." This passage does not call on

9 anyone to do anything. Manifestly it cannot be considered an
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* "explicit directive" to vote against anyone. It refers to
"observers," not voters, and suggests that rejection of

LaRouchian views is "likely." There is no exhortation, no

campaigning, no advocacy.

The second paragraph contains only two sentences.

Both are outright statements of fact': that LaRouche's

followers had not in fact yet won any political offices and

that when LaRouche's views are exposed, they are "rejected by

the vast majority of the American people." Again, there is

--- no call to particular action of any kind, let alone an

C "explicit directive" to vote for or against any candidate.

Further, the ADL fundraising solicitation does not9 mention any particular election or elective office anywhere.

0 The letter calls for no action of any kind other than donat-

r ing to ADL. As in NOW, the letter was part of a "solici-

~tation drive, akin to the normal activity of a press entity

sending out a letter soliciting subscriptions." Id. at 434.

Moreover, as in the NOW case, there is simply no

specific finding that the ADL Report went to a single voter

in any of the two states or two congressional districts

mentioned. Indeed, as a matter of general policy, ADL does

not target specific voters to receive its publications and
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0 did not do so here. For this reason, too, ADL "clearly

lacked the intent to influence" any elections.4'

C. Alternatively, the Commission Should Suspend
Action Pending the Outcome of the Appeals of NOW
and Faucher and/or Its Rulemaking

Alternatively, the Commission should suspend further

action on this MUR pending the outcome of the appeals of the

NOW and Faucher decisions and/or its current review of its

regulations in light of those decisions. If those decisions

are affirmed, the Commission may well decide to recognize and

~apply the "express advocacy" standard as defined by the

CN courts. 5 / At any point, the Commission may also conclude

) that its regulations should be amended to incorporate that* standard. In either case, the Commission may then conclude

'0 4/ Even if the ADL statements at issue are considered to
constitute "express advocacy," and clearly they are not, ADL
nonetheless has not violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b because it is
exempt under the standards set forth in Massachusetts
Citizens for Life, supra. As ADL has made clear in its prior

<i written submissions, ADL meets the three criteria set forth
in Massachusetts Citizens for Life, supra, in that: (1) it

-f was formed for the express purpose of promoting political and
social ideas, not to engage in business activities; (2) it
has no shareholders who have a claim on its assets; and (3)
it is not the mouthpiece for businesses or labor unions. A
further discussion of the substance of ADL's position on this
issue can be found at pp. 13-20 of the Respondents' Brief in
Opposition to the General Counsel's Brief.

5/ If the Court of Appeals should recognize the "express
advocacy" requirement but find that the NOW communications
did constitute "express advocacy," we submit the ADL
communications would still be found to fall short of that
standard. The ADL statements are far less a plea for action
than those in NOW. Moreover, contrary to the NOW statements,
which urged sending messages through the politica l process,

~the ADL statements were ambiguous and merely predict howp"observers" will react to LaRouche's ideas.
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that, as demonstrated above, ADL's communications do not meet

that standard. The Conunission, at a minimum, should await

these developments before taking any action which would

cripple the educational efforts of ADL.

Conclus ion

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission

should take no further action on this MUR.

, Respectfully submitted,

9JoephE. Sander
ARENT, FOX, KINTNER, PLOTKIN & KAHN

~1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 857-6000

Attorneys for Respondents

r'"Dated: November 30, 1990

I!
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organized and figure out which documents I precisely want

to move into evidence. Thank you.

MR. WILLIANS: It you will indulge me just a

moment, Your Hlonor.

C ROSS EXi411IiNATION

BY Ptf. WILLIAMS:t

Q 14r. Bell, may name is Ed Williams. I represent

Joyce Rubinstein.

When did you first get involved as this volunteer

for the repayment of the outstanding loans of the two

campaign committees, that is to say, TLC and IDL?

A In late October of 1984.

Q And were you assigned that task by yourself?

No, sire

QWho else was helping you at that time?

A I was asked to work with Gail Billington on the*

project.

Q And what was your purpose at that time, the two of

you, at that precise time?

A She had been working on and arranging the

schedules for repayment of loans to lenders to the campaign;

and I was brought in'to assist her on th~at.

QAnd there is a distinction then between the

campaign loans, those that were raised for the campaign

committees that had to report to the Federal Election

C.

NQ

.1
ala
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9 Conmmission with regard to these funds?

A Correct.

Q And other lonns that were taken by the various

organizations of the NCLC, wasn't there?

A Absolutely. By law they had to be distinct.

Q And your concern andlis. Billington's concern was

to try to find out who you owed itoney to as to those two

campaign funds, is thnt right?

A Well, we linil a computer-based printout that allowed

us to check on that, but the very first thing that I was

involved in was makiit a round of calls to particularly

people in the New England area to confirm the status of the

people' s loans.

Q What do you mean b? that?

A Well, there was --

Q When you say W confirm the status of the loans"?

A~ -Correct.

Q What do you aean by" that?

A Well, if someone was listed in our printout as

having lent, say, $5oa to the campaign, to call them and

confirm with them that that actually was the case.

Q And once somieone said, yes, I made a loan to the

campaign of $5OO, then what would you do?

A Hake note that that was accurate.

i Q And what would you do with that information?

r')

1@

S

1U)
I
*1
U

ml
S
S
0
U
U

0
I.
S
U
S
U
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( A I kept a running log of all of the people that I

2had spoken with, Just tallying that up.

3 Now, diii you and kBxs. Billington get a feel at some

4point that you butt a grasp of the magnitude of these loans?

SA WJell, I meanl our computer printouts, I think, were

6with the exception of the New England situation, very, we

7found to .be accurate. So, yes, we wanted to know.

£Q Did there come a tine then when your function

9of just finding out from various people what your situation

10 was with regard to their loans, did there come a tine when

11 your: function shifted?

Ii1 A. yes, indeed.

S13 Q And when was that?

14 A In early '05.
'0
_I1 Q When you erny early '85, January, February, or

. cr- 16 what?

117 A flay have boolu late '84 even, but either late

I 18 Decezuber '84 or early 3anuary of '85.

S19 Q At that point, was lirs. Billington working with

2 2o you?

a3 21 A brt a few I onths, she did. Then I pretty much

22 took the thing on nyself.

23 Q Now t at that time was this function of yours your

k~i 24 sole function in the NCLC?

IS No. No.
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I Did you have another function or :job?

2A I worked then, as I do now, in different

3capacities on the press staff.

4 On the press staff?

SA On the press staUf.

Q Of what publication?

7A At that time I was working on the press staff of

Sthe 7usion Energy Foundation.

9 Q What does that luean by workinq on the press staff?

IG A I was involved in briefing people "in the press on

11 various topics, news items, and so on, calling people in the
CN

12 press, producing pri1!arily statements for radio.

13 Q And when during the day did you do that job?

14 A Yes.

15 Q When durin .! the day did you do that job, between

- 16 what hours?

1 17 A Dluring rogular business hours.

18I 0 And wheni diii you do this Job of trying to see ta

s19 these loans were paid off?
A In the evening normally.

S21 Q roin when to when usually?

22 A% I don't usually get back from dinner until about

23 sevenish, and won]: until iuaybe 10.

[O24 Q And how many days a week did you work at this job

2S of trying to pay off the loans?
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A It varied, but sometimes during the week as well

e2 as on the weekends.

3 And you said that Mrs. Billingtonl worked with you

4for two or three months after the, well, December-January

Speriod or right arounid the turn of the year I guess of '84-

6' 85?

7A Right. 4

S Q Was anybody else assigned to the job to take her

Splace?

10 A, In the national center, no.

0
11 Q Now, with regard to the payoff of these campaign

~12 loans, did you have any camunication with persons out in the

(e 13 field, or out in the regions?

14 A Yes.
'0

IS Q Who were those persons?

.-. 16 A They were loan repayment officers who were doing,

1 17 were working on the campaign loans in each o h aiu

1 18 regions across the country.

19 Q About how xmany regions are there?

S20 A Seven or rJljht.

U 
&

S221 Q And did nach region have what you call a loan

22 repayment officer?

23 A Yes. Or we tried to maintain that.

24 Q These were the people who you communicated with

2S for what purpose?
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O sAN qAN tI -ROSSI & DA I"C
ArrORNEY AT LAW

POUR LONGFEILOW PLC Surrc 3705
e DDBOTON, M ASSA4CHUltITTSO02114

(617)7424200)

ow.m NDENSSON CAPE oo 0v, rt
RoSERT L Rosin 275~ IMa. WAY
A.oV D ~.v (Ow BARNTASL.IHAREOR

LYNNE u. AALr MA 02630

OP' COUNSEL-
EL.EANOR W. PENNERn

Phillip Wise, Esq.
Federal Election Conwmission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC: 20463 February 13, 1991

Dear Mr. Wise:

Pursuant to our discussion today, our clients, The
LaRouche Campaign, and Edward Spannaus as treasurer and
Independent Democrats for Lalouche, and Gerald Rose as

. > treasurer hereby request an extension of time, from February
19, 1991 to March 1, 1991, to file their brief in reply to the
General Counsel's recomnendation of probable cause in the
matters now designated as MUR 1852. We require this extension,

~among other reasons, because we are lacking certain documents
~pertaining to the various MUrRs and issues raised.

The documents required for completing our clients' reply

to the General Counsel's Brief are as follows:
o Interim and Final Audit Reports on TLC;

' o TLC Replies to Interim and Final Audit Reports;

o From MUR 1882: referral documents from office of San
..... Francisco District Attorney, including complaint from

John Converse and all attached documenation.

In addition, we need copies of TLC's Reports of Receipts
and Expenditures for selected months. If you can provide these
as well as the other documents, that will save some time;
otherwise we will have to make arrangements for obtaining them
from the Public Records Office in Washington. The reports
needed are those covering the periods: 6/1- 6/30/84;
9/1-9/30/84; 10/1-10/31/84.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,/ /

__ Robert L. Rossi, sq.

a
Exhibit 8



@ Exhibit A

ContribUtionS in Excess of Limitations

Sections 441a(a) and (f) of Title 2, United States Code,

states, in part, that no person shall make contributions with

respect to any election for Federal office 
which, in the.

aggregate exceed $1,000. Nor shall a political committee

knowingly accept any contributions in violation of this section.

During the course of the audit, the auditors noted that the

Committee reported receiving 63 contributions or which the

aggregate year-to-date totals exceeded $1,000. The excessive

portions of these contributions totaled 
$10,475. The Assistant

Treasurer was provided with schedules detailing 
these items.

The interim audit report contain~ed the 
recommendation that

the Committee either refund the excessive 
portions to the

contributions (with documentary evidence 
provided to the Audit

- staff), or provide evidence to demonstrate that the contributions

were not, in fact, excessive.

The Committee's responses were received on December 19,

' 1984, January 4, 1985, and February 6, 1985. These responses

addressed all 63 excessives, summarized as 
follows:

Refunds Made I/ (50) ( 7,410)

Credit Card Reversa]3 C(8) C 2,065)
Reporting Errors (_5) ( 1,000)

,+,.+. Cotrrected

+ Total Excessives 63 $10, 475

Our analysis indicates that 43 items, totaling $6,205, were

~not resolved in a timely manner. In accordance with the

Commission's Materiality Thresholds, this matter is being

referred to your office for treatment as a MUR. The workpapers

related to excessive contributions are available 
for review in

the Audit Division.

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to

the Office of General Counsel.

1/ Of the 50 refunds, the Committee submitted copies of the

~front side of the refund checks only, in 37 instances.

- m
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VIRGINIA

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE

COUNTY OF ROANOKE

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA,

Plaintiff

FILE NO: CRS9fl*623-626

RICHARD E. WELSH,

Defendant

VOLUME C
MAY 16, 1990
9:30 A.M.

HEARD BEFORE:

THE HONORABLE CLIFFORD R. WECKSTEIN

a. * * a

a
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2

13
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Wayne G. Hintz

Christian A. Curtis

IND

3,62

65

EX

CROSS

52 56

*0 * a *

EXHIBITS

DESCRIPTION

Handwritten notes
Mewmo dated 4/20/86

43
63

ADMITTED

44
63

* * * 0

CENTRAL VIRGINIA REPORTERS

w

NO

f.

APPEARANCES:

JOHN B. RUSSELL, JR., ESQ.
SPECIAL ASSISTANT COMMONWEALTH ATTORNEY

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA

Counsel on behalf of the Plaintiff

OVERLAND, BERKE, WESLEY, GITS, RANDOLPH & LEVANAS
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
BY: DONALD C. RANDOLPH, ESQ.

and

GERALD T. ZERKIN & ASSOCIATES, ESQS.

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA
BY: GERALD T. ZERKIN, ESQ.

Counsel on behalf of the Defendant

NUMBER

18
19



.. .a-.i ! i. ! i ii

Curtis - Cross 84

1 THE WITNESS: No, that is .11 right.

2 THE COURT: Normally, the questions flow the

3 other way.

4 THE WITNESS: I am sorry.

6 Y KR. ZERKIN:

7 You indicated that Mr. Moore and Mr. Markham

Shad provided recommendations for you to law school. When

9did that occur?

. 1, A I applied in -- what was it? March of '89.

11.I Q It was in that time period that you asked and

9 12 they agreed to provide them and give you written

13 recoinendations; is that - -

S14 A Yes.

S15 MR. ZERKIN: That is all I have, Your Honor.

16 THE COURT: You may cross-examine,

17 Hr. Russell.

18

19 CROSS EXAMINATION

21 BY MR. RUSSELL:

22 Q On part of this same topic, do you recall,

~23 during this same time period, asking me if I would write a

24 letter of recommendation for you?

CENTRAL VIRGINIA REPORTERS
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American Jewish Committee and )
Jonathan Levine, Director )

Anti-Defamation League of B'nai ) MUR 2163
a'rith and Abraham Foxaan, )
National Director )

GENERUAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On February 6, 1990, the Commission found probable cause to

believe the American Jewish Committee ('AJC") violated 2 U.S.C.

"d ~ 441b(a). The basis of the Commission's determination regarding

. / AJC was this organization's payment for a publication ("the AJC

4 Study") discussing the effect of presidential candidate Lyndon
_ Lalouche and his followers on the 1986 Illinois primary election.

1

'0 It is undisputed that AJC spent $465 on this study, which resulted

!f) ..1. The AJC Study was eleven pages in length, plus supplemental
material. It contained three articles discussing the 1986
Illinois primary elections in which persons associated with Lyndon
LaRouche won primary elections for state and federal offices.
Thus, these persons were candidates for the 1986 general
elections, which occurred during the time period in which the AJC
Study circulated.

The AJC Study negatively characterized the ideology of Lyndon
LaRouche and persons associated with him, concluding that such
persons were anti-Semitic. The AJC Study also contained a
detailed analysis of the LaRouche victories in the Illinois
primaries, including unequivocal prospective discussions regarding
federal elections and an interview with William Brenner, the

* LaRouche candidate for Congress from the fifteenth district.
~The plain effect of the AJC Study was to urge voters to not vote

for persons associated with LaRouche.

A complete analysis of this document is contained in the

General Counsel's brief. -

Exhibit 4
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e in the circulation of 1,500 copies to members and non-members

alike.

Also onl February 6, 1990, the Comuission determined that

there vas probable cause to believe the Anti-Defamation League of

B'nai B'rith and its director violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). The

basis of the Commission's determination regarding ADL vas this

organization's payments for a publication entitled "The Lalouche

Political Cult: Packaging Extremism" (hereinafter "the ADL

Report").2 ADL approximately spent $17,000 for this fifty-four

page publication and distributed 6,624 copies. Additionally, ADL

also published a fundraising solicitation negatively discussing

~the candidacies of Lyndon Laeouche and his followers.
3

, 2. The ADL Report focused at length on the entire alleged

*Lalouche organization from its formation to its present day

activities, including a description of the candidacies of persons

associated with it. Two segments of this Report are specifically

related to federal elections.

One discussed the 1986 primary victories of persons

" associated with Lyndon LaRouche who were candidates for the

, general election at the time the ADL Report was circulated.

The ADL Report specifically identified seven general election

candidates in Illinois, California, Pennsylvania, Ohio, New

Hampshire, New Jersey, and New York. See ADL Report at 20-23. In

addition to these specifically named candaidates, the ADL Report

also noted the various states in which other unnamed LaRouche

candidates had attained a place on the ballots. Immediately

following this discussion of LaRouche candidates, this segment

concluded with predicted rejection of such candidates by the

public.

The General Counsel's brief contains a complete analysis of

this document.

3. The fundraising letter asserted that ADL would be "working

* around the clock and across the country contending with political
cuts ydnLaRouche, who's all too adept at using --and

misusing--the democratic process." The letter further noted ADL's

"mnassive campaign to counter and expose LaRouche and his fanatic

followers" and solicited contributions. The references in this



The Commission approved proposed conciliation agreements for

both respondents.

a

(Footnote 3 continued from previous page)
document to the Laaouche candidacies and ADL's acknoviedged

! program to counter these candidacies leads to the inextricable
conclusion that the fundraising letter is also election-related.

4. In doing so, the Commission rejected the recommendations of

the Office of the General Counsel that the Commission find
probable cause to believe these respondents violated the Act, take

no further action, and close the file in this matter.

The Commission approved proposed conciliation agreements on
March 2, 1990 and these were mailed on March 5. 1990. At that

time, both respondents were represented by the same counsel. Due
to an unreported change in address, the conciliation agreements
did not reach counsel until March 19, 1990.

0
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-O On November 30, 1990, counsel submitted the

attached "Respondents' Memorandum In Support of No rurther

Action m .

The motion requests the Commission to take two alternative

avenues to resolve this matter. First, it urges the Commission to

take no further action and close the file in this matter.

Alternatively, it requests the Commission to suspend action in

this matter until court cases interpreting the requirements of

section 441b are resolved. Respondent raises three arguments in

* support of their request. In large part, these are a reiteration

of th. arguments made continuously during the course of this

matter, including in the responsive brief. Thus, because the

Commission has already made a determination of probable cause, we

-- address each of these arguments only briefly below.

r) 1. Factual Background

First, respondent presents the historical evolution of ADL,

citing its mission as an organization dedicated to fighting racial

and religious prejudice through a variety of avenues including

public education. ADL Memo at 2-3. Additionally, respondent

quotes from the publication at issue, noting that the two passages

in question are, in fact, rather small segments of a publication

that was essentially an historical overview of the LaRouche

Sorganizations. Respondent further notes that the fund raising
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letter in question did not specifically name any federal

O candidates or offices.

This Office does not dispute any of these assertions. In

fact, these conditions were noted in the General Counsel's 
Brief

in this matter. The point remains, nothwithstanding these

factors, that ADL, a corporation, published gaterials in

connection with a federal election.

2. Respondent Argues that a Violation of Section 441b

Requires the Presence of Express Advocacy

As a matter of law, respondent and the Commission continue 
to

disagree regarding the requirements necessary for a violation of

~section 441b. Citing the Supreme Court's decision in

" Federal Election Commission v. Massachusetts Citizens For Life,

479 U.S. 238 (1986) (hereinafter "MCFL"), respondent asserts that

O a corporate communication must constitute express advocacy i

'0order to be subject to section 441b's prohibitions. AOL Memo

' at 7. Respondent further cites Federal Election Commission v.

~Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987) (hereinafter "Furqatch");

Faucher v. Federal Election Commission, 743 F. Supp. 64

(D. Me. 1990) (hereinafter "Faucher"
1 ); and Federal Election

Commission v. National Organization for Women,

713 F. Supp. 428 (D.D.C. 1989) (hereinafter "NOW") in support of

this proposition. Further, respondent notes that the Commission

has requested comments on this issue in its rulemaking

proceedings.

The Commission has not accepted the legal proposition 
put

~forth by respondent and has consistently argued in both
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enforcement and litigation actions that section 441b violations do

* not require a finding of express advocacy.

Moreover, the Commission is currently appealing both NOW

and raucher. Indeed, respondent apparently recognizes thor

uncertain legal postures of these two decisions by offering to

forestall further action in this matter untiL a final judicial

resolution is obtained or the Commission's regulations are

amended. Se_e ADL Memo at 2.8 Finally, the fact that the

Commission has requested public comment in a rulemaking proceeding

should be perceived as nothing other than the Commission

soliciting a variety of points of view from the community they

regulate. In short, respondent has presented no new arguments

convincing this Office that our position regarding MCFL should be

'altered,
2. £xpress Advocacy is contained in the Communications at

ZIssue

t Respondent again repeats its argument that the communications

at issue do not constitute express advocacy. ADL Memo at 8. The

Commission considered this argument when it was made in ADL's

Brief. As noted in the General Counsel's Probable Cause Report.

the courts have viewed express advocacy expansively. Indeed, the

Furgatch court described express advocacy as not limited to

certain key words or phrases, but looking to the message as a

whole. Thus, if speech conveys an exhortation through some call

8. The Commission has never acceded to such a request to suspend
* an enforcement action pending Commission approval of regulations.
• In any event, respondent's conduct would not be retroactively

addressed by whatever regulations are adopted by the Commission.
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* to action, and that call to action is unambiguous, in that it

cannot reasonably be interpreted to mean anything else, 
the

requirements of express advocacy are satisfied. 
Respondent's

unequivocal negative descriptions of LaRouche and 
LaRouche

candidates in the context of the election campaign including

specific identification of these candidates and exhortation 
that

informed voters gould reject these candidates, lead 
to the

inextricable conclusion that voters should not vote 
for LaRouche

or candidates associated with him. Thus, even if respondent was

correct in their assertion that only independent 
corporate

~commaunications containing express advocacy are 
violative of

:- section 44lb, that standard is satisfied here.

Respondent also devotes substantial space comparing 
this

9 matter to the NOW _ case. As previouslynoetacsei

O currently on appeal. Moreover, all that respondent really argues

~~is that the violations in NOW are possibly stronger than the ones

at issue here. That, of course, does not mean that ADL's

~publications are not express advocacy.
9

9. As a footnote, respondent also argues that it is within the

MCFL exemption. This is simply incorrect because respondent

accepts corporate funds and thus is outside the third prong of the

MCLtest. See General Counsel's Brief dated September 19, 1990.

Consistent wTE- the Supreme Court's recent decision in Austin v.

Michigan Chamber of Commerce, __U.S._ , 110 S.Ct. 1391 (1990),

a corporation must meet all three prongs of this test. In its

Brief, ADL had argued that this test was not conjunctive. 
See

ADL Brief at 14-15. Its most recent submission modifies this

O argument, stating the third prong of the test as that 
a

0 corporation may not be "a mouthpiece for business or labor

unions." ADL Memo at 13 n.4. No support is offered for such a

reading of Austin.



In short, vhile essentially reiterating all of its points

proiusycosierdin its brief, &DL fails to undermine 
the

Co mmission's probable cause to believe determination.

IV. RIECONNDATIONS 3ZGAIDIHG CIVIL SUIT

In light of the small amount of money expended, that AJC

Report vas distributed to only an estimated 1,500 people, and that

.- a discussion of federal candidates was not its main focus, this

r Office believes the Commission should exercise its prosecutorial

*discretioniand not expend any further resources on this violation.

See Seckler v.. Chaney, 470 U.S. 621 (1985).

A more difficult situation is presented by ADL, whose

violations are more serious by comparison.

After careful

consideration, this Office also recommends that the Commission

exercise its prosecutorial discretion and not pursue this matter

in a judicial forum. A number of reasons support this course of

action.
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First, the amount expended must be considered. Although the
~dollar amount spent for the ADL Report was approximately $17,000

for all costs, only two very small segments of this fifty-four

page document actually impacted upon federal elections. Thus, the

amount spent directly on discussions of federal candidates would

be in the range of $1,500 to $2,000. Moreover, although

approximately 6,624 persons received copies of this publication,

this must be balanced against the small amount of space actually

devoted to federal elections.

Also influencing the recommendation of this Office is the

~desirability of litigating this particular case. Although there

is no question that there is sufficient evidence to support the

Commission's findings of probable cause to believe, two concerns

*must be addressed incnieiglitigation.

~First, the relatively sympathetic posture of the respondent

~should be considered. It is undisputed that ADL has a

" tradition as a non-profit organization primarily conducting

educational and informational activities. In light of

!f)
respondent's posture and the relatively low dollar amount at

issue, a Commission judicial victory is far from assured.

Additionally, as recognized by respondent, the ability of

corporations to make expenditures concerning federal elections is

an area of the law with which the courts are struggling. At this

juncture, the Commission has seen a favorable resolution in some

of these areas, i.e. the Austin case, and is awaiting resolution

*others, i.e. the NOW and Faucher cases. Thus, to the extent

outstanding questions of law remain, these questions are best
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addressed in these cases. Under these unique circumstanices, this

*Ofcbeivsthis particular matter is best resolved bycosn

the file.

V. RECORRKN DAT!ONS

1. Take no further action as to the Amterican jevish Committee and

Jonathan Levine, as director.

2. Take no further action as to the Anti-Defamation League of
B'nai B'rith and Abraham Foxman, as National Director.

3. Approve the appropriate letters.

4. Close the file in this matter.

No
Staff assigned: Patty Reilly



I .awrence Noble, FEsq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1862 -- Withdrawal of Counsel

Dear Mr. Noble:

[ withdraw as counsel in the above-mentioned matter. Please direct all
future correspondence in this case to: Mr. Antony Papert, President, Publication
and General Management, P.O. Box 836, Leesburg, Virginia 22075.

Vi

Ri

ery truly yours,

ichard Mavberrv /

-.)

CA) ,G

RM:cgk

SS16mStlvE1. N.W. giAY3 t4O5
WASmtGOw. D.C. 2000)6

(202) 765467

May 2, 1991

*f *€
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COWKISflZO ...F

e , ' ... ' F" ?: 30
In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer

Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda
Haight, as treasurer

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Los Angeles Labor Committee

Publication and General
Management, Inc.

) MUR 1852

GENERAL COUNSEL *S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On December 27, 1990, briefs stating the General Counsel's

intent to recommend to the Commission probable cause to believe

that the above referenced respondents committed knowing and

willful violations were mailed to each respondent. The General

Counsel's Brief specifically recommended that the Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f), 441b,

438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2).

2. Find probable cause to believe that Independent

Democrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and

438(a)(4).

SENSITIVE

NQ

r')
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3. Find probable cause to believe that Citizens for

Freeman and Belinda Haight, as treasurer, knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 434(b).

4. Find probable cause to believe that Caucus

Distributors, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

ss 433, 434, 432(h) and 438(a)(4).

5. Find probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 441b and 438(a)(4).

6. Find probable cause to believe that Campaigner

r ) Publications, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

- SS 441b and 438(a)(4).

7. Find probable cause to believe that the Los Angeles

Labor Committee knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
(N
~ss 433, 434, 432(h), 438(a)(4) and 441a(a)(8).

S8. Find probable cause to believe that Publication and

~General Management, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated

~2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 438(a)(4).

On January 8 and February 11, 1991, letters were received

from counsel with regard to Citizens for Freeman and

Belinda Haight, as treasurer. (Attachments 1 & 2). Counsel

informed this Office that he is unable to locate his client and

is unsure whether Citizens for Freeman wants him to represent

them further in this matter.-OnFbur2519,cose

1/ This Office has also attempted to locate Citizens for
Freeman and Belinda Haight; however, no address or telephone
number was discovered.
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responded, with a reply brief, on behalf of Publication and

General Management, Inc. (Attachment 3). On March 15, 1991,

counsel responded, with a reply brief, on behalf of The LaRouche

Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer. (Attachment 4.

The brief mailed to the Los Angeles Labor Committee was

returned undelivered because the organization is no longer in

existence. Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. and Caucus

Distributors, Inc. did not respond to the briefs mailed to them.

II. ANLYI

A. The Law

The General Counsel incorporates by reference the

General Counsel's Brief signed December 27, 1990 and relies on

\f) the law as stated therein.

.B. The Facts

'-1. Publication and General Management, Inc.
r -- Response Brief.

Counsel, on behalf of Publication and General Management

- ("PGM"), first complains about the considerable time delay in

the pursuit of this matter by the Commission. Counsel also

argues that the Commission only has the statement by the

complainant that PGM, in fact, was guilty of the complained

about activity, and no other evidence to corroborate

2/ Attachments #3 and #4, which are referred to in this report
are not attached because these reply briefs have already been
circulated to the Commission and are in such great length that
it is not economically wise to reproduce them for circulation
with this report.
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l complainant's statement. According to counsel, the Commission

may not rely solely on facts in the sworn complaint; there must

be other evidence to substantiate such sworn complaint. As

authority for this argument counsel cites In Re Federal Election

Campaign Act Litigation, 474 F. Supp. 1044, at 1045-46 (D.D.C.

1979). Counsel states that with regard to the foregoing cited

case that the court's holding was:

the Commission must take into
consideration all available information
concerning the alleged wrongdoing
[and it] may not rely solely on the facts
presented by the sworn complaint...
evaluation of the credibility of the

tO allegation, the nature of the threat
, posed by the offense, the resources

available to the agency and numerous
, other factors.

;' In Re Federal Election Campaign Act Litigation, supra, is

04 distinguishable from the present matter in that the complaint

involved in that case failed to allege all the elements

necessary to constitute a violation. Furthermore, the case did

not produce a holding which would limit the Commission's

, authority to investigate, as is argued by counsel for PGM. The

- case held just the opposite. The Court held, in pertinent part:

...section 437g(a)(2) envisions this
broad examination of all evidence
available to the Commission. Its
language provides that the Commission
must investigate a sworn complaint "if it
has reason to believe that any person has
committed a violation" of the election
laws; the statute's reference to the
Commission's "belief" calls for the
Commission to exercise its informed
discretion. This discretion must be
based on all the information which the
FEC possesses, including the individual
sworn complaint, other sworn complaints,
and facts which the FEC has ascertained



-5-

in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities. I_d. at
1046.

The action of the Commission has been consistent with the

Court's holding because all of the available information has

been taken into consideration.

Counsel next argues that "PGM made no contributions to any

political committees, either in money or in services provided by

its employees on company time. PGM engaged in no solicitation

from public record name lists obtained from the Federal Election

Commission or otherwise prohibited by law." Counsel also states

'Cthat the "sole effect of investigation is to intimidate by

attempting to impose FEC jurisdiction where there is none, and

to inhibit PGM's right to provide services for whomever it

chooses."

~With regard to the foregoing assertions counsel has

presented no evidence supporting the PGM view of the facts in

= this matter. Therefore, the General Counsel relies on the

r following facts in support of this Office's recommendation that

Sn
PGM knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, which were

presented in the General Counsel's Brief. PGM is a LaRouche

connected organization; the violations were based on the facts

that loans intended by Mrs. Ordel E. Bradley to be used for the

campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche in 1984 were solicited on behalf

of Publication and General Management, Inc., ("PGM") and

deposited into a PGM account in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b;

Richard Welsh testified in the LaRouche trial in Alexandria,

Virginia that PGM was a management company and that IDL and TLC
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were clients of PGM who received management services. According

to Welsh, "They (IDL and TLC) were charged for certain limited

services, use of the computer, certain use of clerical staff for

processing, but not any of the managerial services." When

! deposed by staff members from this Office, Christian Curtis

testified that in 1984 PGM paid him a stipend. Curtis

testified, in part, that he solicited money for many of the

LaRouche entities, including IDL and TLC. Regarding the

2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(4) violation and recommendation, Curtis

further testified that in 1984 the phone team, of which he was a

~member, started using Federal Election Commission disclosure

records to solicit persons thereon for contributions and loans.

~Counsel further argues that Ordel E. Bradley, a complainant

• in this matter with regard to PGM, never contended that the

loans she made to PGM were intended by her to support the

- LaRouche campaign. Counsel contends that a literal reading of

- Mrs. Bradley's complaint shows her intent could have been loans

- to Mr. LaRouche personally.

Counsel's so-called literal reading of the Bradley

complaint is not consistent with the complaint filed with the

Commission by Mrs. Bradley. It is evident from the complaint

and from the attachments to the complaint that Mrs. Bradley at

all times intended to make loans to the LaRouche campaign and

that when such loans were made, she thought they were going to

the LaRouche campaign committee in existence at that time.

The first paragraph from the complaint states that:

I hereby make formal complaint
against the Linden [misspelled in
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original) LaRouche Campaign and acorporation, which I understand he
controls, the Publication & General
Management, Inc. The basis for my
complaint stems from the fact that during
May and June of 1984, I was harassed by
individuals who represented them to be
Mr. LaRouche's campaign organization
until such time as I finally agreed to
make loans to him. The harassment took
the form of numerous phone calls normally
two or three a day over approximately a
one month period.

In the complaint Mrs. Bradley also stated, in part, that:

* . . a young man from his organization
came to my home at 11:30 p.m. on the
night of June 16th to procure the $20,000
check. He instructed me on how to make

cO the check out and at that time, though I
did not understand, it caused me to show
the Publications & General Management,
Inc. as the payee on the check. This
young man's name was Dave Kilber and he

- indicated that he worked out of the San
Francisco office.

As further evidence that Mrs. Bradley considered the loans

to be to the LaRouche campaign, attached to the complaint was a

letter which she sent in an attempt to obtain a refund of her

!- money. This letter was addressed to "The LaRouche Campaign

' Publication & General Management, Inc." The letter also

contained a chart which showed the dollar amounts of each of

three loans to the LaRouche Campaign. The chart also listed

two of the loans under the headings of "Loan to LaRouche

Campaign (Evidenced by Unsecured Promissory Note from

Publication & General Mgt. Inc.)," and "Loan to LaRouche

Campaign (Evidenced by unsecured Promissory from Publication

& General Mgt. Inc.)."

Based on the above sworn statements from Mrs. Bradley's
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complaint and the attachments thereto, counsel's contention that

they express an intent by Mrs. Bradley to make loans to LaRouche

personally is unwarranted and thus lacks merit. Therefore, it

is the opinion of the General Counsel that there is sufficient

evidence to find probable cause that PGM knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

With regard to the 2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(4) violation, counsel

argues that respondents received no notice of such a violation

until the General Counsel's brief arrived. Counsel argues that

the failure to furnish a reason to believe notification bars the

~General Counsel by statute and Commission regulations from

recommending probable cause until all legally required

procedures are effected. Counsel also argues that the

Commission is similarly barred from considering any such
CN4

O recommendation.

This violation was discovered during the investigation of

" : violations on which the Commission had already found reason to

~believe against PGM. The use of the FEC lists for solicitation

was a clandestine scheme, as is evident from the sworn testimony

of Christian Curtis. Curtis testified, during his deposition by

staff members from this Office, that "I recall in 1984 that we

obtained a lot of FEC lists. These were lists of contributors

to a good many candidates, but I specifically remember the Helms

list and he had a conservative lobby. We called it the garden

club list." According to Curtis, the FEC lists had been

acquired from the Federal Election Commission although they had

not been purchased from the Commission. Curtis believed that a



-9-

member of the LaRouche organization visited the FEC Public

Information Division and copied these lists. Curtis asserted

that he specifically remembers using the Helms list:

...because it was not legal to be
using the lists the way we used them. We
were using them for solicitation. I
remember we referred to Helms, we had, as
big Helms and little Helms. Big Helms
was Helms contributors of $1000.00.
Little Helms were lesser amounts, and I
don't remember exact amounts, maybe
$250.00 or $500.00.

Curtis testified that the FEC lists were carefully controlled:

They were not distributed at large
to the other boilers, as we call them,
the other people on telephones, or if
they were, they were given out to very
specific people on a sign-out basis so we
knew exactly who had which portion of
what list and at the end of the day, they
had to come back to us.

Curtis also testified that the telephone fundraisers were

instructed not to make any marks on the FEC lists which would

indicate individuals on those lists were contacted for

fundraising purposes. In addition, he stated that the edges of

the lists were cut off where they had the warning: "FEC material

not to be used for solicitation." Curtis indicated that the

FEC lists were used to solicit funds for all the LaRouche

entities, including TLC and IDL. Therefore, recommending

probable cause to believe based on the evidence ascertained

during the investigation and notifying PGM in the General

Counsel's Brief was proper under the Act and the Commission's

regulations and does not infringe upon the notification

requirements of the Commission nor the respondents' right to
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respond thereto. See Federal Election Commission v. National

Rifle Association Of America, 553 F. Supp. 1331 (D.D.C. l983).-3/

Counsel also argues that testimony by Richard Yepez and

Christian Curtis, which is quoted in the General Counsel's

Brief, did not specifically name PGM as an entity that used

contributor names copied from reports filed with the Commission.

This Office has stressed throughout this matter (and the

Alexandria LaRouche trial testimony corroborates the fact) that

the LaRouche organization consisted of PGM as well as the other

respondents in this matter. Curtis and Yepez testified about

the way things were done within the LaRouche organizations. It

also should be noted that Curtis testified that he received a

stipend from PGM during the period in which he worked as a

solicitor of funds for the organization. Therefore, their

testimony presents significant circumstantial evidence of PGM's

use of names copied from reports filed with the Commission.

We do acknowledge that there is no direct evidence of PGM's

use of contributor information, but we believe the

circumstantial evidence is sufficient to find probable cause to

believe PGN knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(4).

3/ The Court held in pertinent part that, "Where the Federal
Election Commission provided defendants with notice . . . and
defendants received and had fair opportunity to review and
respond . . . Commission acted in good faith .. . ." Id. at

1332.
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2. Bief Of The LaoceCampaign and
-- dhiiidA ,anaus, as t-~ueand Indeendent

Democrats For LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

(a) Assertion - Selective and capricious enforcement

Counsel representing TLC and IDL asserts that the

Commission's investigation in this matter, with regard to Lyndon

LaRouche, is selective and capricious enforcement. Counsel

states that:

•..As this case shows, the FEC has become
the pliable tool of incumbent
administrations. At the very point Lyndon
LaRouche announced his intention to run for
president in 1992 with an attack on
President George Bush's deadly domestic and

~foreign policy follies, the FEC reactivated
.... dormant investigations into LaRouche's 1984

presidential campaigns. The chilling effect
, , of these FEC's actions against Laflouche and

his political supporters is clearly directed
~at jeopardizing his new campaign. Only

those candidates who "stay in line" will be
C free from never ending FEC scrutiny and
O harassment.

As evidence of the Commission's selective enforcement,

counsel references MUR 2163. Counsel states that this matter

r .... was the result of a complaint initiated by Edward Spannaus

against the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith ("ADL") and

the American Jewish Committee ("AJC"). According to counsel,

the Commission found probable cause against ADL and AJC, and

closed the matter with no further action. Counsel argues that

"The contrast between the Commission's hands-off attitude toward

the ADL/AJC, and its persistent harassment of and 'bureaucratic

nit-picking' against Mr. LaRouche, is a clear case of blatant

partisanship." Counsel also argues that the General Counsel

showed a sympathetic posture with ADL, because the General
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Counsel's Report referred to ADL as a non-profit organization

primarily conducting educational and informational activities.

Counsel alleges that one of the reasons for dismissing the ADL

case was the relatively low dollar amount at issue. According

to counsel, if that is valid criterion for consideration, nearly

every MUR merged into MUR 1852 would have been closed long ago.

The above allegation of selective and capricious

enforcement is without merit and appears to be an assertion

respondents use frequently when responding to Commission

investigations. As an example, in Dolbeare et al. v. Federal

~Election Commission, No. 81 Civ. 4468-CLB (S.D.N.Y. March 9,

• 1982)(unpublished opinion), the Court granted Citizens For

LaRouche ("CFL"), and various other LaRouche connected

individuals, a preliminary injunction against the Federal

~Election Commission ("FEC"). Patricia Dolbeare was treasurer of

CFL, the principal campaign committee for Lyndon H. LaRouche,

Jr. for the 1980 Presidential campaign.

r Plaintiff (CFL) sought: (1) a declaratory judgment that

defendant (FEC) had violated plaintiffs' rights by its bad faith

investigations of plaintiffs; (2) preliminary and permanent

injunctive relief preventing defendant from pursuing its

allegedly bad faith investigations; (3) injunctive relief

requiring that defendant provide plaintiffs with "detailed

factual notice" of all present and any future investigations

involving plaintiffs; (4) and attorneys' fees and costs.

CFL claimed that the statutory provision authorizing the

investigations [2 U.s.c. S 437g(a)(2)] was unconstitutional
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because it placed no limits on the time for completing the

investigations. CFL also claimed that the FEC had undertaken

the investigations to harass the campaign. In addition, CFL

claimed that the investigations had a chilling effect on the

free association rights of the campaign's contributors.

Furthermore, CFL claimed that in conducting its investigations,

the FEC had gone beyond the prescribed scope for FEC

investigations.

With regard to Dolbeare it should be noted that the

district court did not enjoin the investigations as requested,
4 /

but did issue a preliminary injunction which, inter alia,

forbade the Commission from opening any new MURs regarding CFL

or its supporters until the pending investigations of CFL were

completed.

The district court's unpublished opinion in the Dolbeare

case cannot be relied upon to demonstrate bias on the part of

the FEC. The district court's discussion of the Commission's

activities was based solely upon the characterization of those

actions in CFL's complaint. There was no evidentiary hearing

before the preliminary injunction issued even though the

Commission had denied most of the allegations and submitted two

volumes of affidavits and other evidence in support of its

position.

In Dolbeare, CFL withdrew its complaint without ever

producing any evidence at all to substantiate its allegations.

4/ However, the MUR investigations were interrupted for
several months while the district court considered its decision.



-14-

Indeed, on November 5, 1982, CFL entered into a conciliation

agreement settling the outstanding MURs which were the subject

of the litigation. In the agreement, CFL expressly admitted

having committed more than 75 violations of the federal campaign

financing statutes. On November 9, 1982, CFL stipulated to the

dismissal of its district court suit. Thus, contrary to the

Dolbeare court's preliminary assessment, it is quite clear,

tha t

the Commission was well warranted in conducting a broad

investigation of CFL's solicitation activities in 1980.

Lr As another example of respondents' meritless allegation of

" selective and capricious enforcement by the Commission, on

August 26, 1986. in Spannaus v. FEC, 641 F. Supp. 1520 (S.D.N.Y.

,I 1986), the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New

York granted the Federal Election Commission's motion for

- : summary judgment and dismissed plaintiff's suit with prejudice.

7 It held that Lyndon Leaouche's campaign committee for his 1984

Presidential primary and the campaign's treasurer, Edward w.

Spannaus, had "failed to make even a preliminary showing of bad

faith on the part of the Commission gin conducting

investigations of the campaign's potential violations of the

election law] or to allege facts sufficient to show an

infringement of their First Amendment rights . . .

It is also important to note that in Spannaus v. FEC,

supra, the Court also addressed the allegation by respondents

". .that the FEC has merged with MUR 1852 a number of MURs

which do not involve the same or similar allegations as those in
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MUR 1852." The Court held that the "Campaign committee for

presidential primary candidate, treasurer, contributors, and

volunteer worker that failed to show specific harm as a result

of merger . . . were not entitled to defeat merger. " 
-

(b) Assertion - The ,charges are time-barred

Counsel argues that the violations against TLC and IDL

concern activity which occurred in 1983, 1984, and 1985.

Counsel argues that a probable cause finding of knowing and

willful violations is barred due to the passage of time.

Counsel argues that pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g, a finding of

knowing and willful only has two potential outcomes: an

increased civil penalty, or criminal prosecution. Counsel also

argues that since 2 U.S.C. S 455 bars criminal prosecution for

any violation committed more than three years previously and as

28 U.S.C. 5 2462 bars any civil penalty after five years, there

is no basis for the Commission to entertain a request for a

finding of knowing and willful. Thus, counsel argues that

"since all violations are alleged to have occurred more than

five years ago, all criminal prosecutions are barred by 2 USC

sec. 455 and all civil penalty actions are barred by 28 USC

sec. 2462."

In support of his argument counsel states that:

2 UiSC sec. 455 provides that no person
shall be prosecuted, tried, or punished
for any violation of the Federal Election

5/ On October 28, 1986, the committee and Spannaus filed an
appeal with the U.S. Court of Appeals, 2nd Circuit. The FEC
filed a motion to dismiss the appeal on November 12, 1986. The
Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court's ruling on
March 3, 1987. Spannaus v. FEC, 816 F.2d 670 (2d Cir. 1987).
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Campaign Act unless the indictment or
information is brought within three (3)
years of the date of the violation. In
addition, 28 USC sec. 2462 provides that
except as otherwise provided by Act of
Congress, an action, suit or proceeding
for the enforcement of any civil fine,
penalty, or forfeiture, pecuniary or
otherwise, shall not be entertained
unless commenced within five years from
the date when the claim first accrued.

Counsel further argues that "there is no justification for the

extreme delay, and thus the Commission is barred from any

further pursuit of these matters."

The Act does not require the Commission to bring a civil

enforcement action within any maximum time period. Section 2462

is inapplicable here because the Act "otherwise provides."

Instead of establishing a statute of limitations for civil

~enforcement, the Act requires the Commission to notify the

\ .> respondent when it receives a complaint and when it finds reason

< to believe that the charges have merit and begins an

investigation. See 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(1) and (2). The

Commission's General Counsel must notify the respondent of any

recommendation to the Commission to find probable cause that a

violation has occurred, and serve the respondent with a brief

describing the legal and factual issues of the case, to which

the respondent may reply. See 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a)(3). If the

Commission finds probable cause, it must attempt to resolve the

matter through informal methods of conference, conciliation or

persuasion before it can bring suit. 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a)(4).

Thus, enforcement suits such as this were intended to be, and

are, a last step reserved for cases in which the primary,
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informal conciliation process fails. In such circumstances,

where Congress has "provided" a special scheme for initiating a

civil enforcement action, no other limitation period may be

applied. 6/

With regard to 2 U.S.c. s 455, counsel for respondents is

correct that this provision of the Act establishes a three year

limitation period for bringing criminal actions. However, this

statute does not affect a civil enforcement action, whether

knowing and willful or not.

Cc) Assertion - Failure to follow statutory enforcement
procedures bars these proceedings

Counsel argues that because the original complaints

and letters accompanying the complaints did not identify the

~specific code sections or regulations which were violated, the

~Commission was required to close the matters. Counsel also

~argues that as respondents were only informed of the statutes

S 6/ This conclusion is supported by the Supreme Court's

interpretation of similar statutory provisions in Occidental

L Life Ins. Co. v. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,

432 U.S. 355 (1977). Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

42 U.S.C. S 2000e-5, establishes no time limit for EEOC

enforcement action. Under Title VII, the EEOC must notify a

respondent when it gets a complaint charging unlawful employment

practices and, after it investigates the charge and finds it

"reasonable to believe that [the chargel is true," must attempt

to resolve the charge through informal means of conference,

conciliation and persuasion. Only if conciliation fails can the

EEOC bring suit on the charges. Id. at 359-360. Noting the

statute's reliance on conciliation-to effect compliance, and the

enforcement goals underlying Title VII, the Court refused to

"borrow" a limitation period from outside Title VII. The Court

noted that the notification to the respondent when a complaint

is filed, as well as other steps in the investigative process,

gave the respondent adequate notice, and further held that the

courts had power to protect respondents who could show actual

prejudice from delay in filing charges. Id. at 361.
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involved when a MUR vent to reason to believe, this procedure

violated due process. Counsel specifically states that:

This is violative of normal due
process, i.e., being informed of the
charges against one; it also specifically
violates FEC procedures. See 11 CFR sec.
111.6(a) ("respondent shall be afforded
an opportunity . . .") and 111.6(b)
("Commission shall not take any action

•..unless it has considered . . .").

Counsel's paraphrasing of 11 C.F.R. S 111.6(a) and (b) does

not present the complete meaning of this regulation. A

respondent shall be afforded an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken on the basis of a complaint by

submitting, within fifteen (15) days from receipt of a copy of

w the complaint, a letter or memorandum setting forth reasons why

the Commission should take no action. 11 C.F.R. S 111.6(a).

C The Commission shall not take any action, or make any finding,

"0against a respondent other than action dismissing the complaint,

" unless it has considered such response or unless no such

response has been served upon the Commission within the fifteen

(15) day period specified in 11 CFR 111.6(a). 11 C.F.R.

= 111.6(b). Nowhere in the language of 11 C.F.R. S 111.6 does

it require the original complaints and letters accompanying the

complaints to identify the specific code sections or regulations

which were violated. The complaints in this matter were deemed

to meet the requirements of the Act and the Commission's

regulations at the time they were filed since all complaints are

reviewed for that purpose. The complaints adequately informed

the respondents of the factual bases on which the violations
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were alleged and the respondents responded to these complaints.

(d) Assertion - Violations of 2 U.s.c. S 441b may not be
pursued

Counsel argues that the General Counsel, in connection

with MUR 2163, acknowledged that the ability of corporations to

make expenditures concerning federal elections is an area of the

law with which the courts are struggling. Counsel refers to

FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.s. 238

(1986) ("MCFL"), to support his argument that it would be

improper for the Commission to pursue any violations of 2 U.S.C.

S 441b in this matter because the LaRouche organizations such as

C)
Fusion Energy Foundation and Caucus Distributors, Inc., are not

for profit corporations but instead fit the criteria of MCFL and

should be allowed to make expenditures for express advocacy of a

C\J candidate.

\© Counsel states that ". . . the present case involves

: corporations whose monetary receipts did (emphasis in original)

correlate with the public's support for the corporation's

political ideas . . . the instant corporations are issue

~advocacy organizations rather than business associations. Thus,

no violation of Section 441b may constitutionally be pursued in

this case."

With regard to Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion"),

on October 27, 1983, the Commission found reason to believe that

Fusion violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b by making in-kind contributions
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to Citizens for Freeman, in the form of solicitation costs.2 / On

January 2, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe that

Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDI") violated 2 U.s.C. S 441b by

soliciting contributions for a political committee.

Thus, MCFL is inapplicable because the present matters deal

with corporate contributions and not with issues of independent

expenditures for express advocacy, which !ICFL dealt with.

Furthermore, beyond the fact that CDI and Fusion are "not for

profit" corporations, counsel has presented no specific or

circumstantial evidence that these organizations would qualify

-_ for the MCFL exemption.

(e) Assertion - Committee and treasurers should not be
held responsible for actions of volunteer caup-i-ij
vyorkers

" " Counsel further argues that IDL and TLC committed no

(x%4
wrongful act by reporting contributions from those persons who

NC)
did not intend to make a contribution. Counsel also argues that

the committees and their treasurers should not be held

.... responsible for the alleged actions taken by volunteer campaign

workers without a discussion of vicarious liability theory.

^ This argument is without merit because IDL and TLC had

direct input into the conduct of the volunteers with regard to

soliciting contributions, loans etc. This is evident from the

sworn testimony of Christian Curtis as pointed out in the

General Counsel's Brief. In Curtis' testimony during the

7/ On that same date the Commission also found reason to

believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 441b by making in-kind contributions to Citizens for Freeman

in the form of solicitation costs.
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criminal trial against Lyndon Laflouche in Alexandria, Virginia,

he testified that he solicited money for many of the LaRouche

entities, including TLC, IDL, Fusion, and CDI. Curtis stated

that Will Wertz, a National Executive Committee ("NEC") member,

who worked directly for LaRouche, was in charge of all

fundraising nationally. LaRouche put Wertz in that position in

January of 1984. Curtis asserted that Wertz had absolute

authority over all manpower, with exception of security and

legal affairs, as specified by LaRouche. Accordingly, all

support functions were susceptible to having manpower

ci constricted by Wertz for the purpose of fundraising.

~Curtis testified that at the beginning he was having

" trouble meeting his quota, therefore Will Wertz told him to

contact Alan Levinson of the New York Regional phone team for

advice. According to Curtis, Levinson said:

the trouble with you people at the
' national center is you are too soft. You

... identify too much with people's concerns
and their problems. You have to have

r only one thing on your mind. That is

getting the money. No matter what the
person you are talking to says, get the

_ money. If you are talking to a little

old lady and she says she is going to
lose her house, ignore it. Get the
money. If you are talking to an
unemployed worker who says he has got to
feed a dozen children, forget it. Get
the money. See, Curtis' testimony in the
LaRouche criminal trial, Alexandria,
Virginia, 1988. (Volume III, Wednesday,
November 23, 1988, pgs. 11 to 13).

Curtis stated that on several occasions Mike Billington had

categorized those lenders who wanted their money back as "pigs"

or "swine."
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According to Curtis, each member of the telephone

fundraising team had a daily and weekly quota of money to be

obtained from solicitations. If the quota was not obtained, a

lot of psychological pressure was brought to bear on those

individuals, who had failed to meet it. He further stated that:

in the morning briefing or evening
briefing somebody's name may be singled
out as a bad example of something.
So-and-so may have a specific attitude
problem. Wertz, one of his favorite
routines was if you fail to make quotas,
that was manifesting sexual impotence.
You were made to feel that at every
conceivable instant of the day that if
you didn't raise money that instant; if

M)you were not raising money you were
somehow criminally negligent...

.... See, Curtis' Deposition testimony given
to the Office of the General Counsel on

:' July 29, 1988, pg. 24.

Curtis also testified that it was a general practice with

the fundraisers, when soliciting contributions for TLC and IDL,

"0
*to inform contributors that the contribution limit was $1,000.00

~but that they could however contribute another $1,000.00 in the

~name of their spouse. Curtis claimed that they normally charged

~this additional contribution to the credit card without the

authorization of the other spouse. As an example of this

practice Curtis stated that, "I called a man in Arkansas who did

$1,000.00 for his son, on his son's credit card and I never even

talked to his son, and found out later his son was not too

pleased about it." When asked whether this was the general

practice of other fundraisers, Curtis stated, "We used to joke

about $1,000.00 for the dog and $1,000.00 for the cat and

$1,000.00 -- but absolutely we would get people to give money in



-23-

the name of their spouse at least." Curtis testified that it

was common practice to convince people to loan money to TLC,

IDL, and the other LaRouche organizations by stating, "we are

getting matching funds, we would have no trouble paying you

back."

Based on the foregoing, it is evident that the facts

clearly demonstrate that the committee treasurers had control

over fundraising activities. Besides, committee treasurers are

liable for the acts, omissions, and transgressions of those

working in the campaign as far as the Act and Commission's

regulations are concerned. See, e.g., 2 U.S.C. 55 432 and 434,

and 11 C.F.R. 55 104.14(b) and (d), and 11 C.F.R. 55 102.7 and

102.9.

(f) Assertion - Solicitation from FEC Contributor Lists

procedural bar/insufficient evidence

Counsel argues that the General Counsel's brief was

the first notification that respondents received with regard to

illegal use of FEC Contributor lists. Counsel states that

"Respondents were never notified of any complaint, nor were they

ever sent notification of an internally-generated MUR." Based

on the mode of notification, counsel argues that the Commission

did not adhere to established procedures and therefore lacks

authority to accept for consideration any recommendation of

probable cause, with regard to the alleged violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(4). Counsel also argues that the only evidence of

such a violation is the testimony of Christian A. Curtis.

Counsel states: "Other than Curtis' self-serving and
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uncorroborated testimony, no evidence whatsoever is presented to

support the allegation that Respondents violated 2 Usc sec.

438(a)(4)."

Counsel offers no evidence to disprove Curtis' testimony

but only points out what he considers the motivation behind such

testimony. With regard to the alleged motivation behind Curtis'

testimony, counsel stated that:

Curtis is a former member of the National

Caucus of Labor Committee, whose
hostility to his former associates is
apparent. Furthermore, above and beyond
any animosity putatively arising from his
own experiences, Curtis' testimony and
attitude towards his former associates in

the LaRouche movement are inextricably
- connected to his attempts to gain federal

employment and favorable personal
references from the very law enforcement

, officials who were investigating and
prosecuting LaRouche and others.

As stated above, this violation was discovered during the

investigation of violations on which the Commission had already

. found reason to believe against IDL, TLC and the various other

~respondents in this matter. The use of the FEC lists for

~solicitation was a clandestine scheme, as is evident from the

sworn testimony of Christian Curtis. (See Curtis' testimony,

pgs. 6 and 7 above). The Commission's regulations provide for a

probable cause brief after an investigation and do not limit the

probable cause brief to the reason to believe findings but

instead appear to contemplate that such brief would address all

violations uncovered as part of the investigation. Therefore,

notifying IDL, TLC and the other respondents by way of the

General Counsel's Brief was proper under the Act and the
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regulations and does not infringe upon the respondents' right to

respond thereto. See, Federal Election Commission v. National

Rifle Association Of America, 553 F. Supp. 1331 (D.D.C. 1983).

(g) Assertions - General

Counsel has alleged that the General Counsel's

brief is misleading. Counsel states:

General Counsel has submitted a long
and complex brief, which, whether by
accident or design, serves only to
obscure every matter at issue
here . .. . The brief depends for its
every assertion on the premise that
Respondents are "bad people," who would
do anything to flout the law. General

O Counsel makes this groundless emotional
appeal by indiscriminately commingling

~all the respondents with all the alleged
violations as if they were all one

~entity, engaged in a single
. conspiratorial scheme knowingly and
" willfully to defy the law.

Counsel's statement is only partly correct. This Office
-0

has not premised recommendations on the notion that the

respondents are "bad people," but the General Counsel has

- premised his recommendations on the assessment that there was

one over-all organization and scheme (of which the various

entities were part) to knowingly and willfully violate the Act.

Counsel for IDL and TLC bases the committees' reply brief

on alleged false premises (1. Imputed Contributions, 2. In-Kind

Services, 3. Complainant Credibility, 4. Wrong-Line Reporting,

5. Debts Reporting, 6. Conspiracy Standard, and 7. Political

Activity) relied upon by the General Counsel. Defining these

alleged false premises counsel states:

Premise *1: Imputed Contributions
If a person provides money to some
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organization other than the Respondent
committees in the mistaken belief that
that money will be used to assist Mr.
LaRouche's presidential campaign, then
such funds are facto contributions
to the campaign under 2 Usc sec. 431(8).

Premise *2: In-Kind Services
If a campaign volunteer performs
solicitation or other services for the
Respondent committees, then that
individual's employer has ipso facto made
a corporate contribution to the campaign
in the form of in-kind services.

Premise *3: Complainant Credibility
Statements by complainants cannot be
challenged as to credibility or
truthfulness, because such statements are
sworn and carry the weight of affidavits.

Premise *4: Wrong-Line Reporting
'- If Respondent receives funds from an

individual's credit card for a

contribution, which the individual claims
- to be without his or her authorization,

then Respondent violates reporting
CIrequirements by disclosing that receipt

anywhere but on the report line for
" "Other Receipts." Similarly, Respondent

commits a reporting violation by
reporting as a contribution a receipt

- which was intended to be a loan.

ii Premise *5: Debts Reporting
If Respondent receives funds from an
individual's credit card for a loan,

A which the individual claims to be without
his or her authorization, then Respondent
violates reporting requirements by
reporting a loan debt arising from the
transaction. Similarly, Respondent
commits a violation by including the debt
in statement of Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations (NOCO).

Premise *6: Conspiracy Standard
Conspiracy standards of evidence are
admissible in determinations of Reason to
Believe and Probable Cause, by which a
Respondent can be held equally
responsible for acts allegedly committed
by other Respondents, or by persons who

are not Respondents.



Premise *7: Political Activity
Any~ activity which any person
characterizes as "political" is subject
to the FECA and to FEC jurisdiction,
whether or not it involves electoral
activity or expenditures made to
influence federal elections.

Counsel states that all the premises are closely related and

". .all result from General Counsel's conspiracy mode of

analysis . . ." According to counsel these false premises

underly:

the allegation that CDI and LALC
solicited funds for the campaigns, and
that since such alleged solicitations

~exceeded $1,000 during a calendar year,
these organizations become defined as

"',- political committees;

' the relevance of the allegation that when
, contributors made out checks to certain
' " corporations they were told that the

(Nmoney was to be used by LaRouche's
campaign, without any showing it was used

~by the campaign;

" the allegation that when the campaign
: needed money it would bill one of the

corporations for alleged services
r rendered and have that amount paid to the

campaign by the corporation, without any
~showing that such billing or payments
._ occurred;

the allegation that numerous persons
contributed and loaned well in excess of
the $1,000 limit to the campaigns through
such LaRouche controlled corporations and
organizations as Fusion, LALC,
Campaigner, and Caucus, without any
showing that such moneys were received
by, or used for the benefit of, the
campaign;

the allegation that Lucille Pieper made
as much as $33,800 in loans and/or
contributions to TLC through LALJC,
without any showing that the cited funds

were provided to or used for the benefit
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of TLC;

the allegation that solicitors often
received funds for the campaigns and then

deposited those funds into the accounts
of Fusion, CDI, PGM, LALC, or Campaigner,
rather than into the campaigns' account.

In our view the alleged "false premises" numbers one (1)

to five (5) are supported by the testimonial and documentary

evidence in this matter, sworn complaints, depositions, trial

testimony and copies of checks, letters, and other documents.

We disagree that the alleged "false premises" numbers six (6)

and seven (7) have motivated this case.

C Counsel next goes to what he characterizes as a MUR by HUE

" analysis. In this so-called analysis counsel merely makes

negative statements about the credibility of the complainants,

and the motivation of the General Counsel. He presents no

C2N
evidence to support these challenges.

. As examples of Counsel's so-called MUR by MUR analysis,

r. while referring to HUR 1827, counsel argued that the complainant

~had altered the evidence furnished the Commission by placing the

° word "loan" in the memo section of the copy of the check filed

with the complaint, when "loan" was not written on the check

received by respondents. 
/ With regard to MUR 1976 counsel

stated that:

The evolution of this MUR
exemplifies the shoddy methods used by

General Counsel throughout. From its

8/ In responding to the complaint respondents did furnish a

copy of this check without "loan" written in the memo section.

This copy was not attached to any document written under oath.

The copy supplied by the complainant was attached to a sworn

statement.
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inception to date, FEC analysis of the
Pieper claims has been marked by naked
misrepresentations of fact, fanatical
leaps of faith, and reasoning that verges
on conspiratorial fantasy.

And with regard to HUE 1793 counsel stated that:

Paul Ruzanski's complaint of
September 19, 1984, initiated the first
HUE in the entire sequence of
investigations ultimately merged into HUR
1852. The history of this matter
provides a good example of the extralegal
methods pursued by the Office of General
Counsel throughout.

•..As with every HUR involved in

this matter, General Counsel's
transmittal letter to the Respondent

O provided a copy of the complaint but no
independent citation of what statutes or

" regulations were alleged to have been
violated...

T In its October 19, 1984 reply, TLC

addressed all three of Hr. Ruzanski's
(N allegations . . . TLC also denied all

allegations as presented by Ruzanski.
"© Thus, the HUE came before the Commission
~at that point as two different versions

of the facts...

General Counsel and the Commission
~accepted the Complainant's version of the

facts at face value with no corroborating
" evidence whatsoever. This was done in

disregard of clear evidence, in both the
complaint itself and the amendment, as
well in Respondents' replies, that the
Complainant was a hostile, biased, and

unreliable witness.

General Counsel and the Commission
have pursued the investigation to the
point of a Probable Cause recommendation,
based on alleged violations which even if
true, ought properly to have been
corrected simply by amended reports.

These false premises cited by counsel are actually disputes

of the factual evidence in this matter. This Office has based
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its recommendations on sworn testimony by witnesses and

complainants made in complaints, depositions, and court

testimony. This Office has also relied upon court testimony

that the respondents in this matter are all a part of the

so-called LaRouche organization.

III. DISCUSSION OF CONCILIATION AND CIVIL PENALTY

Attached for the Commission's approval are proposed

conciliation agreements

N.p.



IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche

~Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f), 441b,

. 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R. S l10.6(d)(2).

S2. Find probable cause to believe that Independent

DemoCrats for LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, knowingly

(N and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and

O 438(a) (4).

S3. Find probable cause to believe that Citizens for

Freeman and Belinda ifaight, as treasurer, knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 434(b) and take no

further action.

, 4. Find probable cause to believe that Caucus

Distributors, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.S.c.
- 55 433, 434. 432(h), and 438(a)(4).

5. Find probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy

Foundation, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

5S 441b and 438(a)(4).

6. Find probable cause to believe that Campaigner

publications, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

55 441b and 438(a)(4).

7. Find probable cause to believe that the Los Angeles

Labor Committee knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.c.

ss 433, 434, 432(h), 438(a)(4) and 441a(a)(8) and take no

further action.

8. Find probable cause to believe that Publication and

General Management, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated
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2 U.S.C.-SS 441b and 438(a)(4).

9. Close the file with regard to Citizens for Freeman and
Belinda Ha~ht, as treasurer, and the Los Angeles Labor

Committee "

10. Approve the attached conciliation agreements and

appropriate letters.

Date L c N
J eneral Counsel

Attachments:

Letter, counsel for Citizens for Freeman, received 1/8/91
Letter, counsel for Citizens for Freeman, received 2/11/91

PGM response
TLC and IDL response
Conciliation agreements (6)

Staff assigned: Phillip L. Wise

9/ This Office has recommended taking no further action and
closing the file with regard to these two respondents because
they both appear to have closed down business and no
representatives for them can be located.

eO eo



FE:IDERAL ELEICT'ION COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M1. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL RAF
MARJORIE W. EMMONS /DONNA RA

COMM ISS ION SECRETARY

MAY 14, 1992

MUR 1852 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATED MAY 1i, 1992

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on MONDAY, MAY 11, 1992 4:00 p.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the

Commissioner(s) as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens _____

Commissioner Elliott _____

Commissioner McDonald _____

Commissioner McGarry _____

Commissioner Potter _____

Commissioner Thomas ×X

7-,

This matter will be placed
TI1F. fAY, MAY 19, Y992

on the meeting agenda

for

Please notify us who will represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.

!
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer;

Independent Democrats for LaRouche

and Gerald Ross, as treasurer;

Citizens for Freeman and Belinda

Height, as treasurer;

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.;

Campaigner Publications;

Caucus Distributors, Inc.;

Los Angeles Labor Committee;

Publications and General Management,
Inc.

MUR 1852

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of May 19,

1992, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by

a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 1852:

1. Find probable cause to believe that The
LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer, knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b),
441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C.
S 9042(c), and 11 C.F.R. S l10.6(d)(2).

(continued)

.0
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Certification for MUR 1852
May 19, 1992

2. Find probable cause to believe that
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer,
knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.s.c. SS 434(b), 441b, 441a(f),
and 438(a)(4).

3. Find probable cause to believe that
Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight,
as treasurer, knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. Sf 441b and 434(b) and

O take no further action.

4. Find probable cause to believe that
~Caucus Distributors, Inc. knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. |S 433, 434,
432(h), and 438(a)(4).

(N

\ 5. Find probable cause to believe that
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. knowingly

: and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b
_ and 438(a)(4).

6. Find probable cause to believe that
' Campaigner Publications, Inc. knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b

and 438(a)(4).

7. Find probable cause to believe that the
Los Angeles Labor Committee knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. Sf 433, 434,
432(h), 438(a)(4) and 441a(a)(8) and take

no further action.

(continued)
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8. Find probable cause to believe thatPublication and General Management,
Inc. knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.c. SS 441b and 438(a)(4).

9. Close the file with regard to Citizens
for Freeman and Belinda Haight, as
treasurer, and the Los Angeles Labor
Committee.

10. Approve the conciliation agreements and
appropriate letters as recommended in
the General Counsel's report dated
May 11, 1992.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

Potter, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Secretary of the Commission
Date

.0 eB
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D ( .?O4h

June 9, 1992

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
Four Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, and Independent

o Democrats for LaRouche and
Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Anderson:

~On May 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission ("the
Commission") found probable cause to believe that your clients,

(NJ The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b),
441a(f), 441b, and 438(a)(4), provisions of the Federal Election

.© Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c), and
11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). On that same date the Commission found

... probable cause to believe that your clients, Independent
Democrats for LaRouche Campaign ("IDL") and Gerald Rose, as

r treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b),
441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4).

_ The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of
conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a
conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to
reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may
institute a .civil suit in United States District Court and
seek payment of a civil penalty.

Enclosed are conciliation agreements that the Commission
has approved in settlement of this matter. If your clients agre
with the provisions of the enclosed agreements, please sign and
return them, along with the civil penalties, to the Commission
within ten days. I will then recommend that the Commission
accept the agreements. Please make your checks for the civil
penalties payable to the Federal Election Commission.
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If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in theenclosed conciliation agreements, or if you wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with mutually satisfactory conciliation
agreements, please contact Phillip L. Wise, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

S inc f,-el1y,

C

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreements
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WASHINGdTON D ( 204B

June 9, 1992

Barbara Freeman
Belinda Haight
Citizens for Freeman and
Belinda Haight, as treasurer
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1852
Citizens for Freeman and
Belinda Haight, as treasurer

Dear Ms. Freeman and Ms. Haight:

This is to advise you that on May 19, 1992, the Federal
Election Commission found probable cause to believe that

C Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight, as treasurer knowingly
and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 434(b) provisions of

"' the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

r After considering the available information of this matter,
, it appears that your committee is defunct. Therefore, the

Commission also determined to take no further action against
Cq Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight, as treasurer, and

closed its file in this matter as it pertains to Citizens for
O Freeman and Belinda Haight, as treasurer.

" The file will be made part of the public record within 30
: days after the matter has been closed with respect to all other

respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials
to appear on the public record, please do so within ten days of
your receipt of this letter. Such materials should be sent to

' the Office of the General Counsel.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B)
and S 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed. In the event you wish to waive confidentiality
under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A), written notice of the waiver
must be submitted to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will
be acknowledged in writing by the Commission.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
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June 9, 1992

Mary Jane Freeman
Campaigner Publications, Inc.
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1852
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

Dear Ms. Freeman:

On May 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found
probable cause to believe that Campaigner Publications, Inc.
knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and
438(a)(4) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

-_ 1971, as amended.

,:> The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of

~conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a
__conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to

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

payment of a civil penalty.

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission
: has approved in settlement of this matter. If you agree with
r the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and return

it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission within ten
c days. I will then recommend that the Commission accept the

agreement. Please make your check for the civil penalty payable
t to the Federal Election Commission.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, or if you wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with a mutually satisfactory conciliation
agreement, please contact Phillip L. Wise, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

~~Sinc, rely, ,

/" General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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June 9, 1992

Paul 8. Gallagher, Executive Director
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.
P.O. Box 17149
Washington, D.C. 20041-0149

RE: MUR 1852
Fusion Energy
Foundation, Inc.

On May 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found
probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation,
Inc., knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. $S 441b and
438(a)(4), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

[ 1971, as amended.

- The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of

r conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a
~conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to

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

payment of a civil penalty.

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission
> has approved in settlement of this matter. If you agree with

.: - the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and return
it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission within ten

- days. I will then recommend that the Commission accept the
agreement. Please make your check for the civil penalty payable

;0 to the Federal Election Commission.

- If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the

enclosed conciliation agreement, or if you wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with a mutually satisfactory conciliation
agreement, please contact Phillip L. Wise, the attorney assigned

to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

//

General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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WASHINGTON. D( 214*

June 9, 1992

Oscar N. Gaskins, Esquire
Suite 1310, Robinson Building
42 South 15th Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102

RE: MUR 1852

Caucus Distributors, Inc.

Dear Mr. Gaskins:

~On May 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found

probable cause to believe that Caucus Distributors, Inc.

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.s.c. 55 433, 434, 432(h),

and 438(a)(4) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

~1971, as amended.

' The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such

C violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of

conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a

• conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to

reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may

institute a civil suit in United States District Court and seek

" payment of a civil penalty.

,- Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission

has approved in settlement of this matter. If your client

. agrees with the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please

sign and return it, along with the civil penalty, to the

.... Commission within ten days. I will then recommend that the

Commission accept the agreement. Please make your check for the

civil penalty payable to the Federal Election Commission.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the

enclosed conciliation agreement, or if you wish to arrange a

meeting in connection with a mutually satisfactory conciliation

agreement, please contact Phillip L. Wise, the attorney assigned

to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. ol
' General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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June 9, 1992

Tim Pike
Los Angeles Labor Committee
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1852
Los Angeles Labor Committee

Dear Mr. Pike:

This is to advise you that on May 19, 1992, the Federal
Election Commission found probable cause to believe that the
Los Angeles Labor Committee, knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434, 432(h), 438(a)(4) and

~441a(a)(8) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended.

) After considering the available information of this matter,
it appears that your committee is defunct. Therefore, the

~Commission also determined to take no further action against
the Los Angeles Labor Committee, and closed its file in this

C'J matter as it pertains to the Los Angeles Labor Committee.

'0 The file will be made part of the public record within 30

days after the matter has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials

:r to appear on the public record, please do so within ten days of
your receipt of this letter. Such materials should be sent to

~the Office of the General Counsel.

LO The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B)
and S 437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed. In the event you wish to waive confidentiality
under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A), written notice of the waiver
must be submitted to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will
be acknowledged in writing by the Commission.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Since ly,

General Counsel



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D( .')4b1

June 9, 1992

Antony Papert, President
Publication and General Management, Inc.
P.O. Box 836
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1852
Publication and General
Management, Inc.

Dear Mr. Papert:

t On May 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found that
there is probable cause to believe that Publication and General
Management, Inc. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.s.c.

; 55 441b and 438(a)(4), provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
C4 violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of

conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a
'0conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to

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

T seek payment of a civil penalty.

r Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission
has approved in settlement of this matter. If Publication and
General Management, Inc. agrees with the provisions of the

- enclosed agreement, please sign and return it, along with the
civil penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission accept the agreement. Please make
the check for the civil penalty payable to the Federal Election
Commission.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, or if you wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with a mutually satisfactory conciliation
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agreement, please contact Phillip L. Wise,to this matter, at (202) 219-3400. the attorney assigned

Sincere , /

/ Lawrence .. Nob eK General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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The LaRouche Campaign

Leesburg, VA 22075

December 4, 1993

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Noble:

This is to inform you that in light of the opinion by the
Court of Appeals in Federal Election Comission v. NIRA
Political Victory Funld. etal1. (D.C. Cir., October 22, 1993),
The LaRouche Campaign considers the above enforcement action to
have been conducted by the Conunission without authority, and
any conclusions reached under this investigation therefore to
be void and without legal effect. We therefore understand the
case to be closed, unless the Comission informs us otherwise,
including in such notice whatever legal &rgument the Commission
deems sufficient to override the opinion of the Court.

We further note that this MlUR, and the predecessor BlURs
that were merged by the Conwmission into it (over the objections
of the Conwuittee), have been pending since the fall of 1984 and
winter of 1984-1985. We have heard nothing from the Conunission
since the conclusion of conciliation discussions in the fall of
1992. Therefore, as a second basis for closing these files, we
consider any further actions to be time-barred, as we have
argued in more detail in our statement preceding the
Commission's finding of probable cause in 1992.

We note as well that this, and likely other, enforcement
matters and determinations regarding the campaigns of Lyndon
LaRouche, constitute textbook examples of the potential abuse
that the Court moved to remedy in the NRA case ('Even if the ex
Qfii members were to remain completely silent during all
deliberations (a rather unlikely scenario), their mere presence
as agents of Congress conveys a tacit message to the other
commissioners").
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AS if to prove the Court correct, in the public meeting

at which the Commission unlawfully ruled to deny 1992 primary
matching funds to Mr. LaRouche (see, Lyndon H. LaRouche and
Democrats for Economic Recovery - LaRouche in 92 v. Federal
Election Commission, 996 F.2d 1263 (D.C. Cir. 1993)), one of
the unconstitutionally seated ex ofiio representatives issued
the following transparently political statement:

Mr. Chairman, sitting ex Q.ffjio I can't vote, but I can
speak, and I want to take this opportunity to commend,
first the Office of General Counsel for what I consider
to be an extremely well reasoned and well thought out
recommendation in this matter, and I also wish to take
this opportunity to commend the Commission for accepting
these recommendations. I think this is an act of
tremendous responsibility as well as a great deal of
courage on the part of both the Office of General Counsel
and the Commission, and I think it further demonstrates
that the Federal Election Commission is an agency that is
responsive to what best serves the interest of the
American taxpayer.

--o Precisely because Mr. LaRouche has often been perceived
as a thorn in the flesh of the major party establishments, it

- is inevitable that representatives of Congressional leaderships
would be most partisan in opposing both his candidacies, and

;' his rights in the political domain otherwise. For persons
embodying such motivations to have participated in Commission
determinations regarding Mr. LaRouche's campaigns is therefore
unacceptable.

"O Nor do we consider as legally tenable the apparent
rubber-stamping of previous unlawful determinations that the

7; Comwuission seems to be contemplating (see, Chairman Thomas's
November 24, 1993 letter to Committee Directors and Treasurers,
Attorneys and Consultants re: Impact of NRA Case). The

.... determinations that motivated the above MUR, from conduct of
initial investigation, to reason to believe finding, to
probable cause finding, to rejection of the Committee's
proferred conciliation agreement, cannot be cured by any simple

~"re-voting" or "ratifying." Any further action in this regard
cannot comply with the opinion of the Court unless it involves
a re-examination of all relevant material, conducted in
cooperation with the Committee to ensure that the taint
introduced by the unconstitutional legislative representatives
is truly expunged -- if indeed it ever can be.

Sincerely yours,

Edward Spannaus < ..
Treasurer

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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JANUARY 13, 199.

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign
108 North Street, NE
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 4,
1993 which was received on December 20, 1993. On Ray 19, 1992,

the Federal Election Commission found probable cause to believe
The LaRouche Campaign (NCommaittee" and/or RTLC") and you, as

~treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.S.C.
SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

,-, and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2).

: As you know, on October 22, 1993, the D.C. Circuit declared
the Commission unconstitutional on separation of powers grounds

" due to the presence of the Clerk of the House of Representatives

j and the Secretary of the Senate or their designees as members of
the Commission. FEC v. NRA Political Victory Fund, No. 91-5360

~(D.C. Cir. Oct. 22, 1993). Since the decision was handed down,

the Commission has taken several actions to comply with the
* court's decision. While the Commission petitions the Supreme

Court for a writ of certiorari, the Commission, consistent with

that opinion, has remedied any possible constitutional defect
..... identified by the Court of Appeals by reconstituting itself as a

six member body without the Clerk of the House and the Secretary
, of the Senate or their designees. In addition, the Commission

has adopted specific procedures for revoting or ratifying
- decisions pertaining to open enforcement matters. Accordingly,

this matter has not been closed as a result of the NRA decision.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

/ /L& r neM. Noble
i j General Counsel

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.



Independent Democrats for LaRou -- P~I
108 North Street, NE
Leesburg, VA 22075

Lawrence M. Noble Deebr4 93'-
General Counsel
Federal Election Cormmission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Noble:

O This is to inform you that in light of the opinion by the
Court of Appeals in Federal Election Commission v. NRA

-. Political Victory Fund. et ml. (D.C. Cir., October 22, 1993),
Independent Democrats for LaRouche considers the above

9- enforcement action to have been conducted by the Commission
without authority, and any conclusions reached under this

~investigation therefore to be void and without legal effect.
We therefore understand the case to be closed, unless the

C Conmmission informs us otherwise, including in such notice
\O whatever legal argument the Comission deems sufficient to

override the opinion of the Court.

We further note that this MURl, and the predecessor NlURs
r that were merged by the Cotmmission into it (over the objections

of the Committee), have been pending since the fall of 1984 and
winter of 1984-1985. We have heard nothing from the Commission

! since the conclusion of conciliation discussions in the fall of
1992. Therefore, as a second basis for closing these files, we

- consider any further actions to be time-barred, as we have
argued in more detail in our statement preceding the
Commission's finding of probable cause in 1992.

we note as well that this, and likely other, enforcement
matters and determinations regarding the campaigns of Lyndon
LaRouche, constitute textbook examples of the potential abuse
that the Court moved to remedy in the NRA case ("Even if the ex
officio members were to remain completely silent during all
deliberations (a rather unlikely scenario), their mere presence
as agents of Congress conveys a tacit message to the other
commissioners").
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As if to prove the Court correct, in the public meeting

at which the Commission unlawfully ruled to deny 1992 primary
matching funds to Mr. LaRouche (see, LyndoQn H, LaRouche and
Democrats for Economic Recovery - LaRouche in 92 v. Federal
Election Commission, 996 F.2d 1263 (D.C. Cir. 1993)), one of
the unconstitutionally seated ex officioL representatives issued
the following transparently political statement:

Mr. Chairman, sitting ex officio I can't vote, but I can
speak, and I want to take this opportunity to commend,
first the Office of General Counsel for what I consider
to be an extremely well reasoned and well thought out
recommendation in this matter, and I also wish to take
this opportunity to commend the Commission for accepting
these recommendations. I think this is an act of
tremendous responsibility as well as a great deal of
courage on the part of both the Office of General Counsel
and the Commission, and I think it further demonstrates
that the Federal Election Commission is an agency that is
responsive to what best serves the interest of the
American taxpayer.

__ Precisely because Mr. LaRouche has often been perceived
as a thorn in the flesh of the major party establishments, it

ci is inevitable that representatives of Congressional leaderships
would be most partisan in opposing both his candidacies, and

~his rights in the political domain otherwise. For persons
embodying such motivations to have participated in Commission

~determinations regarding Mr. LaRouche's campaigns is therefore
C unacceptable.

- Nor do we consider as legally tenable the apparent
rubber-stamping of previous unlawful determinations that the
Commission seems to be contemplating (see, Chairman Thomas's
November 24, 1993 letter to Committee Directors and Treasurers,

~Attorneys and Consultants re: Impact of NRA Case). The
determinations that motivated the above MUR, from conduct of
initial investigation, to reason to believe finding, to
probable cause finding, to rejection of the Committee's
proferred conciliation agreement, cannot be cured by any simple

A "re-voting" or "ratifying." Any further action in this regard
cannot comply with the opinion of the Court unless it involves
a re-examination of all relevant material, conducted in
cooperation with the Committee to ensure that the taint
introduced by the unconstitutional legislative representatives
is truly expunged -- if indeed it ever can be.

Sincerely yours,

Gerald Rose
Treasurer

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.
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~se, reasrer ANUARY 13, 1994
Independent Democrats For LaRouche
108 North Street, NE
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: NUR 1852
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Rose:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 4,
1993 which was received on December 20, 1993. On May 19, 1992,
the Federal Election Commission found probable cause to believe
Independent Democrats for LaRouche (=Comittee" and/or "IDL")

j and you, as treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.s.c.
SS 434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4).

As you know, on October 22, 1993, the D.C. Circuit declared
~the Commission unconstitutional on separation of powers grounds
r due to the presence of the Clerk of the House of Representatives

and the Secretary of the Senate or their designees as members of
C the Commission. FEC v. NRA Political Victory Fund, No. 91-5360

(D.C. Cir. Oct. 22, 1993). Since the decision was handed down,
'0 the Commission has taken several actions to comply with the

court's decision. While the Commission petitions the Supreme
Court for a writ of certiorari, the Commission, consistent with

T that opinion, has remedied any possible constitutional defect
identified by the Court of Appeals by reconstituting itself as a
six member body without the Clerk of the House and the Secretary
of the Senate or their designees. In addition, the Commission
has adopted specific procedures for revoting or ratifying

_ decisions pertaining to open enforcement matters. Accordingly,
this matter has not been closed as a result of the NRA decision.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

-.. a'w ence M. Noble
General Counsel

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.
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The Lalouche Campaign ALRO
9I5JANt3 PM 21t0 108 North Street, NE ~ ~ sg

Leesburg, vA 22075as 'I

January 6, 1994

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1852

Dear Mr. Noble:

: This is a followup to our letter of December 4, 1993, to
which as you know we have had no response.

Since issuing that letter, several events have confirmed
' " our analysis. First, the NBA decision has been extended, in
C the Order issued November 24, 1993 by Judge Hogan dismissing

the FEC s case against National Republican Senatorial Committee
, in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia (Civil

Action No. 93-1612).

Second, the Cominission held its extraordinary and highly
- publicized press conference of December 13, 1993, which
~outlined the means by which the Commission planned to

streamline its enforcement procedures and clear its docket. It
: is quite striking that the above MUR was not included among

those closed, though it far better meets the Commission's
- nominally objective criteria than most of the 137 listed

cases. Indeed, one can only consider as strange the
Commission's perception that pre-1990 election activities
render a case "stale," whereas the above 1984 case remains,
apparently, fresh.

This double standard is all the more striking in light of
the Commission *s determination that the Federal Election
Campaign Act can be waived when the person at issue is Senator
John GLenn. As announced in the Federal Election Commission
Record of January 1994, one of the major factors considered by
the Commission in permitting Senator Glenn to contribute
unlimited amounts to his 1984 presidential campaign, was that
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"nearly ten years has passed since the debt was incurred."
Without even addressing at this time, the question of whether
the Conumission has authority to "waive" the law, it is shocking
that this waiver cuts so close to the heart of the entire
rationale for the FECA and the public funding provisions in
particular: that "interest groups" and the wealthy should no
longer be permitted to buy an advantage in the electoral
process, certainly, in the latter case, not if they seek and
are granted the privilege of campaigning with public monies.
Such nose-thumbing at Congress's intention in passing the FECA
and creating the Commission to enforce it, could not contrast
more sharply with the alleged concern for the fisc, for
propriety, and for straight reckoning, that the Commission has
professed to be its motivation in pursuing the above MUR.

We must therefore inform you, that any further Commission
action on MLR 1852 other than terminating it, will be
considered as not substantially justified, and will result in
this committee's filing of a motion for all attorney fees and
costs required to contest it.

Sincerely yours,

Treasurer

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.
James F. Schoener, Esq.
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TO: Kim Bright-Coleman. Euq. 
" _4_

Office of General Counsel 
-,

Federal Election Comisiion .3

999 E Street, 
-Ww

Washington, DC 20463 .-

yAX: (202) 2l9~,- ' ° -

FROM: Odin P. And." . : .";
James F. Schoener, Esq.,
by Richard Welsh

(703) 777-9451

RE: Designation of Counsel for 1/25/94 meeting (I4URs 1852,

2594. 3473)

.,.,Signed originals will be hand-delivered 
at the time of

" ...... the meet ing.

Pages to folio"': 5
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STATEMET OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUJR 2594

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Eag.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston. MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq.

ADDRESS: 1712 Clenhouse Drive, #315
Sarasota, FL 34231

TELEPHONE: (813) 966-6920

The above-naired individuals are hereby designated as my

prirmary counsel and co-counsel, end ore authorized to receive any

notifications and other cow~mnications from the Couwuission and to

act on my behalf before the Commission.

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Llouche Dmsocratic Campaign

ADDRESS: P.O. Box 210
Jesburg, VA 22075

HOME PHONE:
BUSHINESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451
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STATEMENT OF DES IGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 3473

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Esq.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq.

ADDRESS: 1712 Glenhouse Drive, #315
Sarasota, FL 34231

TELEPHONE: (813) 966-6920

",

iJD o

-- O

C-3 - -

3:

The above-named individuals are hereby designated as my

prinary counsel and co-counsel, and are authorized to receive any

r~tificationS ard other corrunications from the Commission and to

act cr amy behalf before the Commission.

/

P"S? NDEN-TS NAME: Deuocretu for Economic Recovery -

Lelouche in 92

ADDRESS: P.O. Boz 690
Leesburq. VA 22075

HOME PHONE: _______________

BUStNESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451

ii

I

JAH 24 '94 12:03



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1852

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Esq.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq.

ADDRESS: 1712 Glenhouse Drive, #315

Sarasota, FL 34231

TELEPHONE: (813) 966-6920

The above-named individuals are hereby designated as my

primary counsel and co-counsel, and are authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on my behalf before the Commission.

oI: "/99
Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Publication and General Management, Inc.

ADDRESS: P.O. Box 836

Leesburg, VA 22075

HOME PHONE: ________________

BUSINESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451

cJ



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUJR 1852

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Esq.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

ri. 0

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq.

ADDRESS: 1712 Glenhouse Drive, #315
Sarasota, FL 34231

TELEPHONE: (813) 966-6920

rn

The above-named individuals are hereby designated as my

primary counsel and co-counsel, and are authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on my behalf before the Commission.

Signature/Date

RESPONDENT' S NAME: Independent Democrats for LaRouche

ADDRESS: 108 North Street, NE

Leesburg, VA 22075

HOME PHONE: _______________

BUSINESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1852

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Esq.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

cJ -

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq. _. -

ADDRESS: 1712 Glenhouse Drive, #315
Sarasota, FL 34231 r

C
:2

TELEPHONE : ( 813 ) 966- 6920

The above-named individuals are hereby designated as my

primary counsel and co-counsel, and are authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on my behalf before the Commission.

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign

ADDRESS: 108 North Street, NE

Leesburg, VA 22075

HOME PHONE:___________ _____

BUSINESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451

Signature -0 "
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In the Matter of

The LaRouche Camqpaign and Edward )
Spannaus, as treasurer )

)
Independent Democrats for Lamouche )

and Gerald ROsl, as treasurer)
)

Publicationl and General )
Management, Inc. )

)
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. )

)
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )

)
Caucus Distributors, Inc. )

)
and)

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign )

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer)

GENERL J TNSEL S

sENSITIE

NUR 1652

RUE 2594

33103?T

I. Introduction.

These two matters involve the 1984 and 1968 presidential

campaigns of Lyndon I. Lalouche, Jr.

In RUR 1652. the Commission found probable cause to 
believe

that LaRouChe's 1964 primary and general election committees,

their treasurers and four LaRouche-related corporations 
0- The

LaRouche Campaign ('TLC) and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer;

Independent Democrats for LaRouche (SIDLe) and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer; Campaigner publications. Inc. ('Campaigner'); Caucus

Distributors. Inc. ('CDI'); Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

('Fusion'); publication and General Management, Inc. (ePGMe) --
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knowingly and willfully violated various 
provisions of the Act.)

-

In NlUN 2594. the Commission found probable cSuse 
to believe that

LaRouIChe58 l9SS principal campaign committee, 
The Laloucho

Denocratic Campaign, and Edward Spannaus, as 
treasurer, violated

26 U.S.C. SS 9042(C). and knowingly and vilifully violated

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3).

The notification letters sent to Caucus Distributors,

Campaigner publications and the Fusion Energy 
Foundation vere

returned to the Commnission by the Postal Service 
and no response

was received. Counsel for the other respondents replied 
to the

CoUnss5in's conciliation offers, but conciliation 
negotiations

- failed

(N

1/ For the Comui55ionl5 convenience, a copy of the Certification

is attached as Attachment 1.
The Commission also found probable cause to believe 

that

Citizens for Freeman ('Citi:ens') and Belinda Haight, 
as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 
2 u.S.C. ss 441b

and 434(b), and that the Los Angeles Labor Commaittee knowingly 
and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433. 434, 432(h), 43S(a)(4) and

441a(a)(8), but determined to take no further action and 
closed

the file with respect to them.
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After the Commission terminated conciliationu this Office

began revievilng these two matters to determine 
their suitability

for litigation. As part of that review, the Office 
of the

General Counsel staff tried to 
contact the complainants and

other witnesses in these matters 
to determine their availability

~and willingness to assist in the litigation, 
if necessary. That

-- review has revealed that many 
of the complainants are no longer

" available to appear as witnesses 
for the Commission. In several

instances, the witness' health 
reportedly has failed or the

~witnesses have died since 
submitting their complaints. In other

instances, the witnesses simply 
could not be located. This

" Off ice has also discovered several 
other problems with regard to

litigating these cases.

" Given the length of time that has 
elapsed since these

violations occurred and the competing 
demands upon the

Commission's limited resources, 
the Office of the General

Counsel now concludes that these 
matters should not be pursued

further. For the reasons discussed below, this Office therefore



recommends that the Commissionl take no further action against

the remaining respondents in NU~s 1652 sad 2594. and close the

tiles in those two matters. Zn addition, this Office re:ommends

that the Commaission administratively close the file in a related

litigation matter involving one of the respondents. VIC v.

Caucis Dikrltos.Lin., 612 V.id 1400 (4th Cir. 1967).

on remand, No. 86-1149 (3.D.Va. petition for contempt granted

July 18, 1986).

ii . Background.

Since the Commission opened INUR 1652 in December. 1964,

- this investigation has been significantly delayed by numerous

events. These events included the refusal of various Lalouche

committees and related organizations tO comply with Commission

issued subpoenas, untimely responses to Commission findings,

untimely responses to Commission conciliatioh proposals, and

...... various other extensions of time which included settlement

- -meetings and discussions.

..... This investigation was also hampered by the Lalouche

organizations moving their bae of operation from New York to

Leesburg, Virginia. after the Commission had made various

findings, and filed subpoena enforcement actions. This

relocation, with no forwarding addresses to the Commission,

caused many of our letters and notifications of Commission

action to the LaRouche respondents to be returned to this Office

undelivered by the post office.

A major reason for the delay in the Commission's

investigation vas caused by the Justice Department's criminal
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prosecution of Lanouche and the other 
related respondents. In

1987 the 73!, xis and various other isv enforcements 
agencies

raided the Lamouche headquarters and 
seized all records and

other informationl. These records contained information 
which

the Commissionl had requested from 
the Laiouche respondents, but

was now not available to them nor 
the Comaissionl. The Justice

Department was unwilling to share 
the majority of these

documents and virtually all the relevant 
documents with the

Commission until its criminal prosecution 
was complete. The

Justice Department also requested 
that we not contact witnesses

that they were planning to use in 
their criminal prosecution

~until completion.

~The Boston criminal prosecution ended in a mistrial in

~May 1988. Since the Justice Department decided 
to retry the

~case in Virginia, this Office again had 
to wait to gain access

-'l to the relevant documents. witnesses, 
and information. In 1989

" " the Virginia criminal prosecution, 
which also included an appeal

was finally completed. This Office was then able to obtain 
the

^ transcripts from the Virginia criminal 
prosecution. These

transcript were voluminous and took 
considerable time to reviewg

however, they produced relevant information 
for the Commission's

investigation into this matter.

MUR 2594 was plagued with various 
delays caused by

respondents' request for the names and addresses of persons 
who

said they did not intend to contribute 
to LaRouche's 1988

presidential campaign. The demand for names continues to 
date.

In these matters this Office undertook 
numerous attempts at



conci1lation.

0 A. flUX 1852.

flatter Under Reviev 1052 originated as a referral 
from the

Audit DiVision regarding The Laftouche Campaign and its

~treasurer. During 1965. 1988 and 1987, twenty-one other matters

vwere merged into RUE 1852. These included eleven complaints

alleging violations by The Laflouche Campaign (NUlls 1793. 1798,

1625. 1627. 1862. 1877. 1905. 1976, 2065. 2084 and 2l43)3 three

complaints alleging violations by Independent Dmocrats for

Lalouche (RU~s 1991. 2090 and 2143) and one complaint alleging

violations by bot C and ZOL. (NJll 2013). Three other matters

which were internally generated based upon letters or referrals

received by the Commission also vere merged into RU 
1852:

RUR 1797 (unsvornl letter from Dr. James 3. Rarvel regarding

The Lalouche Campaign)i RUll 1682 (referral from California

District Attorney's office enclosing letter from 
John Converse

regarding his parents' transactions with Independent 
Democrats

for Lalouche)1 and RUE 1979 (referral from New York Attorney
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General's Office enclosing letter from Rosemary G. Mopper).

Since five of these merged matters also involved alleged

violations by other LalouChe related entities, another complaint

generated matter (NUR 1556) involving similar allegations and

two of the same parties (campaigner Publications and Fusion

Energy Foundation), also was merged into mmR 1852. Finally,

MUR 2092 (an Audit referral involving The Laaouche Campaign)

and MU, 2125 (a lAD referral involving Independent Democrats 
for

LaRouche) also were merged into MIJR 1852.

1. Complaints, and Referrals From State and Local

~Agencies.

-- According to the administrative complaints merged into

9- MUR 1852. Caucus Distributors regularly solicited and received

" funds for the LaRouche campaigns and/or Citizens For Freeman,

the principal campaign committee of 1982 congressional candidate

* Debra Freeman. and periodically transferred funds to those

, campaigns. Not only vas there evidence that Caucus acted as a

.... conduit for such contributions, but information on the record

' also indicated that Caucus had expended more than $1,000 during

~a calendar year for the purpose of influencing a federal

election, thus becoming a political committee within the meaning

of the Act. The Commission therefore found probable cause to

believe that Caucus both failed to register and report as a

political committee as required by 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434. and

failed to place all contributions it received into a designated

campaign depository in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 432(h).

Although the Commission has not viewed the three other
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corporations (Campaigner, Fusion and 1GM) as political
committees (and therefore not required them to register and

report with the Commission), the Commission found probable cause

to believe that they violated the Act by making contributions

themselves, in violation of 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a) and recipients.

The Commission based this finding, in part, on the testimony of

Christian A. Curtis, a fundraiser for TLC, ZDL and the

LaRouche-related corporations, at the criminal trial in

Alexandria, Virginia, that his living expenses were paid by

Fusion while he was a fundraiser and that he received a stipend

from ION to compensate him for his fundraising efforts.

To support its probable cause finding the Commission also

. relied on evidence indicating that the corporations directly

(1 provided funds to the campaigns for television advertising and

~other purposes. This information included the trial and

deposition testimony of Richard Tepe z, that the campaigns

periodically billed the corporations for services rendered, even

though no such services had been performed, and the corporations

-then reimbursed the two committees.

The Commission based its finding that the 2 U.S.C.

S 441b violations were knowing and willful, in part, on evidence

that funds were requested and received by the corporations for

non-campaign purposes, such as the purchase of books or magazine

subscriptions, but then were provided to (and used by) the

campaigns without their knowledge or consent. The Commission

also took into consideration information indicating that other

individuals made their checks payable to the corporations with
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the express knowledge and intent that their contributionls would

be utilized for the campaign. 
For example, Lucille piper stated

in her complaint that she was told 
by corporate representatives

that the funds she provided to the 
corporations would be used

for LaRouche's presidential campaign, 
including the costs of

LaRouche's television broadcasts. 
Similarly. Mrs. Ordel 3.

Bradley stated in her complaint 
that she made $30,000 in loans

to Publication and General Managemenlt with the intent of

supporting9 LaRouche's campaign. 
Another complainant. A~nn 0.

Selstad, stated that she believed 
her funds were expended for

~the canpaign -3-

-- All the foregoing individuals allegedly 
intended to provide

~funds to the corporations. some with the express intention of

contributing to the campaign. 
In contrast, other complainants.

~some vith prior financial dealings vith 
the corporations or the

campaigns. alleged that they 
had no intention of contributing

" (or making additional contributions), 
but that inflated or

~unauthorized charges appeared 
on their credit card statements.

"* Rae K. Driver and Lucille Piper. 
both testified at their

depositions that such contributions 
were charged to their credit

cards without their permission. 
The complaints filed by

Roger D. Roaser, Paul RuZsfnski, Robert P. Seeber and Ronald T..

Stewart also alleged similar inflated or unauthorized credit

card charges.

3/ According to the univorn letter from Dr. James Marvel, he was

isked by LaRouche fundraisers to 
make loans to the campaign

through Campaigner.
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Christianl Curtis testified at Lamouche'5 criminal trial end

during his depositioni with this Office that, 
when soliciting

contributions for TLC and IDL, fundraiseri 
would inform

contributors that the contribution limit 
for individuals was

$1,000, but that they could contribute another 
$1,000 in the

name of their spouse. Curtis claimed that the fundraisers

normally charged these additional amounts 
to the credit card

without the spouse's authorization. Another non-complainant

witness, Janet Rang, testified that one $1,000 loan 
to TLC was

charged to her husband's credit card in this 
manner. That

contribution vas reported by TLC as a contribution 
from Rang's

husband, gdgar W. Rang. The information indicating that the

campaigns were attributing portions of some 
contributions to

spouses and other family mebrs in an apparent 
attempt to evade

the contribution limitations caused the Commission 
to conclude

that these violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) 
were knowing and

willful.

Both alone and when aggregated with transfers 
from the

corporations, many of th. campaigns' receipts 
the Commission

found had exceeded the applicable contribution 
limitations.

The complaint filed by Catherine L. Mc~ullen 
in MUR 2090

identified $3,225 in additional loans to TLC. Prank Harrison

Bell, a campaign volunteer, testified that 
he knew of numerous

instances where the committees accepted excessive 
contributions

from individuals.

Even when the complainants actually intended 
their funds to

go directly to the campaigns, the Commaission 
concluded that some



transactions were misreported on the campaigns' reports. The

Commission concluded that there vas probable cause to believe

that some of the claimed inflated and unauthorized credit card

charges, for example. were reported as loans or contributions,

when they should have been reported as 'other receipts.' This

conclusion was based in part on the complaint of Galouse x.

Elgal which stated that he gave The La~ouche Campaign two $100

checks, each bearing the designation 'loan,' but TLC reported

those receipts as contributions and submitted them for federal

matching funds. In addition, other information indicated that

-- receipts were omitted from the campaigns' disclosure reports

altogether. The Commission also considered the fact that

the contributions and loans listed in the complaints filed by

Rosemary G. Hopper and Ann Linda Polcari were different than

those reported to the Commission by The LaRouche Campaign.

Based on all the foregoing information the Commission found

probable cause to believe that the campaigns accepted excessive

contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Based on this

information, together with information indicating that the

respondents furnished false information regarding that activity

to the Commission during the audit field work or on the

committee's matching fund submissions and Statements Of Net

Outstanding Campaign Obligations, the Comssion concluded that

the committees also knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

55 434(b), 11 C.F.R. S ll0.6(d)(2) and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

Based on information indicating a failure to deposit all

contributions received by the corporations into a designated
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depository the Commission also concluded that there was probable

cause to believe that there were violations of 2 U.S.C. 
5 432(h)

by the committees.

Finally, Christian Curtis testified during his deposition

that the corporations and campaigns both used individual

contributor information from disclosure reports acquired 
from

the Commilssion to solicit contributions despite the knowledge

that such use of the information was illegal. Based on this

testimony the Commission found probable cause to believe 
that

those respondents also knowingly and willfully violated 
2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(4).

Despite the fact that there was general testimony during

"u" the criminal trial regarding the fundraising practices of the

~corporations and campaign committees,±/ the specific

\) contributions and contributors at issue in MR 1652 were not

:': independently discussed. Indeed, the only direct testimony

obtained to date regarding the particular transactions 
here is

: the initial administrative complaints (and one affidavit

obtained by the Commission from Dr. James I. Marvel) 
and a few

depositions transcripts. Those complaints are of limited value

for litigation purposes. Not only are some of the complaints

conclusory and/or contradictory, but two of them were 
filed by

the spouses of the purported contributor, rather than by the

contributors themselves (Ordel E. Bradley in MUR 1862, and

4/ This testimony was summarized in the December 27, 1990

eneral Counsel's Brief and discussed in the May 11, 1992 General

Counsel's Report.



Robort P. SeebeC in MUM 2065). Maryland Congresswoman (nov

Senator) Barbara A. Nikuiski's complaint 
in NURt 1556 also

involved solely other people's contributions. 
Similarly, the

unsworn letter attached to the referral in 
MUR 1862 was signed

by John Converse, an attorney and the son of the purported

contributors. He indicated that his only knowledge was what 
his

parents had told him and that he never had 
any personal

knowledge regarding the transactions. While these statements

certainly may be considered by the Commission, 
such hearsay

statements are generally not admissible in court and the

~contributors themselves cannot testify 
(one is dead and the

other is mentally impaired).

Ordinarily, the complainants and other individuals 
could be

Jsubpoenaed 
as witnesses in a Commission enforcement 

suit.

'0In this instance, however, at least four of the complainants and

"" witnesses are now deceased: Ann Linda Polcari 
(MUM 1796);

" John B. Gibson (MUIM 1625); Helen C. Converse (MLUM 1882); August

~popevich (MUR 2281).
S / In addition, several other complainants

or witnesses are in poor health -- Richard C. and F.L. Swanson

A (MUM 1877); R.G. Converse (MUM 1662) -- or now have 
difficulty

remembering the underlying events -- E. William Gradt

5/ When deposed by the Commission, Popevich 
testified that a

?aucus fundraiser told him his contributions to CDI would be 
used

for LaRouChe's presidential campaign. However, this statement

will not be admissible at trial because Mr. 
Popevich has died and

his testimony was not prepared in an 
adversariel situation. Such

statements are admissible at trial to 
impeach the witness. In

this present matter Mr. Popevich has perished, 
and is thus

unavailable as a witness at trial. Accordingly, the statements

Mr. Popevich made when deposed are inadmissible 
in a trial of this

matter.



(lUll 1905).

In addition, several other witnesses cannot be located to

determine their availability to testify: Galoust u. :lgal

(lUll 1827)u Roger D. Rosser (MiUl 1991)g Richard C. wiles

(HMil 2084); 6-/ and Catherine L. Mc~ullen (MiUl 2090). Ifforts to

obtainl current addresses or telephone numbers from the Postal

Service, directory assistance and the Commission's contributor

indices for these individuals vere fruitless.
2-/

Documentary evidence is also in scarce supply. Although

some documentation (typically credit card statements and related

correspondence) was submitted vith the complaints and referral

letters, some of those documents are incomplete. While a few

complainants recently offered to check vhether they still bad

~any documentation regarding their 1984 transactions with the

~corporations and campaigns. the other witnesses that we were

:': able to contact indicated that they had already provided all

~available documents and/or that they no longer possessed any

such documents. Of course, even where sufficient documents have

already been submitted, there still might be a problem

6/ Wiles is a respondent himself. Thus, even if he could be

located, his cooperation is not assured.

7/ Furthermore, one'witness -- Rosemary 0. Hopper, the author of

the letter attached to the referral in MiUE 1979 -- has recanted

her prior allegations that her funds were used as intended.

She acknowledged in a recent telephone conversation with our staff

that she intended to make a $50 contribution (not a loan as

previously contended). Thus, she has now contradicted her prior

statement, which was the sole basis for the Commission's probable

cause to believe finding that The Labouche Campaign knowingly and

willfully misreported that $50 contribution and falsely including

it on the committee's t4OCO statement.
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authenlticating9 the documents previously submitted 
if the

witne@s@s are no longer available to testify 
on behalf of the

Commisslon.e

Although the Commission previously 
sought documents from

the corporations and campaigns, 
those efforts largely were

unsuccessful, and there is no indication 
that discovery would be

more productive during litigation. 
The Commission previously

issued subpoenas to The LaRouche 
campaign during the

Commission's audit of TLC. When The LaRouche Campaign resisted

:r) complying. the Commission brought 
a subpoena enforcement suit 

in

~federal district court. The court subsequently enforced the

Commission's subpoena with some 
modifications, FEC v.

. The Laouche capaign. 644 F.Supp. 120 (S.D.N.Y. 1986). !ffLd.

~as modified, 817 F.2d 233 (2nd. Cir. 1987). but TLC then failed

~to comply with the subpoena, claiming 
that all responsive

:"L records were in the possession of 
Caucus Distributors.

" A subsequent subpoena (and subpoena enforcement action) 
against

7-)Caucus was similarly unavailing. The courts upheld the

Commission's subpoena, see FEC v. Caucus Distributors. Inc.,

812 r.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 1987). and 
even held Caucus in contempt

and imposed daily penalties (which 
are still accruing) to compel

compliance with the Commission's 
subpoena, but Caucus never

complied, contending that the 
Justice Department had seized 

all

its records and never returned 
them. If so, this would preclude

the Commission from obtaining 
those records from Caucus during
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discove. 8-

Finally, the Commission deposed George a. Canning, the

corporate secretary of Caucus, but Canning vas uncooperative.

repeatedly claiming lack of memory or asserting the Fifth

Aumendment privilege against self-inbcriminationl. Although an

adverse inference could be drawn from Canning's privilege claim,

such an inference would only be useful against Canning and

Caucus.

2. RUN 2092.

Mill 2092 involves probable cause findings based on

0 information concerning excessive contributions received by

*: The Lalouche Campaign from 62 individuals. Part of the

excessive contributions ($4,270) were refunded within 90 days.

@4 but the remainder of the refunds ($6,205) took betwe.n 
92 and

~312 days.

:,*: In light of the questions regarding the committee's

- fundraising practices raised by the complaints already received

- by the Commission, confirmation letters were sent by the

'" Commission to each excessive contributor inquiring vhether they

8/ During our investigation, the Office of General Counsel

reviewed the transcripts and exhibits from the Alexanadria
criminal trial. In addition, the U.S. Attorney's Office in

Alexandria obtained a court order permitting Commission legal

staff to review sealed documents relating to the Virginia grand

jury proceeding, and a portion of those documents were examined

in anticipation of possible litigation. It is unclear, however,
how many of those documents were originally obtained from

Caucus. Indeed, many of the documents appeared to have been
obtained from the individual defendants in the Alexandria

criminal trial. In any event, the documents we reviewed were

not directly helpful since they primarily related to other

activity by respondents.



intended to make a loan or contribution to the campaign. in

making its probable cause findings, the Commission considered

two reported contributors' responses that they did not intend to

contribute to TLC. When recently contacted by telephone,

however, one of these contributors (John Jack rahey) said that

he intended to help LaRouche's presidential campaign. The other

contributor (Alexander S. Maig) refused to answer questions and

hung up, but not before he had said he was not an JAerican

citizen. Thus, while the documents already in hand (the

campaign's reports, refund checks and credit card debit slips)

~provide evidence of section 441a(f) violations by The Laflouche

" Campaign, there is no evidence of other violations by the

T campaign in connection with these contributions.-/

3. RUN 2125.

In MUR 2125 the Commission found probable cause to believe

: that IDL and its treasurer, violated 2 u.s.c. ss 434(b)(2)

" and 441a(f), and that three individual contributors violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A). The Commission based these

conclusions on information indicating that there were

152 excessive contributions (many in the form of loans) reported

by Independent Democrats r Lalouche, two of which exceeded

$2,000. Information obtained during the investigation indicated

that: forty-seven contributions were never refunded; eleven

other contributors received partial refunds, but the amount of

the contributions still exceeded $1,000; and seventy-eight

9/ For discussion of reasons for not pursuing these violations

in litigation, see Section III below.

-27-
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others received refunds reducing the aggregate amount of the

contribution to $1,000 or less, but none of these adjustments

occurred within thirty days. Finally, although another

seventeen contributors were reported as aking excessive

contributions, information gathered indicated that the entire

amount of the contributions was refunded by ZDL,'s bank from

IDL5• frozen assets.

No confirmation letters were sent to the contributors to

determine whether the contributions were correctly reported.

Although this Office recently attempted to contact those

9 contribuitors, many of the mailing addresses listed on the

comittee's reports for them are no longer current and directory

assistance was only able to provide telephone numbers for 53 of

~the 152 contributors.

\© None of the eleven individuals who responded to our

: telephone inquiries are currently willing to deny making their

: " reported contributions. The only two individuals who now

reflect any doubts at all were one gentleman who said he was

'ill in bed" and could not remember ever hearing of IDL, and

another individual who was not sure about his contribution, 
but

thought it sounded like something he would do. Accordingly,

while the excessive contributions could be proven through the

campaign's disclosure reports, the misreporting violation would

be difficult to prove in court.-

10/ For discussion of the reasons for not pursuing these

volations in litigation, see Section II! below.



3. WU 2594.

while HU3 1652 was pending, The Lalouche Demoratic

Campaign, La~ouche's 1966 principal campaign committee,

submitted an application for primary matching funds to 
the

Commission listing 1,693 contributions. Pursuant to an

agreement between the campaign and the Commission, the Audit

Division sent contributor confirmations to 1,062 of these

contributors. Forty-three of the 713 individuals who responded

to the survey indicated that they had not intended to 
make

contributions to LaRouche's campaign. Many of these responses

~included unsolicited written comments indicating 
that the

individual believed the funds were for other specific 
purposes

or suggesting that other irregularities occurred. These

• i responses provided the basis for the Commission's probable cause

,© finding that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and its treasurer

:. knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. $| 434(b)(2) 
and (3)

" by falsely reporting the receipt of those contributions.
11 The

- Commission also found probable cause to believe that those

" respondents violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by submitting 
the names

of these individuals for matching funds.

The sole documentary evidence of these violations is 
the

43 responses received from purported contributors, all of which

are unsworn. Twenty-eight of those 'contributors' now are

11/ in addition to the receipt of these written responses.

'mission staff also received telephone calls from other

individuals who had received the Commission's confirmation

letters. Those calls also cast doubt on the accuracy of the

campaign's submission.



deceased, have little or no recollectionl of the contribution, 
or

recall intending to contribute to the 
Lalouche campaign (thus

contradicting their earlier response). We vere unable to reach

another eight individuals who either 
did not answer their phone

or failed to return our telephone messages. Although the

remaining seven individuals still recall, 
sometimes vaguely,

that they did not intend to contribute 
to Lalouche, one of these

icontributors" had signed her spouse's 
name to the contribution

check, thus raising other potential problems. 
Only one of the

seven potential witnesses was definite about the amount of money

o involved, and none was positive about the year 
or could identify

• the person at the campaign they had dealt 
with. Several

wvitnesses also indicated that they were 
reluctant to travel or

, I were otherwise not enthusiastic about cooperating with the

, Commission in an enforcement suit. In fact, one witness

,, informed us that she wanted nothing more to do with the

" Commission's investigation because she 
only lost five dollars.

- Indeed, the total dollar amount of the contributions 
by these

' contributors was very small, totaling 
only $235.

I II. DISCUSSION.

Ais discussed previously, the Commission found probable

cause to believe that respondents committed 
numerous violations.

In a court action, each of these violations 
would have to be

proven independently. Although some of these might be

relatively simple to prove in court, other violations probably

will be more difficult.



The section 441a(f) violations by The Lalouche Campaign 
and

Independenlt Democrats ror L,8RouchO (NqUll 2092 and 2125) are

relatively straightforward, and likely could be 
proven simply by

introducing the disclosure reports the two committees filed vith

the Comuaission. Those disclosure reports, which vere submitted

under penalty of law, provide evidence, albeit indirect

evidence, of the committees' acceptance of the excessive

contributions from individuals. Similarly, the

section 436(a)(4) and 441b(a) violations by the corporations and

the campaigns probably could be established through 
the

"- testimony of Christian Curtis and other individuals 
vho

testified at the Virginia criminal trial, assuming 
that they

fully cooperate with the Commission and that their testimony

~remains the same.

~However, most of the other violations turn, at least in

: part, on the intent of the numerous individuals who 
provided

funds to the LalouChe organizations. This includes the

purported "contributors" in both NUN 1852 and those in WUB 2594.

Although the Commission already possesses sworn statements from

some of these individuals (such as an administrative 
complaint,

affidavit or deposition transcript), those documents may not be

admissible in court if the writer has died or repeats

information learned from someone else. Thus, live testimony

from the individuals would be essential in any civil 
enforcement

suit. Indeed, such testimony vould be particularly crucial 
in

those instances where the Commission alleges that 
financial

activity was misrepresented by the commaittees, since the



Co.missionl would be seeking9 to refute 
the Iiformationt

Conltemporne@ouslY disclosed on the 
respective committee's

reports. As already discussed, many of the 
individuals

unhfortunately can no longer be located 
or are not available to

testify. Even in those instanlces where the 
witnesses are

willinlg to testify, the dollar amounts involved in the

transactions often are relatively 
small. While this does not

negate the violations by respondents. it does weigh in favor of

not pursuing thee further.

This case also presents several other 
problems.

~For example, all the Commission's actions 
in these matters,

. • including the probable cause determinations 
against respondents.

predate the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of

~Columbia Circuit's decision 
in FEC v. NlA Political Victory

"O Fund. 6 F.3d 821 (O.C.Cir. 1993) ('N_A), 
cert. granted.

'" 114 S.Ct. 2703 (1994). Prior to authorizing suit against

respondents, the Commission therefore would want 
to ratify or

revote its prior decisions in these matters and conduct another

~~period of conciliation negotitins'

12/ Another issue which likely would 
be raised by the

re spondents in any litigation is whether a general statute of

limitations, such as 28 U.S.C. S 
2462. is applicable here. That

provision, which generally applies 
to suits for civil fines and

penalties, provides that:

Except as otherwise provided by Act 
of

Congress. an action, suit or proceeding

for enforcement of any civil fine,

penalty, or forfeiture, pecuniary or

otherwise, shall not be entertained

unless commenced within five years 
from

the date when the claim first accrued 
if.

within the same period, the offender 
or



Given the age of these violations, most 
of which date from

the 1964 election cycle, the public interest probably would be

better served by focusing the Commissions 
limited resources on

other enforcement matters. Indeed, there probably is little to

be gained from filing suit over these old violations. Even if

the Commissionl prevailed in such a suit, 
it is uncertain whether

the district court would impose a meaningful 
judgment.

particularly given the time which has 
elapsed, the small dollar

amounts involved in the violations and 
the fact that the

committees are no longer active. In addition, Laaouche and

. o TLC treasurer Spannaus have already served 
time in prison.

~There is also the additional question of whether 
the respondents

" could satisfy any meaningful court judgment.

For all the foregoing reasons, the Office of General

Counsel recommends that the Commission take no 
further action

(Footnote 12 continued from previous page)

" the property is found within the United

States in order that proper service may 
!

,: be made thereon.

The D.C. Circuit recently held in 3M 
(Minnesota Mining and

Manufacturing) V. EvrnetlProtctin Aency,"17 1.34 
1452

(D.C. Cir. 194). that this provis~Iiinpetd the EPA from

assessing civil penalties for violations 
allegedly committed

more than five years before EPA commenced 
its proceeding under

15 U.S.C. S 2615. 17 1.34 at 1463.

The Office of General Counsel believes 
that Commission

enforcement suits are distinguishable 
from the proceedings at

issue in the 3M decision. Furthermore, even if the 3M decision

controlled hereS, it would only bar the imposition of-'monetary

penalties, and not prevent the Commaission 
from obtaining

declaratory, injunctive and other appropriate 
relief. Even

though we believe the Commission could 
prevail on this statute

of limitations issue, the amount of time which has elapsed since

the violations here occurred does not 
create a favorable factual

record for litigating this issue.
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against the remaining respondents in MIlem 1652 and 2594, and

close the files in those two matters. Zn addition, this Office

recommends that the Commission close the file in the related

subpoena enforcement action against one of the respondents.

FEC v. Caucus Distributors, inc.. 812 F.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 1967),

on remand. No. 86-1149 (E.D.Va. petition for contempt granted

July 16, 1986). Assuming that the Commission decides not to

pursue respondents for the violations at issue in MUls 1852

and 2594, there is no need to pursue the subpoena enforcement

action any further.

I- V. RECOXRENDTIONS

: 1. Take no further action against the remaining
: respondents in IURs 1652 and 2594, and close the

files in those two matters.

2. Close the file in FEC v. Caucus Distributorsf. Inc.,
8612 r.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 1987), on remand, No. 66-1149
(E.D.Va. petition for contempt granted July 18, 1966).

:' 3. Approve the appropriate letters.

_ General Counsel !

Attachments

1. Probable Cause Certification in MUR 1852.
2. Probable Cause Certification in MLUI 2594.
3. Certifications MUR.1SSZ and 2594.

Staff assigned: Phillip L. Wise



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and EdwardSpannaus, as treasurer;
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer;

Publication and General Management,
Inc.;

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.;
Campaigner Publications, Inc.;
Caucus Distributors, Inc.;
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer.

MUR 1852

MUR 2594

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmaons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on Decembr 7, 1994, the

Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following

actions in MURs 1852/2594:

1. Take no further action against the remaining
respondents in MURs 1852 and 2594, and close
the files in those two matters.

2. Close the file in FEC v. Caucus Distributors,
Inc., 812 F.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 1987), on
remand, No. 86-1149 (E.D.Va. ,petitionlor
contempt granted July 18, 1986).

(continued)



Federal Election CommissionCertification for MUR5 1652/2594
December 7, 1994

3. Approve the appropriate letters, asrecommended in the General Counsel's Report
dated December 1, 1994.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Aikens did not cast a vote.

Attest:

(NJ

Date °
Secr tary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat:Circulated to the Commission:
Deadline for vote:

Thurs., Dec. 1, 1994
Fri., Dec. 2, 1994
Wed., Dec. 7, 1994

3:31 porm.
12:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

bj r

Page 2
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 2*i,

January 23. 1995

cERTIFIED RILL

Senator Barbara A. Rikuiski
709 SHOB
Washington, D.C. 20510-2003

RE: MUR 1556
(Merged with MUR 1852)

~Honorable Senator Hlikuiski:

:.- This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

Federal Election Commission on July 9, 1983, against Debra H.

Freeman; Citizens for Freeman; Campaigner Publications, Inc.;

and Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. On October 27, 1983, based

r on the complaint, the Commission found that there was reason to
~believe that the respondents violated certain provisions of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and

\9 instituted an investigation in the matter.

r After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

" May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

r that the respondents had knowingly and willfully violated

certain provisions of the Act, but also determined to take no

further action against Citizens for Freeman and Belinda Haight,

as treasurer. In consideration of the circumstances of the

^ matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7, 1994,

to take no further action against the remaining respondents, and

closed the file in this matter. This matter will become part of

the public record within 30 days.



• 0

Honorable Senator Rikuiski
Page 2

?he Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. as amended,
allows a complainant to seek Judicial review of the Commissionts
dismissal of this action. Se.ee 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(S).

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

EnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



FEERLELECTION COMMISSION
SHtCTON. D C 20461

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIED RAIL
RETUR RECEIPT REUSTED

Paul Ruzanski
6 Florence Street
Attleboro, Massachusetts
02760-2206

RE: MUR 1793
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Ruzanski:

This is in reference to the complaint 
you filed with the

" :- Federal Election Commission on September 
19, 1984, against The

.. . LaRouche campaign and Edward Spannaus. 
as treasurer (mTLC'). On

May 6, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found that

there was reason to believe that TLC 
violated 2 U.S.C.

jS 434(b)(2) and (3) provisions of the Federal Election 
Campaign

* Act of 1971, as amended, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) of 
Title 26,

U.S. Code and instituted an investigation in 
the matter.

.j ...... After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs 
were considered, on

' May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC
t) and Edward Spannaus, as

' treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 
2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),

434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 
7,

1994, to take no further action against The 
LaRouche Campaign

("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and 
closed the file

in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).
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Paul Rusanski
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNCTOW. OC. 2046)

Janua-y 23. 1995

Odin V. Anderson, Isquire
Anderson, Rossi a Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

RE: ff11 1793
(Merged with ff1l1 1852)
Charles Park

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no longer

- apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the

complete file must be placed on the public record within 30
' days, this could occur at any time following certification of

the Comuission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or

legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so as
~soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public

record before receiving your additional materials, any
~permissible submissions will be added to the public record upon

receipt.

. ./.If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

_ Phillip L. Wise
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. OC 204b3

J/anuary 23, 1195

Odin 1. Anderson, 3squire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
3oatonl, MA 02114

RE: Rt 17/93
(Merged with NUt 1652)
Michael Gelber

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The

confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no longer

'N apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file mat be placed on the public record within 30

.: days, this could occur at any time following certification of

the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or
- legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so as

soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public
record before receiving your additional materials, any
permissible submissions will be added to the public record upon

~receipt.

'0 If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)

219-3400.

:" Sincerely,

Philp .Wise
- Attorney



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIEDINAIL
jj INjjiCZiIT REQUESTED

James Marvel, M.D.
2545 North Greenvay
P.O. Box 873
Arkansas City, Kansas 67005

RE: MUR 1797
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Dr. Marvel:

.... This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

Federal Election Commission on July 2, 
1984, against The

. LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannlaus, as treasurer (=TLC"). On

: October 2, 1984, based on the complaint, the Commaission found

@4 that there was reason to believe that TLC 
violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 434(b), 441a(f), and 441b. provisions of the Federal Election

\ campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On that same date the

Commission also found reason to believe the 
Campaigner

Publications, Inc. ("Campaigner') violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b, and

. instituted an investigation in the matter.

- After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were 
considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause 
to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC') and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 
2 U.S.C. ss 432(h),

434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 1l0.6(d)(2). On that same date the Commission found

probable cause to believe that Campaigner Publications, 
Inc.

("Campaigner") knowingly and willfully violated 
2 U.S.C. ss 441b

and 438(a)(4). In consideration of the circumstances of 
the

matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7, 
1994,

to take no further action against The LaRouche 
Campaign ("TLC")

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and Campaigner Publications,

Inc. ("Campaigner"), and closed the file in this matter. This

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

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



0e
Dr. Marvel
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lavrence N.Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHIC TO% D C 20461i

December 20, 1994

cERTI FIE RJ AIL
RnUR ECEIPT REUESTED

Representative for
Ann Linda Policari
153 Pine Lake Drive
Coverntry, Connecticut 06238

RE: MUR 1798
(Merged with RUR 1852)

S Dear Ms. Policari:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
S Federal Election Commission on October 4, 1984, against The

LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ('TLC"). On
: April 18, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found

that there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.s.C.
55 434(b)(2)(A), 434(b)(B)(A), and 434(b)(3)(E) provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and
instituted an investigation in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General
:- Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe
- that The LaRouche Campaign ('TLC) and Edward Spannaus, as

, treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),
434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and
11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances
of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,
1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign
("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file
in this matter. This matter will become part of the public
record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



Ann Linda Policari
lage 2

it you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Vise,the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI1NGTON. DC 20461

December 20, 1994

CEWTRIFIED NAIL
aguuRCEIT DE'IJESTED

John B. Gibson
P.O. Box 21
Strawn, Kansas 66414

RE: MUM 1825
(Merged with MUR 1852)

N.Dear Mr. Gibson:

: This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

pederal Election Commission on October 18, 1984, against The

~LaRouche Campaign and Edvard Spannaus, as treasurer ("TLC'). On

December 6, 1984, based on the complaint, the Commission found

' " that there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.
|SS 434(b)(2), and 434(b)(3) provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

investigation in the matter.

""- After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

'" May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

~that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC') and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h),
' 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign

("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file

in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.s.c. S 437g(a)(8).



John S. Gibson
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. NobleGeneral Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAtNCTON, D C 2)461

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIED MAIL
REIU3M RECEPT REQUSTED

Galoust K. Elgal
6017 West Esplanade Ave.
Metairie, Louisiana 70003

RE: MUR 1827
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Elgal:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith the

Federal Election Commission on October 22, 1984, against The

Laflouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (=TLC"). On

April 22, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found

that there vas reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.

ss 434(b)(2)(A) or (H); 434(b)(3)(A) or (E); and 434(b)(8)
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and instituted an investigation

in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that The Laflouche Campaign ('TLC) and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),

434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S l10.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign

("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file

in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



Galoust K. ElgalPage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. WI..,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. NobleGeneral Counsel

£nclosure
General Counsel's Report



*
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 20, 1994

CERtTIFIED MAIL
aRTUN RE CEIPT REUSqTEDs

Ordel Bradley
2621 Prescott t262
Modesto, CA 95350

RE: MUR 1862
(Merged with MUR 1852)

-- Dear Ms. Bradley:

' -: This is in reference to the complaint you tiled with the

Federal Election Commission on December 7, 1984, against The

~LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (=TLC=). On

. May 14, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found that

" " there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.

S55 441a(f), 434(b), 432(h), and 441b provisions of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

~investigation in the matter. On that same date the Commission

found reason to believe that Publication & General Management,

:' Inc., violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

After an investigation was conducted and the General

.. Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign (=TLC
=) and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),

~434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). On that same date the Commission found

probable cause to believe that Publication and General

Management, Inc. ('PGM") knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. $S 441b and 438(a)(4). In consideration of the

circumstances of the matter, however, the Commission determined

on December 7, 1994, to take no further action against The

LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and

closed the file in this matter. This matter will become part of

the public record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



0
Ordel Sradley

PeIf you have any questions, please Contact Phillip L. Vise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Bnclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIED RAIL
RT R RCEIPT REQUESTED

Carl and Margaret Swanson
15 Dublin Dr.
Lutherville, Maryland 21093

RE: NUR 1877
(Merged with MUR 1852)

~Dear Mr. and Mrs. Swanson:

. This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission on January 10, 1965, against The
LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (mTLCm). On
May 2, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found that
there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.
||5 434(b)(2)(H); 434(b)(3)(E) provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and 26 U.S.C.
|S 9042 and instituted an investigation in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General
Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

" May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

~that The LaRouche Campaign (eTLC') and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h),

' 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and
11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

^ of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,
1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign
("TLC') and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file
in this matter. This matter will become part of the public
record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



Carl and Margaret SwansonPage 2

Xf you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. NobleGeneral Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNCTON. DC 204,)

December 20. 1994

CZRTI FIKD RAIL

John Converse, Esquire
1900 powell Street
Suite 220
imeryville, California 94608

RE: MUR 1882
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Converse:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith the

Frederal Election Commission on October 
29, 19-84, against

, Independent Democrats for LaRouche ('IDL") 
and Gerald Rose, as

~treasurer. On January 23, 1985, based on the complaint, 
the

j Commission found that there was reason to 
believe that IDL

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2), and 434(b)(3) provisions of 
the

\ , Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
as amended, and

instituted an investigation in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted 
and the General

~Counsel's and the respondent's briefs 
were considered, on

-- May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause 
to believe

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche 
("IDL") and Gerald Rose,

~as treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 
SS

434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4). In consideration of the

~circumstances of the muatter, however, the Commission determined

on December 7, 1994, to take no further action against

Independent Democrats for LaRouche (IlDL t) and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer, and closed the file in this 
matter. This matter will

become part of the public record within 
30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial 
review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



John Converse, EsquirePage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. NobleGeneral Counsel

EnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCT()N D( 204

December 20, 1994

CERTI FID RA NI L
RETUJRN RECEIPT REQUESTED

E. William Gradt
Box 833
New Canaan, Connecticut 06840

RE: MUR 1905
(Merged with MUR 1852)

~Dear Mr. Gradt:

~This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith the
Federal Election Commission on February 26, 1985, against The

" LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (eTLC"). On
. May 15, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found that

there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.
j55 434(b)(3)(E), and 441a(f) provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

')investigation in the matter.

: : After an investigation was conducted and the General
Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

" May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe
~that The Laflouche Campaign ('TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),
* 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances
~of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign
("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file
in this matter. This matter will become part of the public
record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.s.c. S 437g(a)(8).



3. Williaa GradtPage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Vise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

v General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCtOn DC O*

December 20, 1994

CEITIFI3D RAIL

LuCilie Pieper
1684 Ebers Street
San Diego, California 92107

RE: MUR 1976
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Ms. Pieper:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith the

' Federal Election Commission on April 10, 1985, against The

LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (=TLC=). On

June 25, 1985, based on the complaint, the Comaission found 
that

-. there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 
U.S.C.

55 434(b)(2), 434(b)(3), and 441a(f) provisions of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and 
11 C.F.R.

5 110.6(d)(2) and instituted an. investigation in the matter. On

that same date the Commission found reason to 
believe that the

: Los Angeles Labor Committee (=LALC") violated 2 
U.S.C. 55 433,

434, and 441a(a)(8).

After an investigation was conducted and the 
General

~Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, 
on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

~that The LaRouche Campaign ('TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and villfully violated 2 
U.S.C. 55 432(h),

434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. 5 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S ll0.6(d)(2). On May 19, 1992, the Commission also

found probable cause to believe that LALC knowingly 
and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434, 432(h), 438(a)(4) and

441a(a)(8), but determined to take no further action and 
closed

the file with respect to them. In consideration of the

circumstances of the matter, however, the Commission determined

on December 7, 1994, to take no further action against The

LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and

closed the file in this matter. This matter will become part of

the public record within 30 days.



Lucille PieperPage 2

The tederal glectionl Campaign Act 
of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial 
review of the Commission's

dismisial of this action. Se_e 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8)
•

If you have any questions,~ please 
contact Phi11ip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, 
at (202) 219-3690.

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHINGtoN DC ,46

December 20, 1994

CURTIFIED RAIL
IIW1 MM RECEIPT REUSTED

Rosemary G. fopper
427 Cannon St.
Syracuse, NY 13205

RE: MUR 1979
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Ms. flopper:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

Federal Election Commission on October 25, 1984, against The

- LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ('TLC)}. On

April 16, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found

. that there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.s.c.

SS 434(b)(2)(A) and (H) provisions of the Federal Election
~Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

investigation in the matter.

, .- After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, 
on

"<- Ray 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that The LaRouche Campaign (=TLC") and Edward Spannaus, 
as

" treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h),

434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

-of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign

("TLC') and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file

in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



0
Rosemary G. flopper
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

EnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIED RAIL

Roger D. Rouser
3314 Conger RD. S.W.
iuntsville, AL 35805

RE: MUR 1991
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Rouser:

4• This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith 
the

- Federal Election Commission on May 6, 1985, against 
Independent

Democrats for LaRouche (!IDL n) and Gerald Rose, as treasurer.

'. On August 2, 1984, based on the complaint, the 
Commission found

that there was reason to believe that IDL violated 
2 U.S.C.

|ss 434(b)(2)(H),and 434(b)(3)(E) provisions of the 
Federal

,© Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

investigation in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General

" ," Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, 
on

. May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that Independent Democrats for LaRouche ('IDLm) and Gerald Rose,

~as treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 
SS

" 434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4). In consideration of the

- circumstances of the matter, however, the Commission determined

on December 7, 1994, to take no further action against

Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL') and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer, and closed the file in this matter. 
This matter will

become part of the public record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).



Mr. RosserPage 2

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

December 20, 1994

CKRTI FID NIIAL
iiiijic-i i , F REUSTED

Ronald T. Stewart
264 East Main St.
Westboro, MA 01581

RI: MUR 2013
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Stewart:

This is in reference to the complaint 
you tiled with the

Federal Election Commission on 
May 3, 1985. against Independent

Democrats for LaRouchO ("IDL=) and Gerald Rose, as treasurer;

and The LaRouche Campaign (=TLC") 
and Edward Spannauas, as

~treasurer. On August 2, 1984, based on the 
complaint, the

commission found that there was 
reason to believe that IDL

\ violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b), and that TLC violated 
2 U.S.C.

5S 434(b)(2) and (3) provisions 
of the Federal Election Campaign

" Act of 1971. as amended, and 26 U.S.C. 
S 9042(c) of

Title 26 of the U.S. Code, and instituted an investigation 
in

"- the matter.

Aferaninvestigation vas conducted 
and the General

Coun e an the respondent's briefs were considered, 
on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable 
cause to believe

- that Independent Democrats for 
LaRouche ('IDL") and Gerald Rose,

as treasurer, knowingly and willfully 
violated 2 U.S.C. 55

434(), 41b,441a(f), and 438(a)(4). On that same date the

Commission found probable cause 
to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannlaus, as treasurer, knowingly

and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 
55 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f),

441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R.

S l10.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances 
of the

matter, however, the Comaission~ determined on December 
7, 1994,

to take no further action against 
Independent Democrats for

LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose, as treasurer, and The LaRouche

Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed

the file in this matter. This matter will become part of 
the

public record within 30 days.
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The Federal glection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. Se_e 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(S).

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lawrence N. NobleGeneral Counsel

EnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WVASH41.%AO'N D C 2O4)b,

December 20, 1994

CEINF ID NAIL

Rtober t P. Sebeor
213 Merriveather
Crosse PT Farms, Michigan 48236

RE: NUR 2065
(Merged vith NUR 1852)

Dear Mr. Seeber:

. . This is in reference to the complaint you filed vith the
Federal Election Commission on July 15, 1985, against The

~LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ('TLC'). On
October 11, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found

~~that there was reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C. ,
£5 434(b)(2) and (3) provisions of the Federal Election Campaign .

C Act of 1971, as amended, and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) of Title 26,
~~U.S. Code and instituted an investigation in the matter. i

After an investigation was conducted and the General
Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

" flay 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe
.. that The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC') and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(h),
, 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances
- of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign
("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file
in this matter. This matter will become part of the public
record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).
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If YOU have any questions, please contact 
Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this 3atter, at (202) 219-3690.

gnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

wAsHnGntON. DC 2O4,3

December 20, 1994

CERTIFIED NA IL
EUns RECIP REQSTED

Richard C. Wiles
Box 2873
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

RE: MUR 2084
(Merged with MUR 1852)

~Dear Mr. Wiles:

<. This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

r ederal Election Commission on September 16, 1985, against The

~LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer (eTLCW). On

November 22, 1985, based on the complaint, the Commission found

~that there vas reason to believe that TLC violated 2 U.S.C.

JSS 434(b)(2) and (3), and 441a(f) provisions of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

"0 investigation in the matter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

" " May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

.-. that The LaRouche Campaign ('TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h),

,j , 434(b), 441a(f), 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2). In consideration of the circumstances

- of the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,

1994, to take no further action against The LaRouche Campaign

("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, and closed the file

in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.s.c. S 437g(a)(8).
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it you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Lavrence K. Noble
.-/" General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
January 3, 1995

Allen 1I. Kretser, 3sq.
1200 Wick Bldg.
Youngs5town, 03 44503-4475

as: wua 2125
(Merged with NUN 1652)
Judy Wemens

Dear Mr. Kretzer:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The

confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437;(a)(l2) no longer

apply and this matter is nov public. In addition, although the

complete tile must be placed on the public record within 30

_- days, this could occur at any time following certification of

the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or

legal materials to appear on the public record, please do 
so as

soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public

4- record before receiving your additional materials, any

~permissible submissions will be added to the public record 
upon

~receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)

\3 219-3400.•

" "Sincerely,

PhilipL. Wise
~Attorney



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAsHNGT o,. DC c 03

January 23. 1995

Helen T Cortaiso
126 3. inkerhoff Ave.
palisades Park, NJ 07650

RB: MUR 2125
(Mterged with MU~r 1852)

Dear Mr. CortazZo=

This is to advise you that this matter is nov 
closed. The

confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) 
no longer

apply and this matter is nov public. In addition, although the

complete file must be placed on the public record 
within 30

days, this could occur at any time following certification 
of

the Commission's vote. If you vish to submit any factual or

- legal materials to appear on the public record, 
please do so as

~soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public

record before receiving your additional materials, 
any

- permissible submissions will be added to the public 
record upon

receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 
(202)

~219-3400.

~Sincerely,

• Philllfp L. Wise

- Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINTON. DC 2 Nbi

January 23, 1995

James A. Horn
R.D. 2
Stone Rows Farm
Stockton, NJ 08589

RE: MUii 2125
(Merged with MIiU 1852)

Dear Mr. HOrn:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30
days. this could occur at any time following certification of
the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so as
soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public

- record before receiving your additional materials, any
: permissible submissions will be added to the public record upon

receipt.
(NJ

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
~219-3400.

Sincerely,

Phillip L. Wise
' Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

December 20. 1994

CUNIFIED MAL
3tU3 ucz rUQUs!E

Catherine L. Mc~illenl
1901 Simpson St. 95
Madison, Wisconsin 53713

RE: MUR 2090
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Ms. McMillen:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the

Federal Election Commission on October 3, 1985, against

Independent Democrats for LaRouche (NIDL
a) and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer; Caucus Distributors, Inc. (mCDI'); and Campaigner

Publications, Inc. ('Campaigner'). On January 2, 1986, based on

the complaint, the Commission found that there vas reason to

believe that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b; reason to believe

that CDI violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b; and reason to believe that

Campaigner violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b a provision of the Federal

glection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an

investigation in the mtter.

After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

that Independent Demcrats for LaRouche ('IDL") and Gerald Rose,

as treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55

434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4); found probable cause to

believe that Caucus Distributors, Inc. (WCDII) knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434, 432(h) and 438(a)(4);

and found probable cause to believe that Campaigner

publications, Inc. ("Campaigner") knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 438(a)(4). In consideration of

the circumstances of the matter, however, the Commission

determined on December 7, 1994, to take no further action

against Independent Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald

Rose, as treasurer; Caucus Distributors, Inc.; and Campaigner

publications, Inc., and closed the file in this matter. This

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



0
Catherine L. RcNillen
Page 2

The Federal 3lection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.s.c. S 437g(a)(8).

It you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Si nc~~l y

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

EnclosureGeneral Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*WASHINGTON. D C 20461

December 20. 1994

'ut -RECx PT REQUSTED

Ann G. Seistad
348 N.E. 120th
Seattle, Washington 98125

RE: MUR 2143
(Merged with MUR 1852)

Dear Ms. Seistad:

.... This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission on February 19, 1986, against

- Independent Democrats for LaRouche ( IDL") and Gerald Rose, as
treasurer; The LaRouche Campaign (=TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as
treasurer; Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.; and Campaigner
Publications, Inc. On November 18, 1986, based on the

~complaint, the Commission found that there was reason to believe
~that IDL violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b(a) and 434(b)(2); that TLC

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and 441b(a); that Fusion Energy
:- Foundation, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a); and that

Campaigner Publications, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
": - provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, and instituted an investigation in the matter.

, After an investigation was conducted and the General
Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on
May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe
that Independent Democrats for LaRouche (WIDL=) and Gerald Rose,
as treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 u.s.c. ss
434(b), 441b, 441a(f), and 438(a)(4). On that same date the
Commission found probable cause to believe that The LaRouche
Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly
and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f),
441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R.
S 110.6(d)(2). Furthermore, the Commission found probable cause
to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion")
knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 438(a)(4);
found probable cause to believe that Campaigner Publications,
Inc. ("Campaigner") knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441b and 438(a)(4). In consideration of the circumstances of
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Ann 0. Selstad
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the matter, however, the Commission determined on December 7,
1994, to take no further action against Independent Democrats
for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose, as treasurer; The LaRouche
Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer; Fusion
Energy Foundation, Inc. ("Fusion"); and Campaigner Publications,
Inc. ("Campaigner") and closed the file in this matter. This
matter will become part of the public record within 30 days.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 2046b3

December 20, 1994

CERTI FIED RA&IL
RETrRN RECEIPT REQUESTED.

Representative for:
August Popevich
500 South Pine, t917
Capital Commons
Lansing, Michigan 48933

RE: MUR 2281
(Merged with MUR 1652)

• . Dear Sir or Madam:

This is in reference to the complaint filed by the late

~August Popevich with the Federal Election Commission on

~October 27, 1986, against Independent Democrats for LaRouche

ci ("IDL') and Gerald Rose, as treasurer; The Laftouche Campaign

("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer; and Caucus
~Distributors, Inc., ('CDI'). On September 9, 1987, based on the

complaint, the Commission found that there vas reason to believe

' that Caucus Distributors, Inc., ('CDI') violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433

= and 434 provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971,

as amended, and instituted an investigation in the matter.

f- After an investigation was conducted and the General

Counsel's and the respondent's briefs were considered, on

May 19, 1992, the Commission found probable cause to believe

^ that Caucus Distributors, Inc. ('CDI') knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433, 434, 432(h) and 438(a)(4). In

consideration of the circumstances of the matter, however, the

Commission determined on December 7, 1994, to take no further

action against Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDX"), and closed the

file in this matter. This matter will become part of the public

record within 30 days.
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The Federal glection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

allows a complainant to seek judicial review of 
the Comnission's

dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(S).

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip 
L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 
219-3690.

General Counsel

inclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

December 20, 1994

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer; Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer;
Publication and General Management, Inc.; Fusion

Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner Publications,
Inc.; Caucus Distributors, Inc.

~and

RE: MUR 2594
:7 The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer.

Dear Mr. Anderson:

.., This is to advise you that on May 19, 1992, the Federal

Election Commission ("the Commission") made the following

: findings: Found probable cause to believe that The LaRouche

Campaign ("TLC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly

: and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f),

r 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R.

S 110.6(d)(2); found probable cause to believe that Independent

: Democrats for LaRouche ("IDL") and Gerald Rose, as treasurer,

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b), 441b,

- 441a(f), and 438(a)(4); found probable cause to believe that

Caucus Distributors, Inc. ("CDI") knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434, 432(h) and 438(a)(4); found

probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

("Fusion") knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and

438(a)(4); found probable cause to believe that Campaigner

Publications, Inc. ("Campaigner") knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441b and 438(a)(4); and found probable

cause to believe that Publication and General Management, Inc.

("PGM") knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and

438(a)(4).
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In addition, on December 19, 1991, the Commission found

probable cause to believe that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign

("LDC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C.
S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
55 434(b)(2) and (3). After considering the circumstances of

these matters, however, on December 7, 1994, the Commission
determined to take no further action against the remaining

respondents in MURs 1852 and 2594, and closed its files in those

two matters.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and these matters are now public. In addition,

although the complete file must be placed on the public record

within 30 days, this could occur at any time following

certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record before receiving your additional materials,

any permissible submissions will be added to the public record

upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.
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IN THE MATTER OF THE LA ROUCHE
CAMPAIGN AND EDWARD SPANNAUS
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MAE E. DRIVER
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1 INDEX

2

* 3 WITNESS EXAMINAT ION

4 MAE E. DRIVER

5 (BY MR. MIMS) u

* 6

7

* 9 EXHIBITS

10 F .E .C. DESCRIPTION MARKED

11 1DOCUMENT ENTITLED:
"DISPUTED CREDIT CARD TRANSACTION" 5

* 12

2 DOCUMENT ENTITLED:

13 "DISPUTED CREDIT CARD TRANSACTION" 5

-,?14 3 PROMISSORY NOTE 16

* C' 15 1t UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE 18

" 16 5 LIST OF CHARGE CARD DISPUTES 20

17 6 PARTIAL COPY OF THE YEAR-END REPORT 26

S18 7COPY OF CHARGE SLIP 40

19

.' . 20

• 21

22 INFORMATION REQUESTED

23 (NONE)

24

25

26

27

28

PELLETIER 8& JONES



1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

C415

"-O 16

* - 17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

MAE E. DRIVER,

HAVING FIRST BEEN DULY SWORN, WAS

EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:

EXAMINATION

BY MR. MIM

Q

A

THE WHOLE

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

MR

BY MR. MIM

Q

WOULD YOU PLEASE SPELL YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD

IT WILL BE M-A-E AND THEN E. -- OR DO YOU WANT

MIDDLE?

THE WHOLE MIDDLE.

-- ELIZABETH DRIVER.

AND YOUR ADDRESS, MRS. DRIVER?

MRS. DRIVER, ARE YOU REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL?

NO.

.MIMS: OFF THE RECORD FOR A SECOND.

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

5S:

ARE YOU REPRESENTED HERE BY ANYONE ELSE TODAY?

A NO.

THE WITNESS: YOU'RE THE ONLY ONE THAT'S SUPPOSED TO

KNOW ANYTHING. I MEAND OUTSIDE OF THE BANK.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q AND THAT'S WHO? WHO IS HERE WITH YOU TODAY?

THE WITNESS: YOU'RE REPRESENTING THE BANK?

MS. CAVENER: NO, I'M REPRESENTING YOU.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q SHE'S HELPING YOU.

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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THE WITNESS: YOU'RE REPRESENTING ME.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q RIGHT. IF YOU'LL JUST STATE HER NAME.

A MARILYN CAVENER.

Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, I'M GOING TO ASK YOU A SERIE

OF QUESTIONS. IF AT ANY TIME YOU DO NOT UNDERSTAND A QUESTIOn

THAT I ASK, TELL ME, AND I WILL REPEAT THE QUESTION OR REPHRAI

THE QUESTION. IF I ASK A QUESTION THAT YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND

AND YOU DON'T TELL ME THAT YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND IT, I'LL

ASSUME THAT YOU DO AND THAT THE ANSWER THAT YOU GIVE ME CORRES

TO THE QUESTION. IS THAT CLEAR?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

MR. MIMS: I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THESE

TWO PAGES AS F.E.C. EXHIBITS FOR IDENTIFICATION NO. 1 AND 2.

(WHEREUPON, COPIES OF THE ABOVE-

MENTIONED DOCUMENTS ENTITLED "DISPUTED

CREDIT CARD TRANSACTION" WERE MARKED F.E.C.

EXHIBIT 1 AND 2, RESPECTIVELY, FOR IDENTI-

FICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC AND ARE

ATTACHED HERETO.)

MR. MIMS: AND, IF YOU WOULD, SHOW THOSE TO MRS. DRIVE

Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, IF YOU'D LOOK THOSE OVER,

PLEASE, AND TELL ME IF YOU'VE SEEN THOSE DOCUMENTS BEFORE.

A WELL, MY COMPLETE CREDIT CARD NUMBER, THAT'S --

WHAT WILL I COMPARE IT WITH?

Q ALL I NEED TO KNOW IS IF YOU'VE SEEN THAT

DOCUMENT BEFORE. I DON'T NEED TO KNOW WHAT'S IN IT.

A I HAVEN'T EXACTLY SEEN THE DOCUMENT, NO. NO.

P ONDS,

R.

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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Q IS THERE A SIGNATURE AT THE BOTTOM OF THAT?

A YEAH. MY SIGNATURE IS THERE, SO THAT WOULD

HAVE BEEN WHAT THE BANK SHOWED. THEY MUST HAVE TALKED IT OVER

AND - -

Q WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES GAVE RISE TO YOU GOING TO

THE BANK TO HAVE THAT DOCUMENT FILLED OUT?

A WELL, IT WAS THEIR IDEA. I WAS GETTING SUCH A

HIGH MASTERCHARGE THAT THEY GOT SUSPICIOUS AND THEY CALLED

ME IN TO SEE WHAT WAS WRONG.

Q AND DID YOU GIVE A STATEMENT TO THEM?

A YEAH.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU SAY TO THE BANK?

A WELL, MORE OR LESS THAT I WAS BEING COERCED.

WELL, I WAS BEING TALKED INTO -- I MEAN MENTALLY COERCED.

Q TO DO WHAT?

A TO PAY -- TO USE MY MASTERCHARGE.

Q TO MAKE CONTRIBUTIONS?

A UH-HUH.

Q TO WHOM?

A WELL, ALL THESE DIFFERENT -- SEE, I STARTED

OUT WITH THE LASER BEAM THING WHICH I WAS APPROACHED AT THE

POST OFFICE. YOU KNOW, THEY WERE PASSING OUT LITERATURE AND

REAL ENTHUSED ABOUT IT, AND --

Q AT THE POST OFFICE IN NEWPORT BEACH?

A UH-HUH, YEAH.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WHEN YOU MET THESE PEOPLE?

A WELL, I READ SOME OF THEIR LITERATURE AND I --

AND IT SOUNDED GOOD, AND I PAID A MEMBERSHIP FEE, S40 OR SO.

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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1 Q AND WHAT WERE YOU SUPPOSED TO GET FOR THE

2 MEMBERSHIP FEE?

0 3 A THEY WERE TO GET MY SUPPORT, I GUESS. I MEAN,

SIT WAS TO FURTHER THEIR CAUSE IN PUBLICIZING THE USE OF THE

5LASER BEAM WHICH, YOU SEE, HAS BEEN GOING ON EVER SINCE. AND

• 6 IT'S BEING ACHIEVED NOW.

7 Q DID YOU GIVE THEM CASH? DID YOU WRITE A CHECK.

8A A CHECK.

S9 Q DO YOU RECALL WHO YOU WROTE THE CHECK PAYABLE

10 TO?

11 A(WITNESS SHAKES HEAD.)

*12 Q THAT' S NO?

13 A I COULDN'T REMEMBER NOW.

:.-,14 Q NOW, YOU SAY --

(Ni 15 A BUT --

" 16 Q I'M SORRY, GO AHEAD.

17 A FROM THERE THEN, I MEAN, THEY MUST HAVE CONNEC ED,

18 1 MEAN, FROM ONE ORGANIZATION TO THE OTHER, SEE.

19 NOW, WHY DO YOU SAY THAT? DID YOU START GETTIG

.-. 20 PHONE CALLS FROM DIFFERENT GROUPS?

21 A SO THEN -- YEAH, SO THEN IT CONTINUED WITH THI -

22 WELL, THE LABOR UNION MOSTLY CALLED, THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

23 UNI]ON.

24 MR. MIMS: MRS. CAVENER, ANYTIME YOU THINK YOU CAN

25 HELP MRS. DRIVER OUT, THAT'S FINE.

26 Q NOW, MAYBE YOU COULD DESCRIBE SOME OF THESE

27 PHONE CALLS, SAY FOR INSTANCE THE PHONE CALLS THAT CAME FROM

28 THE LOS ANGELES LABOR UNION.
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1 A WELL, THEY WERE ALWAYS BY ONE MAN. WHAT DID I

2 SAY? ALAN LAVETTI OR ALAN SOMETHING.

S 3 MS. CAVENER: I DIDN'T BRING MY FILES IN.

4 THE WITNESS: AND HE WAS --

5MR. MIMS: PERHAPS MRS. CAVENER CAN --

•6 MS. CAVENER: LET ME GO PULL MY FILES.

7 THE WITNESS: I GAVE YOU THAT NAME.

8 AND HE WAS ALWAYS COURTEOUS BUT FILLED WITH

0 9 THE CAUSE. I MEAN, HE WAS HEART AND SOUL FOR WHAT HE WAS

10 DOING, FOR WHAT THEY WERE TRYING TO ACHIEVE ON WE'LL SAY A

11 WORLDWIDE BASIS. AND IT WAS VERY INTENSE BEFORE THE ELECTION.

*12 BY MR. MIMS:

13 Q BEFORE THE --

14 A BEFORE THE ELECTIONS.

CNI 15 Q WHICH ELECTIONS?

16 A YOU KNOW, PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS, VERY INTENSE

S17 THEN.

18 Q DID THIS CALLER INDICATE AT ANY TIME THAT THE

19 FUNDS THAT HE WAS SOLICITING WOULD BE USED FOR A PRESIDENTIAL

20 CAMPAIGN?

21 A WELL, IT WOULD BE USED TO FURTHER THESE VARIOUS

22 WELL, FOR INSTANCE, A LOT OF IT HAD TO BE USED FOR THE TV

23 BROADCASTS. I MEAN WHERE THEY WERE TRYING TO EDUCATE THE

24 PUBLIC IN WHAT WAS HAPPENING AND SWAY THE PEOPLE TO VOTE

25 PROPERLY. AND THAT TOOK -- AND SO THEY HAD TO MAKE TREMENDOUS

26 DRIVES TO GET THE MONEY FOR THAT TO BEGIN WITH.

27 Q DID THIS CALLER FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

2B COMMITTEE EVE-, INDICATE THAT THE GROUP SUPPORTED A PRESIDENTI L

8
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CANDIDATE?

A WELL, LA ROUCHE WHO WAS THE INDEPENDENT CANDID TE

FOR THE DEMOCRATS.

Q IS THAT LYNDON LA ROUCHE?

A YEAH. HE'S THE SCHILLER FOUNDATION. I MEAN,

HE'S PART OF THE SCHILLER FOUNDATION. BUT THEY WEREN'T PUSH! G

HIM AS A CANDIDATE, BUT THEY WERE PUSHING HIS PHILOSPHIES.

Q SO THEY DIDN'T SAY THAT THIS MONEY WAS GOING TC

TO BE USED TO HELP GET HIM ELECTED BUT TO GET HIS VIEWS

ACROSS; IS THAT RIGHT?

A THEY WANTED -- THEY SAID OUR ONLY HOPE WAS TO

GET REAGAN IN. OUR ONLY HOPE WAS IN ORDER TO PREVENT KISSIN RG

AND RUSSIA AND SO ON TAKING OVER.

Q SO THEY INDICATED --

A AND THE CARTELS OF EUROPE. THEY SAID IF

REAGAN DIDN'T GET IN WE WOULD GO BACK TO THE DARK AGES.

Q AND THIS WAS BEFORE THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION?

A UH-HUH.

Q WAS THIS BEFORE THE DEMOCRATIC PRIMARY? THE

DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL ELECTION IN --

A WELL, ABOUT THE SAME TIME.

(TELEPHONIC INTERRUPTION.)

MR. MIMS: MRS. CANVENER, WOULD YOU HAVE THE NAME OF

THIS INDIVIDUAL WHO WAS CALLING MRS. DRIVER FROM THE LOS ANGELS

LABOR COMMITTEE?

MS. CAVENER: ALAN LEVETTI.

MR. MIMS: WOULD YOU SPELL THAT, PLEASE.

MS. CAVENER: L-E-V--E-T-T-I.
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1 R. MIMS: DID HE LEAVE A PHONE NUMBER AT ANY TIME?

! 2

3

4 BY MR. MIMS"

5Q MRS. DRIVER, DOES THAT SOUND LIKE THE NAME OF

6 THE INDIVIDUAL YOU SPOKE WITH?

7 A YEAH, ALAN. ALWAYS ALAN.

8Q NOW, WHEN THIS MAN CALLED FROM THE LOS ANGELES

9 LABOR COMMITTEE, DID HE SOLICIT YOU FOR CONTRIBUTIONS?

10 A YEAH.

11 Q AND DID YOU GIVE CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE LOS ANGEtES

--- 12 LABOR COMM ITTEE ?

13 A YEAH.

14 Q ONCE? MORE THAN ONCE? NUMEROUS OCCASIONS?

15 HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE IT?

16 A EVERY TIME I GOT TALKED INTO IT. HE WOULD

-, 17 ALWAYS PROCEED BY GIVING ME A COMPLETE ACCOUNT OF WHAT THEY'D

S18 ACCOMPLISHED THAT WEEK WITH THE FUNDS THEY WERE USING.

19 Q WHAT, FOR INSTANCE, WOULD HE SAY?

20 A WELL, ABOUT HOW THEY WERE GETTING ALONG PROCEE ING

21 WITH THE LASER BEAM SITUATION. AND AT ONE TIME THERE WAS A

22 GREAT PUSH. HE SAID THAT -- HE SAID THAT REAGAN AND LA ROUCHE

23 WERE BOTH IN DANGER OF ASSASSINATION AND THEY WERE WORKING

24 HARD TO AVOID THAT.

25 Q AND SO YOU STARTED GIVING THEM CONTRIBUTIONS?

26 A WELL, YEAH.

27 Q DID YOU GIVE CONTRIBUTIONS BY CHECK?

28 A WELL, YEAH. YOU GIVE THEM THROUGH THE MASTER-

10
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CHARGE OR THE CHECK.

Q WHICH CAME FIRST, CONTRIBUTIONS BY --

A WELL, SORT OF INTERMINGLED. YOU KNOW, I'D SAY,

"WELL, I CAN'T DO ANYMORE ON THE MASTERCHARGE."

AND, OF COURSE, THEY ALWAYS KEPT TELLING ME

THAT YOU CAN KEEP DOING FOREVER ON A MASTERCHARGE.

Q DID HE EXPLAIN WHAT HE MEANT BY THAT?

A WELL, THAT YOU COULD JUST PAY A LITTLE INTEREST

AND JUST KEEP ON USING IT UNTIL SUCH TIME AS YOU CAN CATCH UP.

Q DID HE EVER INDICATE THAT THESE CONTRIBUTIONS

WERE TO BE REPAID BY THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

A THEY ALWAYS KEPT SAYING WHEN THEY FIRST STARTED

IN -- WELL, FOUND THAT I HAD SOME MONEY, HE SAYS WHY WAS I

SETTING IT ASIDE.

I SAID LIKE I HAD IT IN MONEY MARKET. I WAS

TRYING TO GET A HIGH INTEREST YIELD.

AND HE SAYS, "WELL, YOU COULD DO IT WITH US

FOR STILL HIGHER INTEREST."

I THINK ONCE HE SAID 1'. PERCENT OR SOMETHING.

Q AND THAT 14 PERCENT WAS HIGHER THAN YOUR MONEY

MARKET WAS YIELDING?

A UH-HUH.

Q DID YOU THEN TAKE MONEY OUT OF YOUR MONEY MARKE

TO GIVE TO THESE FOLKS?

A UH-HUH.

Q AND DID --

A WHEN IT CAME DOWN TO THAT.

MR. MIMS: JUST OFF THE RECORD FOR A SECOND.
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(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

MR. MIMS: BACK ON.

THE WITNESS: THEN THEY WOULD SAY -- YOU KNOW, AND I

SAID, "MY FUNDS ARE GETTING LOW AND I CAN'T KEEP ON GOING

THIS WAY."

BUT HE SAID, "JUST HANG ON SOME LONGER. IT'S

GOING TO GET BETTER. WE'RE GOING TO PAY YOU BACK." MEANWHIL~

THEIR FUNDS WERE TIED UP HERE AND THERE.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q TIED UP IN WHAT WAY, DID HE TELL YOU?

A THEIR FUNDS BY HOOK OR -- BY THEIR ENEMIES.

OF COURSE, THEY MADE ENEMIES IN THE GOVERNMENT AND AROUND.

SO THEY COULDN'T USE THE FUNDS THAT THEY'D EXPECTED TO USE.

THEN THEY NEEDED MONEY WORSE.

Q FOR WHAT?

A TO KEEP ON WITH THEIR GOALS. TO ACHIEVE THEIR

GOAL S.

Q DID THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE EVER SEND

YOU ANY KIND OF PROMISSORY NOTE FOR THE MONEY?

A WELL, AT TIMES THEY SENT PROMISSORY NOTES, AND

EVENTUALLY I THREW THEM AWAY BECAUSE I THOUGHT I WOULDN'T KNO

WHAT TO DO WITH THEM. I MEAN I'D HAVE TO GO TO COURT. I'D

HAVE TO DO THIS OR THAT, AND --

Q DO YOU KNOW HOW MUCH MONEY --

A I SAY EITHER YOU'RE PAYING OR YOU'RE NOT PAYING

Q DO YOU KNOW HOW MUCH MONEY YOU WITHDREW FROM

YOUR MONEY MARKET TO CONTRIBUTE?

A WELL, I WOULD SAY IN THE OVERALL TOTAL PROBABLY
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ABOUT 20,000 ANYWAY.

Q AND THAT - -

A DO I LOOK LIKE A BIG FOOL?

Q WAS THAT $20,000 IN ADDITION TO THE MONEY THAT

YOU GAVE THEM BY WAY OF YOUR CREDIT CARD?

A WELL, NO. I MEAN, IT'S JUST WHEREVER I COULD

GET IT. I MEAN, I LIQUIDATED THE MONEY MARKET AND I LIQUIDATE

THE -- WHA DID I SAY? I.T. OR THE EDISON COMPANY OR WHATEVEF

IT WAS THAT 1 GOT.

Q AND THE TOTAL OF THE LIQUIDATION OF YOUR STOCKS

AND THE MONEY MARKET WAS ABOUT $20,000; IS THAT CORRECT?

A YEAH, UH-HUH.

Q NOW, WHEN YOU MADE A CONTRIBUTION BY CHECK TO

THIS ORGANIZATION, DID YOU MAIL THE CHECK TO THEM?

A NO, THEY PICKED UP. THEY ALWAYS PICKED IT UP.

Q THEY CAME TO YOUR HOUSE?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q AND WHO WOULD COME TO YOUR HOUSE? WAS IT ALAN.

A NO, NO. A LITTLE -- I CAN'T REMEMBER HIS NAME.

A LITTLE, MOUSY LOOKING LITTLE MAN, QUIET LITTLE MAN. COURTE

THAT'S WHAT HE WAS SENT TO DO. HE'D JUST PICK IT UP AND GO.

Q EVER GIVE YOU A RECEIPT FOR IT?

A NO. LEFT A MAGAZINE.

Q WHICH MAGAZINE WAS THAT?

A WELL, YOU KNOW, LIKE THESE PAPERS (INDICATING).

Q THE LITTLE NEWSPAPER?

A AND THEY GAVE ME LOADS OF BOOKS ON THE SUBJECT

SO I COULD STAY WELL INFORMED. I NEVER GOT AROUND TO READING

0 "
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Q
FROM ALAN

A

Q

A

Q

OR DID HE

A

Q

YOU?

A HE ~JUST WORE DOWN MY RESISTANCE. BUT I REMEMBE

THE WORST TIME WAS THIS WOMAN.

Q DO YOU KNOW HER NAME?

A SEEMS LIKE I JOTTED DOWN SOME NAMES. THERE WA

ONE WOMAN THAT WAS ACTIVE IN IT. VERY, VERY ACTJVE.

WHERE ARE THE PAPERS?

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

THE WITNESS: THE MAN THAT DID THE PICKING UP WAS

EDWIN CORPUS.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q CAN YOU SPELL HIS LAST NAME?

A EDWIN CORPUS, C-O-R-P-U-S.

NOW, I DON'T SEEM TO FIND THE WOMAN. I GUESS

I DIDN'T THINK SHE WAS WORTH PUTTING HER NAME DOWN BECAUSE

IT HAS ALWAYS BEEN ALAN LEVETTI, SO --

Q SO IT WAS JUST ONE TIME THAT THIS WOMAN CALLED?i

A I THINK SHE DID CALL TWICE DURING THE TIME, ANI

WHAT TIME OF DAY DID THESE PHONE CALLS COME

WHEN HE WAS ASKING FOR MONEY?

WELL, USUALLY IN THE EVENINGS.

EARLY EVENING? LATE IN THE EVENING?

COULD BE LATE.

AND WERE YOU ALWAYS WILLING TO MAKE A CONTRIBU1

HAVE TO CONVINCE YOU A LITTLE BIT?

NO, HE HAD TO CONVINCE ME.

AND HOW LONG WOULD IT TAKE SOMETIMES TO CONVINC
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I THEY WERE VERY DESPERATE AND SO THEY WERE STARTING TO CALL

2 VERY LATE AT NIGHT.

0 3 Q HOW LATE?

4 A WELL, I WASN'T FEELING WELL. I JUST WENT TO

5 BED. ABOUT i0"00. THE LIGHTS WERE OFF. IT WAS COLD AND I

S6 WAS BAREFOOTED. AND I STOOD THERE FOR AN HOUR ARGUING AND

7 FINALLY GAVE IN.

8 Q WHEN WAS THE FIRST TIME THAT YOU RECALL HAVING

0 9 HAD A DISCUSSION WITH SOMEONE FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

10 COMMITTEE WHEN YOU AUTHORIZED THEM TO USE YOUR CREDIT CARD

11 TO MAKE A CONTRIBUTION?

'0 12 A WELL, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN SAY LIKE ABOUT PROBAB Y

13 ABOUT TWO MONTHS BEFORE THE ELECTIONS. I MEAN, THAT'S WHEN

14 IT REALLY GOT --

*15 Q MAYBE MAY, JUNE --

16 A PROBABLY JUNE, SOMETIME LIKE THAT.

17 Q -- 1984?

0 - 18 A IT WOULD BE IN '84, YEAH.

€19 Q AND DID YOU EVER RECEIVE ANY BILL ON YOUR

20 STATEMENT FOR A CONTRIBUTION TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITT E

21 THAT YOU DID NOT AUTHORIZE?

22 A NO, NOT ACTUALLY. I MEAN --

23 Q MAYBE YOU COULD EXPLAIN THAT.

24 A THEY ASKED EVERY TIME. THEY ASKED UNTIL I

25 SUCCUMBED, SHALL WE SAY.

26 Q DID YOU EVER MAKE ANY CONTRIBUTIONS TO ANY

27 OTHER ORGANIZATIONS LiKE THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

28 A NO. I COULDN'T AFFORD THAT, COULD I.

15
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PUBL ICAT IONS?

A

Q

IT WAS ALWAYS THE SAME MAN THAT DID IT, THOUGH.

ALAN AGAIN?

A ALAN.

Q AND WHAT DID ALAN SAY AS THE REASON WHY YOU

OUGHT TO DONATE MONEY TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS?

A WELL, IT ALL SEEMED TO BE HEADED TOWARDS THESE

WORLD-SHAKING EVENTS. MAINLY THEY'RE FIGHTING COMMUNISM,

RUSSIA, KISSINGER, THE CARTELS IN EUROPE THAT WE'VE HEARD

ABOUT FOR YEARS EVEN TRYING TO CONTROL THE REST OF THE WORLD.

Q I ASKED YOU EARLIER ABOUT WHETHER OR NOT THE

LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE HAD GIVEN YOU ANY PROMISSORY NOTE

AND I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS AS F.E.C.

EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION NO. 3.

(WHEREUPON, A COPY OF A PROMISSORY

NOTE WAS MARKED F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 3 FOR

TE?

PELLETIER 8& JONES

Q YOU MENTIONED AT ONE POINT THE SCHILLER INSTITL

A BUT THAT'S ALL ONE AND THE SAME THING. I MEAN,

THEY'RE WORKING TOGETHER.

Q OKAY. FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS DISCUSSION,

LET'S CONSIDER THEM AS SEPARATE ORGANIZATIONS. AND WHEN I

ASK THAT QUESTION IF YOU CAN RESPOND BY TELLING ME WHAT OTHER

GROUP, EVEN THOUGH IT'S WORKING TOGETHER, MIGHT HAVE SOLICITEC

CONTRIBUTIONS TO IT.

A WELL, DID WE SAY THE CAMPAIGN?

Q IS THAT CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS?

A YEAH, CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS.

Q AND YOU RECEIVED A SOLICITATION FROM CAMPAIGNEF
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IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC AND

IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

MR. MIMS: AND IF YOU WOULD SHOW THIS TO MRS. DRIVER.

Q MRS. DRIVER, I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT THIS

EXHIBIT NO. 3. HAVE YOU SEEN THIS BEFORE?

A THIS ONE HERE?

Q YES. BY WAY OF EXPLANATION, THIS IS A DOCUMENI

THAT I OBTAINED THROUGH YOUR PERMISSION FROM THE SECURITY

PACIFIC BANK HERE IN NEWPORT BEACH.

A WELL, SO YOU'RE ASKING IF lI'VE SEEN THIS?

Q YES.

A I THINK SO.

Q OKAY.

A I MEAN --

Q WOULD YOU HAVE HAD TO HAVE HAD IT IN YOUR

POSSESSION IN ORDER FOR THE BANK TO HAVE IT? DID YOU GIVE IT

TO THE BANK?

A NO, I DIDN'T GIVE IT TO THE BANK. THEY -- I

MEAN, I SAT THERE AND THEY QUESTIONED ME AND FILLED IN AND

WROTE IN. I MEAN --

Q MAYBE YOU COULD EXPLAIN HOW THE BANK CAME INTO

POSSESSION OF THAT DOCUMENT.

GOT IT.

THEY COU

SURE GLA

CONCERNE

A I DON'T KNOW HOW THEY CAME IN -- I MEAN, THEY

I MEAN, I DIDN'T ASK THEM TO GET IT OR DIDN'T KNOW

LD GET IT. AND I DIDN'T ASK THEM FOR HELP BUT I WAS

wD WHEN I GOT IT.

QSO THAT DOCUMENT COULD HAVE AS FAR AS YOU'RE

D GONE DIRECTLY TO THE BANK?
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i1 A I THINK SO. MUST HAVE.

2 Q WOULD YOU LOOK AT THE NAME OF THE INDIVIDUAL

S3 WHO SIGNED ON THE NOTE.

4 A DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

5Q DOES THAT NAME SOUND FAMILIAR TO YOU?

S
6 A NO, HUH-UH.

7 Q THAT'S NOT THE PERSON WHO CALLED FROM THE

8 LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

0 9 A IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN HER LAST NAME, BUT I DON'T

10 REMEMBER A DOROTHY.

11 MR. MIMS: NOW I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS

0 12 AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 4 FOR IDENTIFICATION.

13 (WHEREUPON, A COPY OF AN UNSECURED

14 PROMISSORY NOTE WAS MARKED F.E.C. EXHIBIT

15 NO. 4 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC

O16 AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

. 17 THE WITNESS: THIS KEN AND FRAN WERE THE ONES THAT

F18 SOMEHOW GOT ONTO THE FACT THAT I WAS IN TROUBLE AND CALLED

19 ME.

k20 Q KEN AND FRAN?

21 A DOWN AT THE BANK.

22 QIS THAT KEN VAWTER, V-A-W-T-E-R?

23 AI JUST KNEW HIM AS KEN.
S

24 Q AND FRAN --

25 A AND FRAN THAT WORKS THERE.

26 Q LIEBOWITZ, IS THAT HER NAME?
S

27 A AND THEN I DON'T KNOW HER LAST NAME EITHER,

28 JUST KEN AND FRAN. THAT SAID 1 WAS IN DEEP TROUBLE AND TRIED

_ 18
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TO GET ME OUT.

Q IF YOU LOOK AT THIS MOST RECENT EXHIBIT, NO. 4,

HAVE YOU SEEN THAT DOCUMENT BEFORE?

A WELL, THIS IS SOMETHING THAT I SHOULD HAVE

RECEIVED IN THE MAIL, UH? I MEAN, IT LOOKS SLIGHTLY FAMILIAR.

Q THAT DOCUMENT, FOR THE RECORD, WAS ALSO A

DOCUMENT OBTAINED FROM THE SECURITY NATIONAL BANK OR PACIFIC

BANK WITH YOUR PERMISSION.

A I WOULD HAVE TO SAY THAT THEY KNOW WHAT THEY'RE

DOING BETTER THAN I DO.

Q NOW, FOR THE RECORD, EXHIBIT NO. 4, READING

FROM THE NOTE, IS A PROMISSORY NOTE FROM THE CAMPAIGNER

PUBLICATIONS, INC., WHILE EXHIBIT NO. 3 WAS A PROMISSORY NOTE

FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE.

AND READING AGAIN, BOTH DOCUMENTS ARE SIGNED

BY DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

A ANDROMIDAS. SO, I MEAN --

Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY MONEY FROM CAMPAIGNER

PUBLICATIONS OR LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

A NO. AS FAR AS I CAN THINK, I HAVE NOT RECEIVED

ANYTHING.

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

HIM BEFORE

ARE YOU STILL RECEIVING TELEPHONE SOLICITATIONS

I STOPPED THAT LAST WEEK.

WOULD YOU EXPLAIN THAT.

I FINALLY SAID NO.

TO -- WAS IT ALAN?

TO ALAN, YEAH. I SAID, "I'M SORRY."' I TOLD

WHAT BAD STRAITS I WAS IN. I WAS AN INVALID.I
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1 HAD MY DOCTOR BILLS STILL OWING SINCE LAST JULY.

2 BUT HE SAID, "YOU CAN KEEP ON USING YOUR CHARGE

* 3 CARD."

4BUT I SAID THIS WAS THE END.

5Q AND HOW DID THE CONVERSATION END?

S6 A WELL, HE WAS POLITE AND SAID OKAY.

7 Q THROUGHOUT THE TIME THAT YOU RECEIVED SOLICITA IONS

8 FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE AND CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATI NS,

S 9 HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR HEALTH?

10 A MY HEALTH?

11 Q NOT NECESSARILY IN GREAT DETAIL, BUT --

-12 A WELL, IT WAS --

13 Q DO YOU HAVE A LOSS OF RESISTANCE?

14 A IT WAS GOING FROM BAD TO WORSE. LET'S SEE.

15 I MEAN, IT'S BEEN GOING ON THREE YEARS, BUT JULY I HAD AN

~16 OPERATION AND THEN -- AND THIS HAD BEEN GOING ON SORT OF EVER

17 SINCE.

* 18 Q NOW, WE'VE TALKED A LITTLE BIT ABOUT THE

f . 19 CONTRIBUTIONS TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS AND THE LOS ANGELES

20 LABOR COMMITTEE THAT YOU MADE BY CHECK.

S
21 MR. MIMS: I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK

22 THIS AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5. AND SHOW THAT TO MRS. DRIVER.

23 (WHEREUPON, A LIST OF CHARGE CARD

S
24 DISPUTES WAS MARKED F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5

25 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC AND

26 1S ATTACHED HERETO.)

6
27 BY MR. MIMS:

28 Q MRS. DRIVER, IN LOOKING AT THIS DOCUMENT -- AND

20
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1 THIS IS ALSO A DOCUMENT OBTAINED FROM SECURITY PACIFIC BANK

2 WITH YOUR PERMISSION. AND THE QUESTION I HAVE IS: HAVE YOU

S3 SEEN THIS DOCUMENT BEFORE?

4 A YOU MEAN THIS ONE RIGHT HERE (INDICATING)?

5Q YES.

S6 A NO. NO, NOT A COMPLETE STATEMENT LIKE THAT.

7 Q READING FROM THE DOCUMENT, IT IS A SUMMARY OF

8 CREDIT CARD TRANSACTIONS FOR CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO VARIOUS

0 9 ORGANIZATIONS. WITH RESPECT TO EACH ONE OF THE ORGANIZATIONS

10 I WOULD LIKE TO ASK MRS. DRIVER SEVERAL STANDARD QUESTIONS.

11 MR. MIMS: OFF THE RECORD JUST A SECOND.

* 12 (DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

13 THE WITNESS: WELL, ALL THIS HERE YOU'D HAVE TO BE

14 CORRECT, I MEAN.

S
15 BY MR. MIMS:

")16 Q LET ME SEE THAT FOR A MINUTE, IF I MIGHT.

"17 A I HATE BOOKKEEPING AND PAPERWORK AND I AVOID II

18 AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE.

19 MR. MIMS: FOR THE RECORD, THIS DOCUMENT, EXHIBIT NO. 5,

20 15 A SECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK INTERNAL COMMUNICATION

S
21 FROM MR. KENNON, K-E-N-N-O-N, E. VAWTER, V-A-W-T-E-R. IT IS

22 DATED NOVEMBER 1ST, 1984.

23 THE MEMORANDUM IS TO "CHARGE CARD DISPUTES,"
S

24 SUBJECT, "CUSTOMER DISPUTE."

25 AND IT READS, "THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ARE THE

26 DRAFTS BEING DISPUTED BY MRS. MAE DRIVER."
S

27 Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, WITH RESPECT TO EACH ONE OF

28 THE 11 DRAFTS LISTED ON HERE, I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU THE FOLLOWIN.

21
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i I NUMBER ONE IS A CHARGE AGAINST YOUR CREDIT CARD PAYABLE TO

2 THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE AND THE CHARGE WAS

O 3 MADE ON OR ABOUT AUGUST 11TH, 1984, FOR $1,000.

4DO YOU RECALL WHO CALLED YOU TO SOLICIT THIS?

5A I THINK THE SAME MAN, ALAN.

6 Q IS THAT ALAN AGAIN FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

7 COMMITTEE?

8A I DON'T THINK I'VE TALKED TO ANY OTHER PERSONS

9 EXCEPT THE WOMAN TWICE. ALAN, SO HE SHOULD KNOW WHAT IT'S

10 ALL ABOUT.

11 Q NOW, WHAT DID ALAN SAY WHEN HE SOLICITED THIS

12 CONTRIBUTION OR THESE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE INDEPENDENT DEMOC ATS

13 FOR LA ROUCHE? DID HE SAY ANYTHING ANY DIFFERENTLY THAN WHAT

~14 HE'D SAID WHEN HE WAS SOLICITING CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE LOS

(I15 ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

16 A NO. SAME REASONS EVERY TIME.

17 Q DID HE INDICATE THAT THE FUNDS SOLICITED FOR

18 THIS EFFORT WERE TO BE USED FOR THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN?

19 A (THE WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

20 Q PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN FOR WHOM?

21 A FOR REAGAN.

22 Q FOR PRESIDENT REAGAN?

23 A UH-HUH, YEAH. NOT LA ROUCHE BUT REAGAN AS

24 BEING THE MOST LIKELY CANDIDATE TO SUCCEED. I MEAN, LA ROUCHE

25 COULDN'T HAVE MADE IT.

26 Q DID HE INDICATE THAT MR. LA ROUCHE WAS SEEKING

27 THE PRESIDENCY?

28 A NO.

22
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Q DID HE SAY THAT --

A HE WAS SORT OF ADVISORY. THEY FELT THAT IF

REAGAN GOT IN AND WOULD LISTEN TO LA ROUCHE ON A LOT OF THESE

POLICIES HE WOULD ACHIEVE SUCCESS WORLDWIDE. I MEAN, SOME OF

THESE POLICIES.

Q SO THEN DID HE SAY THAT THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRA

FOR LA ROUCHE WAS ORGANIZED FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUPPORTING

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S CANDIDACY?

A YEAH. SO HE NEVER SAID VOTE FOR LA ROUCHE.

Q THE SECOND ITEM ON THIS SHEET IS ANOTHER

CONTRIBUTION TO INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE FIVE

DAYS LATER ON AUGUST 22ND, 1984.

DID THE SAME PERSON CALL YOU SOLICITING THAT

CONTR IBUT ION?

A MUST HAVE BEEN THE SAME ONE.

Q AND YOU AUTHORIZED ANOTHER $1,000?

A I GUESS SO.

Q TO BE USED AGAINST YOUR CREDIT CARD?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q AND DID HE SAY ANYTHING DIFFERENT THAN WHAT

YOU JUST DESCRIBED FOR THE FIRST ONE?

A NO. MORE OR LESS THE SAME THING. I MEAN,

HE WOULD GIVE YOU A BLOW-BY-BLOW DESCRIPTION OF WHAT THEY HAD

ACCOMPLISHED THAT WEEK OR THAT DAY, YOU KNOW, TO JUSTIFY NEEDI

MORE FUNDS IMMEDIATELY TO CONTINUE.

Q WHEN THIS MAN CALLED, DID HE EVER INDICATE

HOW MUCH MONEY AN INDIVIDUAL COULD CONTRIBUTE TO A CAMPAIGN?

NO.
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ARE YOU AWARE OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN

ACT?

A

I WAS GIVIN

Q

MUCH MONEY

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

INDICATE TH

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

T IME -- THA

CARD ACCOUN

WELL, I MEAN, I'VE HEARD OF IT BUT I DIDN'T KNqW

IG -

DO YOU KNOW THAT THE ACT HAS A LIMIT ON HOW

AN INDIVIDUAL MAY GIVE?

(WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE CONTRIBUTION LIMIT IS?

WHAT?

WELL, DO YOU KNOW WHAT IT IS?

HUH-UH.

THEN I'LL TELL YOU.

I DIDN'T THINK I'D NEED TO WORRY, I GUESS.

DID THIS MAN WHO SOLICITED THE CONTRIBUTION

IAT THAT WASN'T A CONCERN --

NO.

-- ON HIS PART?

HUH-UH.

DID HE EVER -- WELL, LET ME REPHRASE THE QUESTI

WHAT IS YOUR HUSBAND'S NAME?

ARTHUR.

IS ARTHUR DRIVER OR WAS ARTHUR DRIVER AT THIS

1T'S IN AUGUST 1984 -- AUTHORIZED TO USE THIS CREDIT

T?

A HE COULD LEGALLY USE IT, BUT HE WASN'T -- YOU

KNOW, I MEAN, SHE'S EXPLAINED HE HAS ALZHEIMER'S, AND I DON'T

ALLOW HIM TO USE IT.

IS THE ACCOUNT A JOINT ACCOUNT?

ON.
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IA WELL, IT'S MOVING OUT OF THAT NOW, ISN'T IT?

2 MS. CAVENER: UH-HUH.

0 3 BY MR. MIMS:

4 Q WAS IT THEN?

5A IT WAS A JOINT ACCOUNT THEN, BUT HE HAD NO

0 6 CONTACT. THEY NEVER TALKED TO HIM.

7 Q DID THEY EVER KNOW WHAT HIS NAME WAS?

8 A YEAH, I GUESS THEY KNEW HIS NAME, ARTHUR.

S9 Q HOW WOULD THEY HAVE KNOWN HIS NAME IF THEY DID 'T

10 TALK TO HIM?

11 A WELL, FROM -- I MEAN, LIKE OUR MASTERCHARGE,

* 12 DOESN'T IT HAVE BOTH OUR NAMES ON IT?

13 Q DID THIS FELLOW EVER SPEAK WITH YOUR HUSBAND?

14 A NO, HUH-UH.

L 15 Q DID YOUR HUSBAND EVER AUTHORIZE THAT A

~16 CONTRIBUTION BE MADE IN HIS NAME?

' 17 A NO, HUH-UH.

18 Q DO YOU KNOW WHETHER A CONTRIBUTION WAS EVER

19 MADE IN HIS NAME?

20 AHUH-UH, NO. NO, ABSOLUTELY NO CONTRIBUTION IN

21 HIS NAME.

22 MS. CAVENER: WHEN DID HE GO UP TO VISIT HIS SISTER?

23 THE WITNESS: ABOUT JULY.

24 MS. CAVENER: JULY, AND HOW LONG WAS THAT?

25 THE WITNESS: HE WAS GONE FOR OVER THREE MONTHS.

26 MS. CAVENER: SO JULY, AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER HE WAS

27 GONE?

28 THE WITNESS: (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

25
0
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1 MS. CAVENER: AND HE WAS IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA,

2 HAROLDSBURG, CALIFORNIA?

* 3 THE WITNESS: UH-HUH.

4 MR. MIMS: WHY DON'T YOU MARK THIS EXHIBIT 6.

5 (WHEREUPON, A COPY OF A DOCUMENT

•6 ENTITLED "REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

7 BY AN AUTHORIZED COMMITTEE OF A CANDIDATE

8 FOR THE OFFICE OF PRESIDENT" WAS MARKED

S 9 F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 6 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY

10 THE NOTARY PUBLIC AND IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

11 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT F.E.C. EXHIBIT

* I". 12 FOR IDENTIFICATION NO. 6 1S A PARTIAL COPY OF THE YEAR-END

13 REPORT FOR THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE, F.E.C.

14 IDENTIFICATION NO. "C" AS IN CHARLIE 00188888 COVERING THE

O 15 PERIOD FROM NOVEMBER 27TH, 1984, TO DECEMBER 31ST, 1984.

, 16 Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, THIS IS A REPORT THAT THE

' 17 INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE AS A POLITICAL COMMITTEE

* 18 UNDER THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT IS REQUIRED TO BE

19 FILED WITH THE COMMISSION. AND THEY DID FILE THIS REPORT.

20 BUT WITH RESPECT TO THE CONTRIBUTION THAT WE JUST DISCUSSED

5 21 ON AUGUST 22ND, 1984, READING FROM EXHIBIT NO. 5, THE CHARGE

22 FOR SI,000, CAN YOU EXPLAIN WHY THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR

23 LA ROUCHE MIGHT SHOW AS A LOAN OWED TO THE COMMITTEE S1,000

24 FROM ARTHUR DRIVER, THAT LOAN THAT WAS INCURRED BY THE COMMITT E

25 ON AUGUST 22ND, 1984?

26 I'LL REPHRASE THAT. THEY SAID THAT ON AUGUST
0

27 22ND, 1984, ARTHUR DRIVER GAVE THEM S1,000 AS A LOAN.

28 A I DON'T KNOW HOW THAT COULD BE BECAUSE HE'S

26
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HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH IT, DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT IT, WOULDN'T

UNDERSTAND IT. AND I'VE HANDLED ALL THE FINANCES FOR SEVERAL

YEARS, YOU KNOW, MADE ALL THE CHECKS. HE DOESN'T -- HE JUST

GETS TO KEEP A LITTLE MONEY, A LITTLE SPENDING MONEY. SO I

DON'T KNOW HOW THEY WOULD GET SOMETHING FROM ARTHUR.

Q ON PAGE 10 OF EXHIBIT 6, THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCF

FOR LA ROUCHE SHOW THAT ANOTHER LOAN FOR $1,000 WAS OBTAINED

FROM ARTHUR DRIVER ON SEPTEMBER 20TH, 1984. DO YOU KNOW --

A NOT FROM ARTHUR.

Q DO YOU KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT THAT?

A THAT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE.

Q IMPOSSIBLE WHY?

A WELL, I MEAN --

O WAS MR. DRIVER IN TOWN IN SEPTEMBER 1984,

SEPTEMBER 2 0TH?

A YEAH, BUT HE WOULDN'T HAVE GIVEN ANYTHING.

MEAN, I KNOW HIM. WE'VE ALWAYS BEEN AT ODDS. HE WANTS TO

I

KEEP IT AND I

CENT.

Q

DEMOCRATS FOR

JUST USE YOUR

CONTRIBUIONS

LA ROUCHE?

A

OR THE OTHER,

WANT TO GIVE. AND HE WOULDN'T HAVE GIVEN A

NOW, WHEN YOU MADE CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE INDEPE~

LA ROUCHE, WERE THEY ALL BY CHECK OR DID YOU

CREDIT CARD?

I'LL REPHRASE THAT. DO YOU RECALL MAKING ANY

BY CHECK TO THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR

NO, BUT I COULDN'T BE SURE. IT WOULD BE ONE

A CHECK OR THE MASTERCHARGE.

MR. MIMS" MRS. CAVENER, HAVE YOU LOCATED ANY CHECKS

PELLETIER &t JONES
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CONTR IBUT ION?

MUST HAVE BEEN ALAN. HE WAS THE ONLY PERSON

THAT I - -

Q WHEN ALAN CALLED AND SOLICITED A CONTRIBUTION

TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS, DID HE SAY THAT THIS WAS FOR

SOMETHING OTHER THAN WHAT HE SOLICITED THE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR

WHEN HE CALLED FOR INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE? THAT

IS, WAS IT FOR SOMETHING OTHER THAN SUPPORTING PRESIDENT REAG

OR WAS IT ALL THE SAME THING?

A WELL, IT ALL HAD TO DO WITH THE -- I MEAN, THE

DIFFERENT PHASES.

Q BUT YOU RECALL RECEIVING A PHONE CALL? I MEAN,

YOU DON'T DENY RECEIVING A PHONE CALL?

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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FROM THE REVIEW OF MRS. DRIVER'S REGISTER TO INDEPENDENT

DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE?

MS. CAVENER: THAT IS SEPARATE FROM L.A. LABOR

COMMITTEE?

MR. MIMS: YES.

MS. CAVENER: NO, I HAVE NOT LOCATED ANY SPECIFICALLY.

I DO HAVE SEVERAL I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU

ABOUT, THOUGH, MAE, THAT ARE SOME ODD AMOUNTS TO INDIVIDUALS,

BUT NONE SPECIFICALLY TO THAT NAME.

MR. MIMS: LET ME JUST FOLLOW THROUGH A LITTLE BIT

MORE ON THIS THEN WE'LL GET BACK INTO THAT.

Q THE THIRD ITEM ON THIS EXHIBIT, NO. 5, 1S A

REFERENCE TO A CHARGE POSTED ON SEPTEMBER 5TH, 1984, $500

PAYABLE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS IN NEW YORK.

WHO WOULD HAVE CALLED YOU AND SOLICITED THAT
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THING.

Q WAS IT ALAN AGAIN?

A YEAH.

Q DO YOU RECALL THAT CONVERSATION WITH HIM WHEN

HE ASKED YOU FOR A CONTRIBUTION TO THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC

POLICY COMMITTEE?

A NO.

DID I MAKE A CHECK OR IS THAT A MASTERCHARGE

NOW?

Q WELL, WHAT I'M READING FROM ARE MASTERCHARGES.

A SO HE MAY HAVE SAID WHAT IT WAS, BUT TO ME IT

WAS ALL THE SAME THING. IT WAS THE MONEY GOING OUT.

Q LET ME ASK YOU THIS: WHY DO YOU THINK THEY

ASKED YOU FOR CONTRIBUTIONS?

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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A NO. I WOULDN'T HAVE PAID WITHOUT IT.

Q ITEM NO. 4 IS A CHARGE POSTED TO SEPTEMBER 6,

1984, FOR $1,000 i0 INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE.

AGAIN, WHO WAS THAT, ALAN?

A MUST HAVE BEEN ALAN.

Q AND THIS WAS POSTED THE DAY AFTER THE CAMPAIGNE

PUBLICATION SOLICITATION. AND YOU RECALL RECEIVING PHONE

CALLS THAT QUICKLY TOGETHER?

A YEAH, I GUESS SO.

Q NOW, THE FIFTH ITEM IS REFERENCE TO A CHARGE

POSTED ON SEPTEMBER 19TH, 1984, CHARGED ON SEPTEMBER 8TH,

1984, FOR $1,000 PAYABLE TO THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY

COMMITTEE IN NEW YORK.

A WHICH WOULD BE -- IT'S ALL ONE AND THE SAME



0

1 AUNDER DIFFERENT NAMES?

2 Q TO ALL THESE DIFFERENT NAMES.

S3 A (WITNESS SHAKES HEAD.)

4 Q DID YOU EVER ASK?

5 A NO, I DIDN'T ASK ABOUT THAT.

0 6 QBUT HE IDENTIFIED THE ORGANIZATION THAT HE WAS

7 SOLICITING CONTRIBUTIONS FOR; IS THAT TRUE?

8 A YEAH, AND HE IDENTIFIED WHAT HE WANTED IT FOR,

0 9 WHAT HE NEEDED IT FOR OR WHAT THEY WERE TRYING TO --

10 Q DID HE SAY THAT THIS CONTRIBUTION WAS TO BE

11 USED TO INFLUENCE THE ELECTION?

S12 A WELL, YEAH.

13 Q THE GENERAL ELECTION?

S14 A YEAH, UH-HUH.

*15 Q LET'S SEE IF I UNDERSTAND YOUR ANSWER CORRECTL'

16 THE CONTRIBUTION THAT HE ELICITED ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL

:¢ 17 DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE, HE TOLD YOU THAT THAT WAS TO BE

- 18 USED TO AID THE PRESIDENT IN HIS REELECTION EFFORTS?

19 A PROBABLY WAS USED FOR TELEVISION COVERAGE.

: 20 YOU KNOW, WHERE THEY'RE EDUCATING AND INFORMING THE PUBLIC.

21 Q HAVE YOU EVER SEEN ANY OF THESE TELEVISION

22 BROADCASTS?

23 A I WATCHED A LITTLE, UH-HUH, AND THEY SAID WHAT

0
24 THEY WERE GOING TO SAY.

25 Q WHO APPEARED ON THE BROADCASTS?

26 A WELL, LA ROUCHE WAS ON A COUPLE TIMES.

0
27 Q HAVE YOU EVER SEEN A BROADCAST WHERE LA ROUCHE

28 WASN'T ON IT, WASN'T THE PRINCIPLE SPEAKER?

30
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A

ON IT, BUT

Q

1984 -- ANO

PAYABLE TO

A

Q

WELL, I DIDN'T REALLY FOLLOW THROUGH TOO MUCH

I REMEMBER LA ROUCHE.

NOW, ON THIS SAME DAY -- THAT 1S, SEPTEMBER 8TI.

THER CHARGE WAS MADE AGAINST YOUR ACCOUNT, $4t,000

CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS IN NEW YORK.

WERE THESE SEPARATE PHONE CALLS?

UH-HUH, MUST HAVE BEEN.

BY ALAN AGAIN?

A YEAH.

Q SO DID ALAN FINISH A CONVERSATION THEN CALL

YOU BACK LATER FOR ANOTHER ORGANIZATION?

A WELL, HE'D FINISH -- I MEAN, HE WOULD MAKE A

REVIEW OF WHAT THEY WERE NEEDING IT FOR, YOU KNOW, SOFTEN ME

UP, I GUESS, AND SAY, "WE NEED THIS MUCH."

NOW, THAT SURE SOUNDS LIKE 1 WAS MOVING FAST,

WASN'T I?

Q TEN DAYS LATER ON SEPTEMBER 18TH, 1984, ANOTHE

CHARGE WAS POSTED AGAINST YOUR CHARGE, AGAIN READING FROM

F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5 REFERENCING ITEM NO. 7, IN THE AMOUNT

OF $1,000 PAYABLE TO THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE.

WAS THIS ALAN AGAIN?

A UH-HUH.

0 AND --

WITH.

Q
MONE Y. D ID

A

I CAN'T THINK OF ANY OTHER MAN THAT I'VE TALKE

THERE WAS THE SPIEL TO INDUCE YOU TO GIVE THEM

IT CHANGE AT ALL?

NO. I MEAN, ACCORDING TO THE DAY THEREOF. I

71
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1 MEAN, BECAUSE WORLD EVENTS MOVED BY THE DAY, YOU KNOW.

2 Q YOUR CHARGE ACCOUNT WAS SOMEWHAT RELAXED FOR A

* 3 LITTLE WHILE UNTIL OCTOBER 9TH, 1984+, WHEN, AGAIN READING

4 FROM F.E.C. EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION NO. 5, ITEM NO. 8,

5 $1,000 WAS CHARGED AGAINST YOUR ACCOUNT PAYABLE TO CAMPAIGNER

0 6 PUBLICATIONS IN NEW YORK.

7 DID YOU RECEIVE ANOTHER PHONE CALL ON OR ABOUT

8 THAT DATE ?

S9 A UH-HUH.

10 Q WAS THAT AGAIN FROM ALAN?

11 A YEAH, UH-HUH.

* .) 12 Q AND --

13 A THEY'VE ALL BEEN FROM ALAN.

14 Q AND HE SAID THE SAME THING; IS THAT CORRECT?

015 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

S16 Q READING FROM EXHIBIT NO. 5, ITEM NO. 9 SHOWS

-+ 17 THAT A CHARGE WAS MADE ON OCTOBER 6TH, 19841, FOR $1,000

* _ 18 PAYABLE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS IN NEW YORK.

19 1 HAVE TO ASK YOU THE SAME QUESTION AGAIN.

20 WAS THAT ALAN AGAIN?

021 A ALAN.

22 Q AND HE SAID THE SAME THING?

23 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

24 Q ON OCTOBER 21ST, 1984, READING FROM F.E.C.

25 EXHIBIT NO. 5, ITEM NO. 10 SHOWS ANOTHER CHARGE AGAINST THE

26 ACCOUNT, THIS ONE IN THE AMOUNT OF $500 PAYABLE TO CAMPAIGNER
0

27 PUBL ICAT IONS.

28 WAS THIS ALSO FROM ALAN?

32
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NO.

Q I JUST WANT IT CLEAR FOR THE RECORD. DID YOU

EVER HAVE ANY CONVERSATION WITH HIM AT ALL AS TO WHY THEY WERE

SO MANY DIFFERENT GROUPS IF YOU BELIEVED THEY WERE THE SAME

THING?

A

ALL THE SAME.

Q

A

Q

WELL, I DIDN'T ASK HIM, BUT I KNEW THEY WERE

HOW DID YOU KNOW THEY WERE ALL THE SAME?

WELL, THEY HAD THE SAME GOALS ALL THE TIME.

ARE YOU SAYING THAT BASED ON WHAT ALAN SAID TO

YOU?

PELLETIER 8& JONES
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NO

A(WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q AND ALAN PRETTY MUCH SAID THE SAME THING; IS

THAT CORRECT?

A UH-HUH.

Q YOU'RE SAYING YES?

A WELL, ONE OF THE LAST THINGS THEY WERE INTERESi

IN, ABOUT THE LAST I GAVE WAS WHEN THEY WERE HAVING THESE

DEMONSTRATIONS IN WASHINGTON AND SENDING BUS LOADS OF PEOPLE

TO WASHINGTON.

Q TO DO WHAT?

A TO DEMONSTRATE IN WASHINGTON D.C., AND THEY

WANTED LOTS OF PEOPLE THERE. AND --

Q PLEASE GO AHEAD.

A AND THEN THIS MONEY PAID FOR BUSES.

Q DID HE SAY WHY IT WOULD BE NECESSARY FOR A

CONTRIBUTION TO BE MADE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS AS OPPOSED

TO ANY OF THE OTHER ORGANIZATIONS TO BUS PEOPLE TO WASHINGTON?



1 A YEAH. BUT THEN IN ALL THESE NEWSPAPERS THEY

!2 KEPT SENDING IT BOAR OUT WHAT HE'D JUST BEEN TALKING ABOUT.

* 3 Q BY "THESE NEWSPAPERS," ARE YOU REFERRING TO

4 A NEWSPAPER CALLED "NEW SOLIDARITy"w?

5A UH-HUH, YEAH. WHICH DISCUSSES DAY BY DAY WHATS

0 6 HAPPENING, SEE, IN GERMANY, IN RUSSIA, A LOT ABOUT THE LASER

7 BEAM NOW.

8 Q OKAY.

S9 A WHICH I UNDERSTAND THATCHER AND GERMANY IS

10 VERY MUCH IN FAVOR OF NOW AS BEING A PROTECTION AGAINST

11 RUSSIA.

* !j" 12 Q AND THEY'RE TELLING YOU THAT LA ROUCHE IS ABLE

13 TO CONVINCE MRS. THATCHER THAT THAT'S RIGHT; IS THAT CORRECT?

14 A I GUESS SO.

15 Q THE LAST ITEM ON F.E.C. EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICA1 ION

, 16 NO. 5 IS A CHARGE AGAINST YOUR ACCOUNT ON OCTOBER 19TH, 1984t,

:'- 17 IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,000 PAYABLE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS

*18 OF NEW YORK.

19 WAS THAT AGAIN ALAN?
pj'

20 A UH-HUH, YEAH.

21 Q AND THE SAME KIND OF JUSTIFICATION FOR MAKING

22 THE CONTRIBUTION WAS URGED ON YOU?

23 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

0
24 Q NOW, THE TOTAL ON THIS PAGE IS $10,000 AND THE

25 CHARGES WERE INCURRED OVER THE PERIOD ACCORDING TO THE BANK

26 OF ABOUT TWO MONTHS. DID THAT GIVE YOU ANY CAUSE FOR ALARM?

0
27 A WELL, I WAS WORRIED ALL THE TIME. I MEAN, MY

28 MAIN WORRY WAS HOW WAS I GOING TO PAY THE MASTERCHARGE BACK.

34
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1AND THEN WHEN THE BANK RESCUED ME A FEW TIMES THEN I GUESS I'I

S3 Q THEY RESCUED YOU A FEW TIMES? HOW DID THEY

4 RESCUE YOU?

5A WELL, WHEN THEY FIRST STARTED FINDING OUT ABOU1

S6 THIS THEY WIPED OFF PROBABLY 2 OR $3,000 OR GOT IT BACK.

7 Q THEY DID?

8A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

0 9 Q HAVE YOU SEEN A STATEMENT ON YOUR ACCOUNT

10 SHOWING A CREDIT TO YOUR ACCOUNT FOR THOSE CHARGES?

11 A WELL, I MEAN, THEN THE NEXT MASTERCHARGE WOULD

* W 12 SHOW NOTHING.

13 Q WOULD SHOW NO BALANCE?

14 A WOULD SHOW NO BALANCE.

15 Q DO YOU HAVE COPIES OF YOUR MASTERCARD STATEMEN 5?

" 16 A LET'S SEE. THEN IT HAPPENED JUST RECENTLY AGAIN.

S17 THEY WIPED OFF THE BUS. THEY WIPED OFF 750, 500 AND 500 JUST

* 18 RECENTLY. THAT'S THE LAST. SO THAT I CAME UP THIS MONTH WITF

19 NOTHING AND I WAS VERY GLAD TO SEE THAT.

20 Q SO IN SHORT ARE YOU SAYING THAT THE $10,000

21 THAT I SEE HERE ON F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5 HAS BEEN CHARGED BACK

22 AGAINST THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN'S ACCOUNT?

23 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

0
24 AND THEN --

25 Q OR AT LEAST CREDITED TO YOUR ACCOUNT?

26 A AND THEN ON THE FIRST SCARE WHERE THEY RECOVERED

0
27 OR WIPED OUT AND BROUGHT IT TO ZERO, THEY THEN SOMEHOW RECOVERED

28 THE 6,000. THEY RECOVERED 6,000.

35
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IQ THE BANK DID THAT FOR YOU; IS THAT CORRECT?

2 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

0 3 SHE'S HANDLING THAT OR -- AND THEY PUT IT IN

4 AN ACCOUNT THAT I COULDN'T TOUCH FOR A WHILE.

5Q "THEY" WHO? THE BANK? YOUR BANK?

0 6 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

7 Q ALL RIGHT.

8A NOBODY COULD TOUCH IT.

0 9 Q NOW, SPEAKING OF THIS ACCOUNT, WHEN YOU STARTEC

10 MAKING CONTRIBUTIONS TO THESE VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS, DID YOU

11 HAVE AN ACCOUNT BALANCE OR A LINE OF CREDIT ON YOUR CARD HIGH

* p,, 12 ENOUGH TO SUPPORT $10,000 WORTH OF CHARGES?

13 A WELL, WHEN I STARTED I HAD 10,000, I THINK

14 ABOUT 10,000 IN THE MONEY MARKET.

15 Q LET ME REPHRASE MY QUESTION.

16 WHEN YOU MADE APPLICATION TO OBTAIN THE CREDIT

>2 17 CARD, THE LINE OF CREDIT THAT YOU ASKED FOR AND THE BANK

18 APPROVED, DO YOU RECALL WHAT THAT WAS?

19 A WELL, I THINK I WAS OF THE OPINION IT HAD TO

20 BE 10,000 DOLLARS, BUT I MAY HAVE BEEN WRONG THERE.
O

21 Q SO YOU DON'T KNOW?

22 A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

23 MR. MIMS: MRS. CAVENER, DO YOU KNOW?
0

24 MS. CAVENER: FROM A CONVERSATION WITH FRAN THIS MORN NG,

25 SHE SAID THE LIMIT WAS 2800.

26 MR. MIMS: $2800?
0

27 MS. CAVENER: YES, ON THE CREDIT CARD.

28 /////
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I BY MR. MIMS:

2 QDID ANY OF THE STATEMENTS ON YOUR ACCOUNT SHOW

0l 3 AMOUNTS OWING IN EXCESS OF $2800?

4 A A COUPLE OF TIMES. I THINK THAT'S WHAT CALLED

5 IT TO THEIR ATTENTION.

6l Q WHY DON'T WE COME BACK TO THAT. WE'LL COME

7 BACK TO THIS IN A MINUTE.

8A SO STARTING AT THIS END ARE THESE BANK STATE-

el9 MENTS. THESE --

10 MS. CAVENER: I THINK HE'S SPECIFICALLY ASKING ABOUT

11 THE CREDIT CARD. DO YOU HAVE THE CREDIT CARD STATEMENTS?

*l c 12 MR. MIMS" LET'S GO OFF THE RECORD FOR A SECOND.

13 (DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

14 BY MR. MIMS:

15 Q HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED, MRS. DRIVER, ANY

,,. 16 CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN OR INDEPENDENT

'% 17 DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE OR ANY OF THESE ORGANIZATIONS?

*18 A NO, HUH-UH.

19 Q YOU SAY NO MAYBE OTHER THAN YOU HAD SOME NOTES

20 THAT YOU THREW AWAY; IS THAT CORRECT?

21 A WELL, NOTES I MADE TO MYSELF. BOOKS, LOADS

22 OF BOOKS.

23 Q I'M SPEAKING OF THE PROMISSORY NOTES THAT YOU

0l
24 GOT.

25 A I THREW THEM AWAY BECAUSE I THOUGHT WHAT IN

26 EARTH I COULD DO WITH THEM. I MEAN, IF THEY DON'T PAY WHAT

0l
27 WOULD I DO ANYWAY? I'M NOT UP TO GOING TO COURT.

28 Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, I WANT TO ASK YOU A QUESTION

' 37
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1 ABOUT ITEMS THAT APPEAR ON F.E.C. EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION

2 NO. 6. THAT WAS THE YEAR END REPORT FILED BY THE INDEPENDENT

S3 DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE.

THAT REPORT SHOWS THAT A CONTRIBUTION REFUND --

5 EXHIBIT NO. 6, PAGE 4, THAT'S WHAT WE'RE REFERRING TO -- THIS

0 6 IS THE YEAR END REPORT FILED BY THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR

7 LA ROUCHE, AND IT SHOWS THAT A REFUND OF $1,000 WAS MADE ON

8 DECEMBER 19TH, 1984, TO A SARAH DRIVER.

0 9 A SARAH?

10 Q AT 216 34TH STREET, NEWPORT BEACH.

11 A BUT THERE'S NO SARAH.

* 12 Q OKAY. NOW, AS PART OF THIS SAME DOCUMENT, F.E .

13 EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION NO. 6, PAGE 12, 1S A PORTION OF THE

14 REPORT FOR THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE COVERING

L'N 15 THE PERIOD OCTOBER 18TH, 1984, THROUGH NOVEMBER 26, 1984.

",0 16 THIS DOCUMENT SHOWS THAT ON AUGUST 22ND, 1984,

r 17 SARAH DRIVER MADE A CONTRIBUTION OF $1,000 TO THE LA ROUCHE

18 CAMPAIGN BY WAY OF A LOAN.

19 A HOW DID THEY GET THE NAME?

20 Q DOES A SARAH LIVE HERE?

21 A HUH-UH, NO. NO SARAH.

22 Q SO THEN ON AUGUST 17TH, AND ON AUGUST 22ND,

23 1984, ACCORDING TO F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5, TWO $1,000 CHARGES

24 WERE POSTED AGAINST YOUR ACCOUNT TO THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS

25 FOR LA ROUCHE.

26 AND AS FAR AS YOU KNOW THEY WERE BOTH TO B

27 MADE IN YOUR NAME; IS THAT CORRECT?

28 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

38

PELLETIER & JONES



1 Q AND YOU DID RECEIVE CHARGES AGAINST YOUR ACCOU T

~2 ON YOUR STATEMENT FOR THESE TWO $1,000 CHARGES; IS THAT CORRECT?

S3 A YOU MEAN ON THE MASTERCHARGE?

4 Q YES.

5 A YEAH.
0

6 Q AND SO THERE lS NO SARAH?

7 A NO, THERE'S NO SARAH.

8 Q THANK YOU.

9 MS. CAVENER: NOW, ON YOUR QUESTION SPECIFICALLY, I

10 HAVE THE AMOUNTS OF THE CREDIT LINE. IS THAT CORRECT?

11 MR. MIMS: YES.

12 DOES THE STATEMENT INDICATE WHAT THE LINE OF

13 CREDIT LIMIT IS?

, 14 MS. CAVENER: NO.

C 15 MR. MIMS: WHAT DOES --

16 MS. CAVENER: I DO NOT SEE THAT HERE.

17 MR. MIMS: WHAT IS THE TOTAL THAT APPEARS ON THE

18 OUTSTANDING BALANCE?

19 MS. CAVENER: THE BALANCE ON THIS STATEMENT, WHICH IS

20 THE STATEMENT FOR AUGUST 28TH, '8ti, TO SEPTEMBER 26TH, '8L.,

21 THE BALANCE IS $1,569.

22 NOW, IT DOES HAVE AVAILABLE CREDIT WHICH IS

23 $1,230.60, SO THAT WOULD BE --

24 MR. MIMS: SO YOU WOULD TAKE THAT AND ADD IT TO THE

25 TOTAL BALANCE TO COME UP WITH WHAT FIGURE?

26 MS. CAVENER: WELL, APPROXIMATELY TWENTY-EIGHT.

27 SO A CREDIT LINE, I DON'T KNOW WHAT YOU'RE

28 SPECIFICALLY REFERRING TO WHEN YOU TALK ABOUT A CREDIT LINE.
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1 MR. MIMS: HOW MUCH COULD BE CHARGED AGAINST THE

2 ACCOUNT WITHOUT OBTAINING PERMISSION FROM THE BANK TO INCREASE

0 3 THE LIMITS.

4 IN OTHER WORDS, IF $10,000 HAD BEEN CHARGED

5 AGAINST THE ACCOUNT, AN ACCOUNT WHICH HAD A CREDIT LIMIT OF

0 6 S2800 --

7 MS. CAVENER: LIKE I SAID PREVIOUSLY, AND YOU SEEM TO

8 QUESTION THAT.

S9 MR. MIMS: MY QUESTION WAS WHETHER MRS. DRIVER HAD

10 ASKED THE BANK FOR AN INCREASE IN THE CREDIT LINE.

11 THE WITNESS: NO, I DIDN'T ASK FOR ANY.

-12 BY MR. MIMS"

13 Q ARE YOU STILL CONTINUING TO RECEIVE CHARGES

14 AGAINST YOUR ACCOUNT FROM THESE VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS?

C 15 A NO, NO. NO CHARGES, AND I'WM NOT GOING TO.

\ 16 MR. MIMS" I'LL ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS AS

" 17 EXHIBIT NO. 7 FOR IDENTIFICATION, PLEASE.

18 (WHEREUPON, A COPY OF A CHARGE SLIP

19 WAS MARKED F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 7 FOR

20 IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC AND

21 1S ATTACHED HERETO.)

22 BY MR. M[MS:

23 Q MRS. DRIVER, EXHIBIT NO. 7 WAS ALSO OBTAINED

24 WITH YOUR PERMISSION FROM SECURITY PACIFIC BANK. AND THEY

25 INFORMED ME THAT IT IS NOT THE POLICY OF THE BANK TO SEND COPIS

26 OF THE CHARGE SLIPS TO THE INDIVIDUAL CARDHOLDERS WITH THE

27 MONTHLY STATEMENT. DO YOU KNOW THAT TO BE CORRECT?

28 A WELL, I GUESS I HADN'T THOUGHT ABOUT IT EVEN.
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I MEAN, I LOOK AT THE STATEMENT WHEN IT COMES. IF THERE'S

SOMETHING THERE THEN I TRY TO PAY IT.

Q BUT YOU DON'T RECALL SEEING CHARGE SLIPS?

A NO, HUH-UH.

Q FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS QUESTION THEN, LET ME

DESCRIBE THIS DOCUMENT PROVIDED BY THE BANK. IT IS A CREDIT

CARD SLIP WITH YOUR CREDIT CARD NUMBER HANDWRITTEN ON THE

DOCUMENT. THE NAME IS WRITTEN IN AS MAE DRIVER AND APPARENTL

AN EXPIRATION DATE OF 5-85 IS ON THE DOCUMENT.

AND IT SHOWS THAT ON OR ABOUT I BELIEVE IT'S

JANUARY 1985, JANUARY 12TH, THERE WAS A $750 CHARGE TO --

A THAT WAS THE BUS.

Q -- THE SCHILLER INSTITUTION.

THE BUS, WAS THAT NOVEMBER '84 OR JANUARY '85?

A JUST RECENT. YEAH, '85.

Q JANUARY '85?

A A BUS TO WASHINGTON.

Q AND THE SAME PERSON CALLED AND ASKED FOR MONEY?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q AND THAT'S ALAN?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q AND HE SAID BASICALLY THE SAME THING AS HE'D

SAID BEFORE?

A HE SAID THEY HAD THE PEOPLE AND NO BUS.

Q THEY HAD THE PEOPLE AND NO BUS. DID HE SAY

WHAT THE DEMONSTRATION WAS FOR?

A WELL, I DON'T KNOW. THEY WERE GOING DEMONSTRAT

IN FRONT OF THE WHITE HOUSE. I SUPPOSE IT WAS WRITTEN UP AND
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IT'S PROBABLY WRITTEN UP IN THOSE NEWSPAPERS.

Q AND YOU WERE HOME ON JANUARY 12TH?

A MUST HAVE BEEN. THAT WAS A SATURDAY.

NO, THAT'S DECEMBER. WELL, WHERE'S JANUARY.

12TH WAS A SATURDAY. I WAS HOME.

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHY IT WAS NECESSARY TO MAKE A

CONTRIBUTION TO THE SCHILLER INSTITUTE FOR THIS PARTICULAR

FUNCTION? DID HE TELL YOU WHAT THE SCHILLER INSTITUTE WAS?

A WELL, I KNOW IT HAS TO DO -- IT'S LA ROUCHE'S

INSTITUTE OR SOMETHING. I MEAN, HE'S THE HEAD OF IT OR THE

GUIDING SPIRIT OR --

Q AND THIS IS AGAIN FROM YOUR CONVERSATIONS WITH

ALAN AND THE OTHER PEOPLE THAT CALLED YOU?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q NOW, THE BANK HAS INFORMED ME THAT THERE REMAIt

AN ADDITIONAL CHARGE ON YOUR ACCOUNT THAT HAS JUST RECENTLY

COME IN FOR $575 PAYABLE TO HARRAN, H-A-R-R-A-N, TRANSPORTATIC

IN NORTH MERRICK, NEW YORK.

A YOU SAID THAT WAS 500-SOMETHING?

575.•

A THAT MUST BE THE OTHER BUS.

Q SO YOU MADE A CONTRIBUTION OF $750 TO THE

SCHILLER INSTITUTE FOR THE BUS?

A ONE BUS.

Q AND $575 TO HARRAN TRANSPORTATION?

A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.)

Q WHY DID HE SAY IT WAS IMPORTANT THAT YOU MAKE

CONTRIBUTIONS TO EACH ONE OF THESE SEPARATELY?
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I A (WITNESS SHAKES HEAD.)

2 Q BUT HE DID ASK YOU TO DO THAT?

0 3 A (WITNESS INDICATES YES.) BUT NOW I FELT THAT

4 WAS ALL WIPED OFF, ALL REFLECTED IN MY VERY LAST FEBRUARY

5 STATEMENT. I MEAN, IT WAS ZERO.

0 6 MR. MIMS: MRS. CAVENER, HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO COME

7 UP WITH A FIGURE FOR THE AMOUNT OF CHECKS THAT WERE WRITTEN

8 TO THESE VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS?

0 9 MS. CAVENER" NOT A DEFINITE FIGURE. THERE ARE

10 SEVERAL I WOULD LIKE TO ASK HER ABOUT.

11 I DO COME UP WITH A DEFINITE FIGURE OF ABOUT

• ' 12 14,000.

13 MR. MIMS: $14,O00 IN CHECKS WRITTEN TO VARIOUS

14 ORGANIZATIONS IN ADDITION TO THE $1O,000 IN CHARGES PLUS THE

15 $750 CHARGE TO THE SCHILLER INSTITUTE AND $575 CHARGE TO HARRA

"O16 TRANSPORTATION?

;17 MS. CAVENER: RIGHT.

S18 MR. MIMS: IF YOU'D LIKE TO ASK MRS. DRIVER SOME

19 QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD, PLEASE GO AHEAD.

If-
20 MS. CAVENER: I WANT THIS OFF THE RECORD, PLEASE.

.
21 MR. MIMS: OH, YES.

22 (DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

23 MR. MIMS: MRS. CAVENER IS DISCUSSING THE CHECK ISSUE
0

24 WITH MRS. DRIVER TO DETERMINE WHEN IF POSSIBLE THE FIRST CHECK

25 WAS DRAWN PAYABLE TO ANY ONE OF THE ORGANIZATIONS.

26 THE WITNESS: DO YOU SEE ONE -- I MEAN, THAT ONE I

27 DID AT THE POST OFFICE? WHAT DID WE CALL IT? LASER BEAM,

28 OR WHAT DID WE CALL IT?
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1 MS. CAVENER: APPROXIMATELY HOW MUCH WAS THAT FOR.

2 THE WITNESS: 40.

0 3 MS. CAVENER: FOR S40?

4 THE WITNESS: IT WAS THE DUES, AND THAT WAS THE BEGINF I

5MS. CAVENER: IT WAS THE LASER BEAM?

S6 THE WITNESS: BUT I'M NOT SURE WHETHER IT CAME UNDER

7 JUST THAT NAME. 1 MEAN, THAT'S WHAT IT WAS ALL ABOUT.

8 MS. CAVENER: IS THAT PER CHANCE THIS ONE (INDICATING?

Q 9 THERE'S SOME INITIALS THERE AND THERE'S IN PARENTHESES, "NO"-

10 THE WITNESS: WELL, IT'S $45 ANYWAY, ISN'T IT?

11 MS. CAVENER: YES. AND THE INITIALS --

O 12 THE WITNESS: IT WOULD BE THE RIGHT AMOUNT. N.D.P.C./

13 MS. CAVENER: WHAT'S THAT, THE INDEPENDENT -- COULD

14 THAT BE AN "Ilt?

15 BY MR. MIMS:

"O16 Q DO YOU KNOW THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY

S17 COMMITTEE? ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THAT?

-18 A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

S19 I SEE HERE THIS BESIDE IT, THIS SAYS, "NO

20 MONDALE AND NO KISSINGER," AND THAT'S WHAT THEY WERE TALKING

21 ABOUT THAT DAY. THEY DIDN'T WANT TO GET THOSE TWO MEN IN.

22 MS. CAVENER: THAT'S THE ONE IN FRONT OF THE POST

23 OFFICE, RIGHT?

24 THE WITNESS: SO THAT WOULD BE THE BEGINNING THERE.

25 MS. CAVENER: CHECK NO. 3576 FOR $45.

~MR. MIMS: ON WHAT DATE?

27 MS. CAVENER: THE DATE ISN'T WRITTEN IN.

28 (DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)
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I MR. MIMS: ALL RIGHT, MARILYN, THEN FROM THE SUMMARY

~2 OF MRS. DRIVER'S BANK RECORDS WOULD YOU READ INTO THE RECORD,

3 PLEASE, A LIST OF THE CONTRIBUTIONS MADE TO THE VARIOUS

4 ORGANIZATIONS, THE DATE AND AMOUNT.

5 (SHORT INTERRUPTION.)

0
6 MR. MIMS" SO, MARILYN, IF YOU WOULD, PLEASE READ FOR

7 THE RECORD WHAT YOU'VE DISCOVERED THERE INSOFAR AS THE PAYEES

8 AND THE AMOUNT AND APPROXIMATE DATE.

9 MS. CAVENER: OKAY. CHECK NO. 3595, 8-17, TO L.A.L.C.

10 $3,000; CHECK NO. 3603, NO DATE, CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS,

11 $5,000; 3608, NO DATE, L.A.L.C., $2,000, APPROXIMATELY THE

'0 12 EIGHTH MONTH; 3626 ON 10-12, L.A.L.C., $2,000; 3040, 11-5,

V.

13 L.A.L.C., $500; 3041, 11-9, L.A.L.C., $500; 3045 -- I HAVE

14 JUST THE NUMBER 15, L.A.L.C., $500; NO CHECK NUMBER, 12-4,

15 L.A.L.C., $500.

\ 16 MR. MIMS: IS THAT IT?

S17 MS. CAVENER: THAT'S IT.

* 18 MR. MIM,: AND THAT'S A TOTAL OF $14,000; IS THAT

19 CORRECT?

20 MS. CAVENER: RIGHT.

21 BY MR. MIMS:

22 Q NOW, MRS. DRIVER, HAVE YOU HAD ANY CONTACT

23 WITH ANY OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES OR ANY OTHER GOVERNME

24 AUTHORITY ABOUT THIS MATTER?

25 A WELL, I THINK IT WAS THE F.B.I. TALKED ON THE

SPHONE A LITTLE BIT, BUT NOT IN ANY DEPTH.
0

27 Q DID THEY CALL YOU OR --

28 A THEY CALLED ME. KEN HAD THEM CALL ME.
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1 Q HOW LONG AGO WAS THIS?

2 A TWO OR THREE MONTHS, I THINK.

0g  3 Q DO YOU RECALL THE AGENT'S NAME?

4A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

5Q WHAT DID HE SAY? WHAT DID YOU SAY TO HIM?

0 6 A WE DIDN'T GO INTO MUCH DEPTH. HE ASKED A

7 LITTLE BIT ABOUT HOW IT HAPPENED, WHERE IT STARTED. I MEAN,

8 IT WASN'T ANYTHING IN DEPTH.

9 Q HAVE THEY CONTACTED YOU SINCE?

10 A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

11 Q DID HE ASK YOU FOR ANY RECORDS?

* N.,, 12 A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

13 Q DID HE ASK YOU TO MAKE ANY STATEMENT FOR THE

14 RECORD?

0,I15 A (WITNESS INDICATES NO.)

S16 Q WELL, I THINK THAT IS THE END OF MY QUESTIONS.

vj 17 I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU, MRS. DRIVER, IF YOU HAVE ANYTHING THAT

18 YOU'D LIKE TO SAY OTHER THAN WHAT YOU'VE SAID ALREADY?

19 A NO. I'M SORRY.

20MR. MIMS" OFF THE RECORD.

21 (DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

22 MR. MIMS: MRS. CAVENER, AS MRS. DRIVER'S REPRESENTATI

23 HERE, HAVE YOU ANYTHING THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO SAY ON THE
0

24 RECORD ON THIS MATTER?

25 MS. CAVENER: NO.

MR. MIMS: I THINK THIS DEPOSITION IS CLOSED.
0

27 WE'LL HAVE THE COURT REPORTER SEND YOU A COPY

28 OF IT TO BE SIGNED, OR SIGN THE ORIGINAL, IF YOU WILL, AND
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i •

RETURN IT TO THE REPORTER.

IF YOU'LL SEND IT IN CARE OF MRS. CAVENER, I'D

APPRECIATE THAT, AND THEN FORWARD IT ON TO US.

:c::=::0OO000:::=

I, MAE E. DRIVER, DECLARE UNDER THE PENALTY OF

PERJURY UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA THAT THE

FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

DATE MAE E. DRIVER

PELLETIER & JONES
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I, L.ORENE FAY itp , CSR#-EL ,
a Notary Public in and for the County of ORANGE, State

of California, do hereby certify: .

That, prior to being examined, the witness named in

the foregoing depositio'n, to wit, .. NaI DiwOa

was by me duly sworn to testify the truth, the whole truth

and nothing but the truth;

That said deposition was taken down by me in short~aud

at the time and place therein named and thereafter red uc~ed to

typewriting under my direction.

I further certify that I am not interested in the

event of the action. .

WITNESS my hand and seal this (F day of

_________ 19jj_.

of ORANGE, State o aifornia

PJOTAr~Y P~LC - CALIFO~NrA

LORENE FAY STRONG

~ UEL e'wm AUG 23. 1965
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liens report* 4 s "Other Receipt * (Schedule A, Line 21)
,,~, Fir t Iona1 State monk of fle Jersey repeeeni refunds

rn tha bakt pig contributors whose cotribtt lor

l os wrokmle b cedi carn -- liqeso def 5 _rfunds hole

- ee n out horised by t he ca upnlgn: i oi

go~t ribuoro hove In foc ct ~ h~en unds f rm ebeaok. the

caug'aIY' let efmiuie thot th. 3oot accurateC repast Jig uld be

to It eml a.eo uc h tiSUSOCt I on. * Tiis pr @oo1weo the occur ocy

of the teoo contribetleoti relPOrteit, as well 05 the

InlduilS° yeer-40-date aggregates. 'fl' tronoct louis ore

restarted 05 negotive entries in SchedulC A for LInes 170o nd

lqb am spprogurot@. .ronsOct onS of this close are those

dotedq from wfowemer 1, 1904 to the 
present • .e bankc cogttiiO@5

to InforS the coaigfln of each such 
chorge refund.

Re bioo paymnt s t o t heme cont ribut ors were dr own on

It a oun account • sn4 not on the funds of the compoigs (that is.

. not chotred t o the comegnos bankc account ). "flues° the orte

so diebWede hove be en shorn not only as offsets eaoifnt

NScbe~ul@ A (egamtve entries for the cottribet@1o offected),

but olso as reces o the campaign,. in order to maintain

€ correcLt blances In the repoed~ Cash on Rend lines, Since the

-. c.p'~ hoe snt approved these payment 5 ond legal oct ione

aganst the bnk OTe ot ill 1n progrsess it WOO deemed

C'. imap~oprite tO report this form of receipt 000 •loan ° from

the benk, or as any other speci fied line-it em receipt N ence,

~it Is reorted on Line 21.

P - flovin hod no opportunity to challenge any of these

I trasoct Ions iolt fated by the bank, the campoign can make no

puont~ee as to their legitimacy, other than the bore fact

C' thaOt the bank has paid out monies to the accounts• of these

contrebutors. .he hankem actioes in this regard ore the

t ouhiect of a complaint previously flied with 
the Federal

L~~riect Icon r mmlosIr|.
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SE CURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK -- AtTERNAL. COMMUICTOI

'~ Charge Card Disputes

~P1 IOPP

SN

PIg:

MitiL corn1[: I

M

TOTAL

1fnfl0n E Vattr

mport Beach 0072

Ovambef 1. 1984

Male Driver

,'€, Customer ~i spute...

The following items are the drafts being disputed by Mrs

1.
Ind Democ for La ouch New York
charged 8/17/84 posted 8/22/84 mount

2.
mnd Democ for La Pouch New fork
charged 8/22/84 posted 8/28/84 amount

3.
cnarged 8125/84 posted 9/05/84 mount
Camkoaigner Publication New York

4.
mnd Democ for La Rouch New York
charged 8/28/84 posted 9/06/84 amount

Nat'I Demo Policy Coin New York
chrged 910684 posted 9/19/84 munt

6.
Campailgner Publication New York
charged 9/8/84 posted 9/19/84 mount

7.
m d Oemoc for La Rouch New YOrk
charged 9/18/84 posted 9/25/84 amount

8.
Campaigner Publication Niew York
charged 10/9/84 posted 10/17/84 mount

9.
Campaigner Publication Ne York
charged 10/06/84 posted 10/17/84 mount

10.
Clmaogner Publication New York
charged 10/21/84 posted 10/25/84 mount

11.
Cmpaigner Pulication New York
chlarged 10/19/84 posted 10/25/84 mlount

1X)O.0

£811 *-6" 
•

O

Lr.:ie faj Strong. 14.P.

C\J

1000.00

1000.00

500.00

1000.00

1000.00

1ooo.0

1000.00

1oo0.00

1000.0

500.00

1000.00
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4.NIGELEJ L4BOR C3YA0oLoeF1da5U

PROMISSORY NOTE

rOa VALUE IUZCEIVID, the undersigned agreos tO pay to A

DIVER the pz~ncipal

slum of $ 2,000.00 ( Two thousand and no/100 dollars )

3_ ( Three ) months from the date of this note.

IN AUDI1ION, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder inter-

eat at an annual rate of 12 t (_Twelve ) percent. for a total interest

paymeont of $ 60.00 ( Sixty and no/l00 dollars )

pebi. as follows, at the end of the term of the note

The Los Angeles Labor Committee (LA.LC) is a political associaltion

with its headquarters located at 3200 Los Felix Doulevard, Los Angeles,

CaliLfornia 90039.

Dao September 14. 1964

Signed for theo LALC,

for ID
V. _____JJL ~

V - . ~ TIP



&mpa1igner Publications, Inc.
304 West $5.h. New York. N V. 10019 Tel. (212)247-M0)

X d soteeber 9£ 1914

Fv w1e EWU,,' 1 . tin undera10md t o pa, to

n(~fRIVFR .. .. ,of

C Prutt, r ttlf

U W.,zupc"m1~ e~m of $ 40nnl0A0

aMd ,i 1 00 Do11aru) ,.hr-., month.

firn tkin dat, of tiiLa rvte.

- at 12_ Twelve prmt) paj~te during tku tm of

now a foU~.: at the end of the term of the note

CU1 P~l:1± m:,,18O ,1ob~tm: at 304 Wire 58th Str'eet. 5t:h flnc.
Nw . W 10019. 3bth gmztii uii tl mibjea to 1.. of thu et o
Nmw Yak gmnU .~

_ ' E~~b~ 1/  forI.D.
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Cap.-*** "eig'i

S. LOANS ILgu '

- IO0PIN*ENT DENOCRATS FO AOC 4 o e e e e o ~ o e J l 29o i98510si8

mASOFLANSUREORIGINAL 
PATRNI *OeAB,

i MOF LAN S~nCEAn0UNI 
TO pATE • '

*gSSSlTYDB LAVOUiNE ELECTION TYPe: GENERAL 250.00 0.00 25000

106 Nm he. ISTN STREET INTEREST RATE: O.00OZ

PLANIAUZON FL 33513 LOAN SECURED': NO

-. DATE IWCUR~-.D: 09,2018&

DaTE L3AN )UE: 1fl20I64

*gONSITTr. LAVONNE ELECTIONd TYPE: GENESAL 500.00 0.00 500.00

7041 Meo. 1514 STREE.T INTERPST RATE: 0o.)OZ

pLANTATION FL :33313 LOAN SECU °@ -- ?: .O

DATE IN CUS [D: 09120164

DATE LOAN DUE: 12120164

mm 

i naa a~loIi ia 
.......................... 

m m I om l B........... OO. Omm m

*.UWIERTY. PAUL ELECTION TY
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I DATE INCURRED: i9iO4Ie'

DATE LOAN DUE: ,'1IO6185

~mm.................................................................. 
... oo--.

*iAILASS. GEO4GE€C. cL CrIgf TY1E- 3ENERAL 200.00 0.00 200.00

in113 h. TNIRO AV.. Z%TEES1. 'ATE: "X0391

Cu.CANOIT ' J7 jl3 L",&'q SEC'JSED?: ";

P'* GWDLa' qXC.iaD L. ELFC.'IJ. tY'"." 
P " L 1O~i.02 0.030 1000.00

94: L.2.A': S t' U=": '.3
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* . ~~LOAN$S* ql!

* " 11I27IR4 TO 12831/8S

•|IINSIN? DEPOCRATS FOR LAtR2UCE * *  * ***O * JAN 29o 1955 10511 AN

O 
~~OR~iGIAL PAYIINTS O*MUlif

lii~i O P LOAN0 SOURmC 
AMOUNT TO SPATEl[ .

I~l][lW o liit tLCTRON TYPE: GE[NI[RL 1000.00 0.. Oo. " ;,

R THURV| INTEREST RATE: Oo0.0 -- 1000.00*

O lllql IAE. C', 26& LOAN SE[CURED?: NO '4

UU~ST EACI ATE IqCU!RED? 0912016

DATE[ LOAN DUE: 12/2018'

-V .a.o -o .... --............... 
...- *.......---

*SZWlltlu lME Eo ELECTION TYPE: GENERAL 100.00 0.00 0.00

Z C 34TH STo INITEREST RATE:* 0o00 1 l00o0*0

_ NORTH I*EACN CA ?e63 LOAN SECURED?: NO

DATE INCURREO** /T?Oa
' ! 2ATE LOAN DUE: 12117184

*i)ER.gl RAEl Eo ELLCTIJ*N TYPE: GENERIAL 1000.00 0.00 100o.0

34T ST'ZTEqEST PATE: 0.00(

*pIOTNI lEA)CH CA 9)63 LOAN SI CURt?: NO

,~ * DATE INCUaRE): 1001084

• DATE LOA 3UE: f010308S

DIROU.ISKOSu AOXET'A C. LECTI2'4 TYPE: GENERAL 500.00 0.00 500.00

i21719 LAYe!ILL a.o ZITEPEST PATE: ).r)f

€ ,T- I..CA'4 SEC:J°£-?: '42)

SILVER SPU[4S .l .'o. DAT_ I'4CU'; D: 1 )I09It&

I,' ,aTE L2AN )dE: 1Z.009I*4

I DUSELLt. U;E.E Lo iL:C¢TION TYPE: E,.ERAL IZO0.OO0O.00 1000.0

IwEST COVI.dA C,4 1?' L A'4 SECJSV- ?: N0

* 
)AST'- LJA4' )U£: 1I:,Ie4

*OU~,C(' TIr.NY £L rT:,3
' TYPEo: r.E*'€-EL 100.903 0.00 100o00

k T dASM;'d,.TJ'e CIa:LE )0. P"4TE::;t' ;A'E: Jo.2cA

T ROT ,' -- ))' L"'-\ S .c: : ': '40

DU9SC€', T,Y j.LCIZ' ?Y:K: '.:'EDA 10.) .2.00 1'Jo.00

o,. 
* ~ ~ .

-

p. • -. -- " / 'rl '
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF".

THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN,
EDWARD SPANNAUS, TREASURER .:

DEPOS IT ION OF :

TAKEN ON:

MUR NO. 1852

JANET RANG

AUGUST 1 ,

G~&ki~ &~~*nes/OI~zq~w

' S z 'A WAy

FILE

LINDA A. PAYANA CSR NO. '.'26
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XMS. JANET RANG
8722 HAZARD AVENUE
MIDWAY CITY, CALIFORNIA 92655"

AUGUST 27, 1985

R: IN THE MATTER OF: THE LA ROUCHE CAMqPAIGN, ETC.
CASE NO.: MUR 1852
OUR FILE NO.: 5-646/OC, TAKEN ON: AUGUST 14, 1985

DEAR MS. RANG:

ENCLOSED HEREWITH, PLEASE FIND THE ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT OF YOUR
DEPOSITION, REPORTED By THIS OFFICE IN THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER.

C PLEASE REVIEW YOUR TRANSCRIPT AND MAKE AMY CHANGES OR CORRECTIONS
YOU DEEM NECESSARY. TO 1iAKE ADDITIONS, DELETIONS OR CORRECTIONS,

USE PEN AND INK, A SINGLE LINE DRAWN THROUGH A WORD, SO THAT THE

UNDERLYING TYPED WORD IS NOT OBLITERATED, AND WRITING IN ABOVE THE

SWORD ANY ADDITION OR CHANGE. EACH CORRECTION SHOULD BE INITIALED

BY YOU. YOUR TRANSCRIPT SHOULD BE SIGNED ON PAGE 44 , AS FOLLOWS:

~( X UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY

,3C ) BEFORE ANY NOTARY PUBLIC WHICH SHOULD BE AVAILABLE
AT' YOUR SANK. THE NOTARY SHOULD COMPLETE AND SlGN

: PAGE ., LINES 4 THROUGH 24.

SPLEASE PETURN THE SIGNED TRANSCRIPT IN THE POSTAGE PREPAID ENVELOPE

S THAT IS ENCLOSED. YOUR COOPERATION IN RETURNING THE TRANSCRIPT TO
THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMNISSION, WITHIN 30 (THIRTY) DAYS OF YOUR

' RECEIPT WOULD BE GREATLY APPRECIATED.

""THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION TO THIS MATTER.

S INCEI

JONES

* ENCLOSURES: ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
PREPAID ENVELOPE

CC: STEPHEN MIMS, ESQ.ANNE WEISSENBORN, ESQ.

3138 S. rITA WAY * SANTA ANA. CALIFORNIA 921(04 * (7/14) 641-8451 ,, (213) 3803-5077
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5 DEPOSITION OF JANET RANG, TAKEN ON

6 BEHALF OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION AT

7 5325 EAST PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, LONG BEACH,
0

8 CALIFORNIA, COMMENCING AT 9:15 A.M., ON WEDNESDAY,

9 AUGUST 1LW, 1985, BEFORE LINDA A. PAVAN, CSR NO. 4426,

10 A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE,

11 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PURSUANT TO STIPULATION.

12
LI)

* 13 APPEARANCES OF COUNSEL:

14 l FOR THE FEDERAL ELECTION ANNE WEISSENBORN, ESQ.
COMMISSION: AND

"C 15 STEPHEN MIMS, ESQ.

1325 "K" STREET
16 WASHINGTON, D.C. 90463
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ASK THE REPORTER TO NUMBER THEM AND ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY. SO

THIS WOULD BE NO. 1.

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

MARKED EXHIBIT 1 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q COULD YOU IDENTIFY THAT DOCUMENT? HAVE YOU SEEN IT

BEFORE?

A YEAH, UN-HUH.

Q CAN YOU TELL US WHAT IT IS, BRIEFLY?

A WELL, IT WAS ONE OF THE FIRST TEXTS THAT I HAD

WRITTEN TO THE COMMISSION THAT HE ASKED ME FOR. AND HE ALWAYS

PROMISED TO PAY EVERYTHING BACK ALL THE TIME.

Q THAT PARTICULAR DOCUMENT, THOUGH, IS NOT A CHECK?

A NO, I KNOW THAT.

Q COULD YOU TELL HER WHAT IT IS, PLEASE.

IS IT CORRECT THAT IT'S THE PROMISSORY NOTE RELATED

TO THE FIRST CHECK THAT YOU ISSUED?

A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

Q ACCORDING TO THIS DOCUMENT, THIS IS A PROMISSORY

NOTE FOR $1,000 DATED AUGUST THE 6TH, 1983; IS THAT CORRECT?

A RIGHT.

Q AND IT IS FROM WHAT ORGANIZATION?

A LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE.

Q COULD YOU TELL US THE BACKGROUND FOR THIS PAYMENT

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 OR THIS LOAN THAT YOU MADE TO THEM, WHO SOLICITED IT AND SO

2 FORTH?

3 A IT WENT THROUGH THE BANK OF AMERICA ONTO

O . BANKAMERICARD.

5 Q WHO FIRST CONTACTED YOU ABOUT THIS?

6 A AL LEVENSON.

7 Q LEVENSON?

8 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

9 Q HOW DID YOU FIRST MEET HIM OR HAVE CONTACT WITH

•10 HIM?

11 A I HAD SIGNED UP FOR THE PAPER, THE NEWSPAPER.I

L 12 CAN'T REMEMBER WHAT THE NAME OF IT WAS ANYMORE. AND THAT'S

* '- 13 WHERE THEY GOT MY NAME, I GUESS.

04 14 Q WHEN YOU SAY "THEY," WHO ARE YOU REFERRING TO?

"©15 A WELL, THERE WERE A COUPLE OF GUYS THAT WERE

O 16 STANDING OUTSIDE OF GEMCO ONE DAY.

17 Q OUT OF WHERE?

18 A GEMCO OVER IN I GUESS IT WAS HUNTINGTON BEACH.

* 19 Q IT WAS A TABLE?

20 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

21 MR. MtMS: IS THAT LIKE A DEPARTMENT STORE?

• 22 THE WITNESS: YES, GEMCO IS.

23 MR. MIMS: IS IT IN A MALL?

2'. THE WITNESS: NOT EXACTLY, NO.

• 25 IIIII/
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• 1 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

2 Q WAS HE THERE?

3 A NO, HE WASN'T THERE. THERE WERE TWO OTHER GUYS.

4 Q AND SO YOU -- DID YOU SUBSCRIBE TO ONE OF THE

5 MAGAZINES AT THAT POINT?

6 A YEAH. I THINK I GOT IT MONTHLY.

7 Q HOW DID YOU PAY FOR THIS, DO YOU REMEMBER?

8 A I HAD PUT THAT ON THE BANKAMERICARD.

9 Q BUT IT WAS A SUBSCRIPTION, SO THEY WOULD HAVE HAD

1 0 YOUR ADDRESS; IS THAT CORRECT?

11 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

, 12 Q AND THEN WAS THIS THE FIRST SUBSEQUENT CONTACT YOU

* "' 13 HAD AFTER YOU SUBSCRIBED TO THE MAGAZINE?

14 l A YES.

"is1 Q THIS WAS FOR THE LOAN THAT RELATES TO THIS

Q 16 PROMISSORY NOTE, AND IT WAS MR. LEVENSON WHO TELEPHONED YOU?

17 A YES, IT WAS LEVENSON.

18 Q WAS IT BY TELEPHONE?

* 19 A YES.

20 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT HE SAID, GENERALLY?

21 A HE STARTED TALKING ABOUT THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AND

* 22 HOW, YOU KNOW, HOW WHAT A GOOD PRESIDENT HE'D MAKE AND ALL THAT.

23 1 MEAN, THAT WAS MOST OF IT.

24 Q IN 1983 AT THIS TIME HE TALKED ABOUT THE POLITICAL

* 25 CAMPAIGN?

O7
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IS?

A

LA ROUCHE

Q

CHECK OR

A

Q

YOU REMEM

A I MIGHT HAVE IT WITH ME.

MS. WEISSENBORN: LET'S GO OFF THE RECORD.

(OFF THE RECORD.)

MS. WEISSENBORN: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT MRS. RANG

THOUGHT SHE HAD BROUGHT WITH HER A COPY OF THE CHECK.

Q YOU BELIEVE YOU HAVE A CHECK LIKE THAT AT HOME OR

YOU HAVE THAT CHECK AT HOME?

A I SHOULD HAVE.

Q IF YOU DO, WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO SEND IT TO US, A

COPY OF IT?

A SURE.

Q FINE.

MR. MIMS: CAN I INTERRUPT FOR dUST A MINUTE AND ASK A

COUPLE OF QUESTIONS.

PELLETIER & JONES

YEAH.

DID HE EXPLAIN WHAT THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE

WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING?

WELL, I IMAGINE IT WAS FOR COLLECTING MONEY FOR

, WASN'T IT, FOR HIS CANDIDACY?

HOW DID YOU MAKE THIS CONTRIBUTION? WAS IT BY

CREDIT CARD?

I THINK I -- I THINK I WROTE A CHECK.

AND YOU MADE IT PAYABLE TO WHAT ORGANIZATION, DO

IBER?

c,,
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ON THE FIRST TIME THAT YOU MET PEOPLE ASSOCIATED

WITH I'LL REFER TO IT AS THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN, THE

ORGANiZATION, AND YOU PURCHASED A SUBSCRIPTION OUTSIDE GEMCO I

BELIEVE YOU SAID, THE DEPARTMENT STORE, YOU PURCHASED THAT WITH

A CREDIT CARD; IS THAT CORRECT?

THE WITNESS: I'M QUITE SURE I DID.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q DO YOU RECALL HOW MUCH YOU WERE CHARGED FOR THAT

SUBSCR IPT ION?

A I THINK IT WAS $45 OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT.

Q DO WE HAVE A COPY OF YOUR CREDIT CARD STATEMENT

THAT INCLUDED THAT CHARGE? WAS THAT ONE OF THE CREDIT CARD

STATEMENTS THAT YOU SENT TO US?

A NO, THAT WASN'T IN IT.

Q DO YOU KNOW WHO THE PAYMENT WAS BILLED TO?

EXCUSE ME. WHO WAS THE BENEFIT OF THE PAYMENT?

A I THINK THE DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE.

Q THE DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE?

A YES.

Q CAN YOU BE MORE SPECIFIC?

A I THINK IT'S WRITTEN ON HERE. THE INTELLIGENCE

REGENCY, E.X.Y., EXECUTIVE --

MS. WEISSENBORN: EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE --

MR. MIMS: COULD THAT BE EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW?

MS. WEISSENBORN: THERE ALSO IS AN EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE
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1 RESEARCH.

2 THE WITNESS: AND RESEARCH.

3 MS. WEISSENBORN: I THINK PERHAPS WE SHOULD INTRODUCE

U. THIS NEXT EXHIBIT. BECAUSE I BELIEVE SOMETHING HERE IS RELATED.

5 THIS WOULD BE EXHIBIT 2, COMPOSED OF FIVE PAGES.

6 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

7 MARKED EXHIBIT 2 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

8 A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

9 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

10 Q. MRS. RANG, CAN YOU IDENTIFY THIS EXHIBIT? HAVE YOU

11 SEEN THESE DOCUMENTS BEFORE?

12 A WHY YES.

* p'  13 Q COULD YOU TELL US WHAT THEY ARE?

1'. A THEY'RE THE RECEIPTS FOR THE CHARGE OF THE BANK OF

\ 15 AMERICARD.

" 16 Q RECEIPTS OR ACCOUNT STATEMENTS?

11 A PARDON?

18 Q THEY'RE YOUR CHARGE ACCOUNT STATEMENTS THAT YOU HAD

* 19 TO PAY A BILL?

20 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

21 Q ON PAGE 1 DOWN, THE SECOND ITEM IS THE BILL DATED

S22 OCTOBER 21ST, 1983. AND IT SEEMS TO THEN CONTINUE AT THE TOP OF

23 PAGE 2. THERE IS AN ITEM THERE DATED OCTOBER THE 12TH TO A

2'. PAYMENT TO EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE RESEARCH OF $200.

* 25 WOULD THAT DO YOU BELIEVE BE THE SAME PAYMENT THAT

• 10
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1 YOU WERE THINKING OF FOR THE MAGAZINE SUBSCRIPTION?

2 A I THINK SO. THAT PAPER, I CAN'T EVEN THINK OF THE

3 NAME OF THAT PAPER ANYMORE. FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

4MR. MIMS: IS IT LIKE A NEWSPAPER?

5 THE WlTNESS: YES.

6 MR. MIMS: HAVE YOU HEARD THE NAME "NEW SOLIDARITY?"

S7 THE WITNESS: YES, THAT'S IT, SOLIDARITY.

8 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

9 Q YOU THINK PERHAPS THAT $200 COULD BE THE SAME AS

10 THAT ONE?

11 A RIGHT.

1? Q ALTHOUGH IT WAS CONSIDERABLY LATER THAN THE

* 7 13 PROMISSORY NOTE WE WERE TALKING ABOUT INITIALLY WHICH IS DATED

CM 1 AUGUST 6TH, DO YOU REMEMBER MAKING TWO PAYMENTS TO EXECUTIVE

0 15 INTELLIGENCE RESEARCH?

S 16 DO YOU SEE WHERE I'M LOOKING AT THE TOP OF PAGE 2?

17 RIGHT AT THE TOP.

18 A YEAH. THAT WAS FOR THE PAPER.

* 19 Q SO THEN TO REPEAT A BIT, YOU, AS A RESULT OF THAT,

20 THEN -- OR NOT AS A RESULT. BUT THE NEXT CONTACT YOU HAD WAS

21 THAT MR. LEVENSON CALLED ASKING FOR WHAT YOU UNDERSTOOD TO BE

* 22 MONEY FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

23 A YES.

2'. Q AND YOU BELIEVE YOU PAID THAT BY CHECK, THE ONE

* 25 THAT RELATED TO THE PROMISSORY NOTE?

• 11
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S1 A YEAH, RIGHT.

2 Q DID YOU ASK HIM HOW YOU SHOULD MAKE OUT THE CHECK?

3 A I THINK HE JUST TOLD ME. I DIDN'T HAVE TO ASK HIM.

4 Q TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE; WAS THAT

5 CORRECT?

6 A YES.

S7 Q OR DID YOU MAKE IT TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

8 A NO.

9 Q DID YOU ASK HIM WHAT THE RELATIONSHIP WAS BETWEEN

* 10 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AND THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

11 A I THINK IT WAS ALL THE SAME.

, 12 Q WHAT LED YOU TO BELIEVE THAT? ANYTHING HE SAID?

* :  13 A THE ONLY THING HE TALKED ABOUT WAS THE LA ROUCHE

14 CAMPAIGN. AND I TOLD HIM THAT I COULDN'T AFFORD TO PAY

S 15 ANYTHING. AND HE JUST KEPT ON TALKING. HE JUST HAD A

;i 16 CONVINCING VOICE, I GUESS. AND AT THE END I'D ALWAYS SAY OKAY,

11 AS LONG AS HE PROMISED TO PAY IT BACK. BUT THAT WAS THE MAIN

18 THING. OTHERWISE I WOULD HAVE NEVER HAVE DONE IT.

* 19 Q ACCORDING TO THE NOTE, THIS WAS FOR A ONE-YEAR

20 LOAN, RIGHT?

21 A RIGHT.

* 22 Q HAVE YOU BEEN REPAID FOR THAT LOAN?

23 A NO.

24 Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY PAYMENTS ON IT AT ALL?

*25 A NO. I TOLD HIM IT WAS ABOUT TIME THAT I GOT PAID

* 12
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FOR THE FIRST TWO CHECKS.

Q THIS IS IN AUGUST OF '83?

A RIGHT.

Q THERE WERE SOME PAYMENTS BEFORE THAT, SOME LOANS?

A NO. THAT'S WHAT I MEANT, THOSE TWO CHECKS.

MS. WEISSENBORN: I WOULD ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS

EXHIBIT NO. 3 AND AGAIN SHOW IT TO MRS. RANG.

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

MARKED EXHIBIT 3 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY

PUBLIC, A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q CAN YOU IDENTIFY THAT EXHIBIT, MRS. RANG?

A YES.

Q CAN YOU TELL US WHAT IT IS?

A IT WAS A PROMISSORY NOTE THAT HE SENT TO ME.

Q WHAT'S THE DATE ON THAT?

A SEPTEMBER 19TH, 1983.

Q WHO IS "HE"?

A PARDON?

Q WHO IS THE HE YOU MENTIONED? YOU SAID HE SENT IT

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24.

25

I GUESS IT WAS PATRICK. I DON'T KNOW WHAT HIS NAME

KNOW.

I BELIEVE IT'S R-U-C-K-E-R-T, RUCKERT.

YEAH, RUCKERT.

PELLETIER & JONES

TO YOU.

IS. I DON'T

Q

*'

,©2

4



2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11
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13

15

16

17

18

19

20

Q CAN YOU TELL US THE BACKGROUND OF THAT PARTICULAR

NOTE, WHAT PAYMENT DOES IT RELATE TO THAT YOU MADE?

A THIS HERE?

Q THAT ONE.

A THAT WAS THE 500 -- WHAT DATE WAS THE OTHER ONE?

WHAT DID YOU ASK ME?

Q WHAT PAYMENT IS THAT RELATED TO? WAS THAT ANOTHER

SOLICITATION YOU HAD?

A THAT WAS ANOTHER SOLICITATION.

Q WHO SOLICITED YOU?

A THAT WAS AL LEVENSON.

Q AND HOW DID HE DO IT? TELEPHONE? LETTER?

A TELEPHONE.

Q AND WHAT DID HE TELL YOU THAT MONEY WOULD BE USED

FOR, THE $500?

A THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

Q IN WHAT WAY? DID HE GIVE YOU ANY DETAILS ABOUT HOW

THEY WOULD USE IT FOR THE CAMPAIGN?

A NO.

MR. MIMS: LET ME ASK YOU, WHEN YOU SPOKE WITH

MR. LEVENSON, WHEN HE CALLED PERIODICALLY, DID HE REPRESENT

HIMSELF AS BEING WITH THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE OR WITH

THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

THE WITNESS: WITH THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE.

MR. MIMS: AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

14
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S1 COMMITTEE, WHEN HE TRIED TO GET YOU TO MAKE LOANS OR

2 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE, DID HE TELL

3 YOU HOW THE MONEY WAS GOING TO BE USED, IN WHAT WAY IT WOULD

4 HELP LA ROUCHE IN HIS CAMPAIGN?
S

5 THE WITNESS: I THOUGHT IT WAS GOING TO HELP HIM TO GET

6 IN AS A CANDIDATE.

7 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

8 Q ANY PARTICULAR KINDS OF ACTIVITIES THAT IT WOULD BE

9 USED FOR?

10 A NO.

11 MR. MIMS: DID HE EVER EXPLAIN ANY KIND OF RELATIONSHIP

.j 12 THAT THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE MIGHT HAVE TO THE

* ,- 13 LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

14 l LET ME REPHRASE THAT. WHEN SOMEBODY CALLS AND SAYS

1, 5 PLEASE GIVE MONEY TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE SO I CAN

16 HELP THIS CANDIDATE, DID YOU EVER WONDER IN YOUR MIND WHY YOU

17 WEREN'T GIVING MONEY DIRECTLY TO THE CANDIDATE INSTEAD OF THIS
C

18 OTHER ORGANIZATION, IN THIS CASE THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

* 1 9 COMMITTEE?

20 THE WITNESS: NOT REALLY, NO.

21 MR. MIMS: WAS IT SOMETHING THAT MR. LEVENSON SAID THAT

* 22 LED YOU TO BELIEVE THAT GIVING MONEY TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

23 COMMITTEE WOULD BE USED TO HELP LA ROUCHE?

24 THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT.

* 25 MR. MIMS: CAN YOU CHARACTERIZE THAT CONVERSATION AT ALL,

S 1
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$ WHAT IT WAS THAT MLADE YOU THINK THAT THAT'S HOW THE MONEY WAS

2 GOING TO BE SPENT?

3 THE WITNESS: BECAUSE HE WAS ALWAYS TALKING ABOUT

4 LA ROUCHE ALL THE TIME. HE SAID HE'D MAKE SUCH A GOOD

5 PRESIDENT.

6 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

7 Q WAS THIS LOAN EVER REPAID?

8 A NO.

9 Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY PAYMENTS ON IT?

10 A NO, I DIDN'T. NOT ANY OF IT.

11 Q HAVE YOU EVER MET PATRICK RUCKERT?

12 A NO, I NEVER MET HIM.

* '"?. 13 Q DID YOU EVER TALK TO HIM?

C 14 A NO.

"O15 Q DID YOU EVER TELEPHONE THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

16 COMMITTEE ASKING ABOUT YOUR LOANS?

17 A YES, I DID ONE TIME.

18 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHO YOU TALKED TO?

*19 A I WAS TALKING TO AL LEVENSON.

20 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT HE SAID?

21 A HE SAID, MENTIONED THAT IT WAS ALL GOING TO BE PAID

* 22 BACK. AND I SAYS, "WELL, WHAT TIME ARE YOU PAYING THE FIRST

23 PART OF IT BACK?"

24 HE SAID THEY COULDN'T RIGHT AT THAT TIME. AND HE

* 25 KEPT SAYING IT WON'T BE LONG THAT YOU WOULD GET IT PAID.

• 16
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1 Q WHEN HE SAID THEY, WHO DID YOU THINK HE MEANT?

2 A THE COMMITTEE.

3 Q WHICH COMMITTEE?

4 A THE LABOR COMMITTEE.

5 MR. MIMS: DID YOU EVER ATTEND ANY MEETINGS IN WHICH YOU

6 MIGHT HAVE MET MR. LEVENSON OR ANY REPRESENTATIVES?

7 THE WITNESS: I WAS GOING TO ONE OVER IN A HOTEL THAT

8 THEY HAD A MEETING. THERE WASN'T ANY PLACE TO PARK. SO I HAD

9 MY FRIEND WITH ME. AND WE COULDN'T FIND A PLACE TO PARK, SO WE

10 JUST LEFT.

11 MR. MIMS: THAT WAS THE ONLY TIME?

, 12 THE WITNESS: THAT WAS THE ONLY TIME.

* :, 13 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

(N 1 Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 2, WHICH ARE THE CREDIT

O 15 CARD STATEMENTS. LET'S LOOK AT THE FIRST ONE ON PAGE 1, THE

S16 FIRST STATEMENT WHICH IS A STATEMENT DATED DECEMBER THE 21ST OF

17 1983. INCLUDED IN THE CHARGES THERE, THE VERY FIRST ONE, IS

. 18 $500 PAID TO FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION ON NOVEMBER THE 18TH. DO

* - 19 YOU SEE WHERE THAT IS?

20 A YES.

21 Q COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT?

* 22 FIRST OF ALL, WHO ASKED YOU FOR THAT PAYMENT?

23 A AL LEVENSON DID.

2'. Q DID HE TELL YOU WHAT THE FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION

* 25 IS, ANYTHING ABOUT IT?

* 17
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I A I JUST TOOK IT FOR GRANTED IT WAS THE DEMOCRATIC

2 COMMITTEE.

3 MR. MIMS: YOU SAID DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE A COUPLE OF

4 TIMES. DO YOU MEAN THE DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE --

5 THE WITNESS: SINCE HE WAS WORKING FOR THE DEMOCRATIC.

6 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

7 Q WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY THE DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE?

8 MR. MIMS: HAVE YOU EVER HEARD OF THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC

9 POLICY COMMITTEE?

10 THE WITNESS: YES.

11 MR. MIMS: IS THAT THE DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE YOU'RE

, 12 REFERRING TO?

Q Y 13THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT.

14 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

15 Q NOT THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY?

16 A THAT'S CORRECT.

17 MR. MIMS: HAVE YOU EVER MADE A CONTRIBUTION TO THE

S 18 NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE?

S19 THE WITNESS: NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE? I

20 JUST CAN'T REMEMBER.

21 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

S22 Q GOING BACK TO THE FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION, WHAT

23 WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THAT $500 PAYMENT WOULD BE USED FOR?

24 A FOR LA ROUCHE'S CAMPAIGN.

* 25 Q AGAIN, WHAT MADE YOU THINK THAT? WHAT DID HE SAY?

* 18
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A BECAUSE HE SAID SO.

Q DID YOU ASK WHY THE PAYMENT WAS TO BE MADE TO

FUSION ENERGY IF IT WAS TO BE USED FOR THE CAMPAIGN?

A WELL, NO, NOT REALLY. BECAUSE I DIDN'T KNOW THAT

IT WAS GOING TO BE CHARGED TO THAT, YOU KNOW, UNTIL I GOT THIS

BILL.

Q TO WHOM DID YOU THINK IT WAS GOING TO BE PAID? TO

WHAT ORGANIZATION?

A TO LA ROUCHE'S CAMPAIGN.

5
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)N, THIS

HE JUST

IAVEN'T HAD

HOW LONG

TO YOU ?

ABOUT

E.
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Q DID YOU CONSIDER THIS TO BE A CONTRIBUTIC

$500 PAYMENT, OR A LOAN?

A NO. HE SAID HE WAS GOING TO PAY IT BACK,

EVERYTHING THAT I -- I DIDN'T WANT TO GIVE ANYTHING.

KEPT ON ASKING ME. HE SAYS NO, I CAN AFFORD IT. WE H

THAT EASY OF A LIFE OR ANYTHING, YOU KNOW.

Q TELL US MORE ABOUT THESE CONVERSATIONS.

DID THEY LAST?

A PROBABLY ABOUT TEN OR FIVE MINUTES.

Q WHEN WOULD HE CALL YOU? WHAT TIME OF DAY

A MOST ANY TIME.

Q ANY TIME.

A YES.

Q WHAT WAS HIS APPROACH? HOW DID HE SPEAK

A HE STARTED TALKING ABOUT WHAT LA ROUCHE,

HIMSELF, LA ROUCHE, WHAT A GOOD PRESIDENT HE WOULD MAK



Q
A

HIS NAME?

NAME WAS.

ANY PARTICULAR REASONS HE WOULD GIVE?

THEN HE'D TALKED ABOUT THIS ONE HARRY -- WHAT IS

THAT HE SHOULDN'T BE IN. I CAN'T REMEMBER WHAT HIS

Q HE SHOULD NOT BE WHAT?

A HE SHOULDN'T BE, -- HAVE A JOB WITH THE GOVERNMENT,

BECAUSE HE WAS A COMMUNIST.

MR. MIMS: HENRY KISSINGER?

THE WITNESS: YEAH.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q WHAT WAS THE TONE OF HIS VOICE WHEN HE ASKED YOU

FOR THE MONEY?

A HE HAD A VERY NICE TONE. HE SOUNDED LIKE HE WAS

TRUSTWORTHY. BUT I JUST KEPT ON THINKING HE WAS GOING TO PAY

IT. OTHERWISE I WOULD NEVER HAVE GOTTEN INTO SUCH A STUPID

MESS. IT SEEMS RIDICULOUS.

Q TO REITERATE, IT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING IN

BEGINNING OF AUGUST OF 1983 AND UP INTO DECEMBER OF '83, WHICH

IS THIS CHARGE, THAT LYNDON LA ROUCHE WAS A CANDIDATE FOR

PRESIDENT?

A

A

Q

F IRST FULL

YES.

YOU UNDERSTOOD IT TO BE THAT?

YES.

LET'S LOOK AT PAGE 2 OF THE SAME EXHIBIT, AT THE

CHARGE STATEMENT DATED JANUARY 20TH, 1984. AND ONE

20
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OF THE CHARGES HERE IS A $500 CHARGE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION.

DO YOU SEE THAT?

A YES.

Q DATED JANUARY THE 5TH. CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT

CHARGE?

A THEY WERE ALL SUPPOSED TO BE FOR THE LA ROUCHE

CAMPAIGN.

Q
A

Q

LA ROUCHE

A

Q

THIS WOULC

CHARGE?

A

Q

ALL?

A

SOLICITED BY WHOM, THIS ONE? WHO SOLICITED YOU?

AL LEVENSON.

WHAT MADE YOU AGAIN THINK THAT THIS WAS FOR THE

CAMPAIGN?

PARDON?

WHAT MADE YOU UNDERSTAND, WHAT LED YOU TO BELIEVE

)BE FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN, THIS PARTICULAR

BECAUSE HE SAID IT WAS.

DID HE TALK AT ALL ABOUT CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS AT

YES.

DID HE TELL YOU WHAT THEY DO?

ANYBODY THAT RUNS FOR CANDIDACY, THEY HAVE TO HAVE

A CAMPAIGN.

Q SO IT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THIS WAS A

CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE?

A UH-HUH, (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

PELLETIER &; JONES

('4

0O



Q HAD YOU EVER HEARD OF CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS

BEFORE THIS PARTICULAR DISCUSSION WITH MR. LEVENSON?

A I DON'T THINK I DID.

Q WHAT WAS YOUR REACTION WHEN HE ASKED YOU, WHEN HE

TALKED ABOUT IT? OR DID YOU EXPECT THAT THIS CHARGE WOULD BE A

PAYMENT TO CAMPAIGNER?

WHEN YOU GOT YOUR STATEMENT, WERE YOU SURPRISED TO

SEE THAT NAME ON THERE?

A WELL, I WASN'T REALLY SURPRISED. I JUST THOUGHT

THAT'S WHAT IT WAS FOR, THE CAMPAIGN.

Q BUT GOING BACK TO THE TELEPHONE CONVERSATION YOU

HAD, DID HE ACTUALLY USE THE NAME CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION THAT

YOU REMEMBER?

A I THINK HE DID.

Q so IN THIS CASE YOU WERE NOT SURPRISED TO SEE THAT

NAME ON THE CHARGE?

A NO, THAT'S RIGHT.

Q DID YOU INTEND THIS TO BE A CONTRIBUTION OR A LOAN

A NO, I DIDN'T MEAN IT FOR A CONTRIBUTION. I WAS

PROMISED I'D GET IT ALL BACK. OTHERWISE I WOULDN'T HAVE GIVEN

ANYTHING.

Q AND HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY REPAYMENT OF THIS LOAN?

A NO, I HAVEN'T.

Q WERE YOU PROMISED INTEREST ON ALL OF THESE LOANS,

THE ONES THAT NOW SHOW AS --

?
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6 1 A YES, HE PROMISED.

2 Q HOW MUCH INTEREST?

3 A TEN PERCENT.

4 DO THEY EVER DO ANYTHING LIKE THAT TO PAY IT BACK?

5 1 MEAN WHEN THEY DO THINGS LIKE THAT.

6 WHY DID HE DO THAT TO BEGIN WITH? PROMISE ME, YOU

S7 KNOW.

8 Q WE REALLY CAN'T ANSWER.

9 A HE WANTED THE MONEY PRETTY BAD.

* 10 q LET'S LOOK AT THE NEXT BILL ON THIS SAME PAGE 2.

" 11 IT'S A BILL DATED FEBRUARY THE 21ST DOWN AT THE BOTTOM. AND AT

!J 12 THE VERY BOTTOM OF THE PAGE THERE IS A CHARGE OF $1,000 TO THE

* 13 NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY IN NEW YORK DATED DECEMBER THE 26TH.
CNJ

14 CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT PARTICULAR CHARGE?

15 A OH, BOY. HE WOULD USUALLY CALL ME. AND 1 KEPT ON

* 16 TELLING HIM I DIDN'T WANT TO PAY ANY MORE.

r" 17 Q WHEN YOU SAY "HE" --

18 A AL LEVENSON. AND HE KEPT ON PROMISING TO PAY IT

* 19 BACK. SO I SAID OKAY.

20 Q WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THIS $1,000 WOULD

21 BE USED FOR?

* 22 A LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

23 Q DO YOU REMEMBER HIM TALKING AT ALL ABOUT THE

2'. NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE ITSELF DURING THAT

* 25 CONVERSATION?

* 23
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A I'M QUITE SURE HE DID, NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC

COMMITTEE.

Q AND WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE RELATIONSHIP

BETWEEN THIS COMMITTEE AND THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A WELL, HE WAS A DEMOCRATIC. AND I THOUGHT IT WAS

ALL FOR THE SAME THING.

Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY REPAYMENT ON THIS PARTICULAR

CHARGE?

A NO, I HAVEN'T, NO.

Q AND AGAIN WAS IT TO BE WITH THE TEN PERCENT

INTEREST?

A YES, ABSOLUTELY.

Q DID YOU EVER RECEIVE ANY PROMISSORY NOTE FOR THIS

PARTICULAR CHARGE?

A NO. THE FIRST TWO WERE THE ONLY ONES I EVER GOT.

THEN I HAD MENTIONED IT TO HIM. HE SAID, "DON'T WORRY, YOU'RE

GOING TO GET IT BACK."

MR. MIMS: THIS IS LEVENSON AGAIN? LEVENSON SAID THAT TO

YOU?

THE WITNESS: YES.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q LET'S LOOK AT PAGE 3 OF THE SAME DOCUMENT. THE

FIRST ITEM HERE IS THE CREDIT CARD STATEMENT DATED MARCH 21ST,

1984. AND THE FIRST CHARGE IS $500 CHARGE FOR PAYMENT TO THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN DATED MARCH THE 8TH.

24
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AGAIN, HOW WAS THIS PARTICULAR CHARGE SOLICITED?

A WELL, AL LEVENSON CALLED. AND I SAYS -- I DON'T

KNOW. I KEPT ON SAYING, "WNOT AGAIN." I SAYS, "Il DON'T INTEND

GIVING ANY MORE BECAUSE I HAVEN'T GOT IT."t

AND I DON'T KNOW. HE STARTED TALKING. IT'S KIND

OF HARD TO PUT IN WORDS. AND I SAID, "I'M NOT SURE THAT I'M

GOING TO GET IT BACK."

HE KEPT ON SAYING THAT I WAS GOING TO. HIS VOICE,

HE JUST SOUNDED SO HONEST. I DON'T KNOW.

Q DID HE TALK AT ALL ABOUT THE CAMPAIGN, WHAT THEY

WERE DOING?

A YEAH. HE TALKED ABOUT THE DIFFERENT THINGS THAT

WERE HAPPENING.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER ANYTHING IN PARTICULAR?

A I KNOW HE MENTIONED KISSINGER MORE THAN ONCE. AND

HE WAS TALKING THAT LA ROUCHE WAS THE ONLY ONE THAT WOULD BE

ABLE TO GET HIM OUT OF THERE BECAUSE REAGAN JUST DIDN'T WANT

HIM.

Q DID HE TALK ABOUT WHAT ROLE MR. KISSINGER WAS

PLAYING WITH MR. REAGAN'S PRESIDENCY?

A HE SAID HE WAS ACTING LIKE A COMMUNIST.

Q WHEN HE ASKED YOU FOR THIS MONEY, DID HE TELL YOU

THAT THE CHARGE WOULD BE MADE FOR A PAYMENT TO THE LA ROUCHE

CAMPAIGN AS A COMMITTEE?

A YES.

25
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UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATAIVELY).

SO THAT IS THE NAME OF THE COMMITTEE?

A YEAH.

Q BUT AT THE TIME THAT MR. LEVENSON WAS ASKING YOU

FOR MONEYS EARLIER BEFORE THIS ONE IN MARCH, WHEN HE WOULD TALK

ABOUT THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN, WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF

WHAT HE MEANT? WAS IT A PARTICULAR COMMITTEE OR WAS IT THE

26
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Q DID YOU ASK ANYTHING ABOUT WHY THE EARLIER PAYMENTS

HAD GONE TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS?

A I DID. BUT I CAN'T REMEMBER WHAT HE SAID.

Q IS THIS THE FIRST TIME THAT HE HAD TALKED ABOUT THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A NO. HE TALKED ABOUT THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN --

Q BUT AS A COMMITTEE, AS A SEPARATE COMMITTEE, HAD HE

MENTIONED THAT?

WHEN YOU USED THE TERM THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN,

WHAT IS YOUR IDEA WHEN YOU SAY THAT?

A TO GET HIM IN AS A CANDIDATE.

Q THE EFFORT?

A THAT'S RIGHT.

Q Is THAT CORRECT?

A YES.

Q ARE YOU AWARE THAT THE OFFICIAL COMMITTEE FOR

MR. LA ROUCHE'S PRIMARY CAMPAIGN WAS NAMED THE LA ROUCHE

CAMPAIGN?



EFFORT

TO OTHE

HERE A5

OR A LC

AND IF

BE

A

Q

A

)AN

ING MADE?

IT WAS FOR THE COMMITTEE.

BUT YOU KNEW, YOU REALJZEED THE PAYMENTS WERE GOING

ORGANIZATIONS NOT NAMED THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

DID YOU INTEND THIS PARTICULAR PAYMENT THAT SHOWS

PAYMENT TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN TO BE A CONTRIBUTION

7?

A A LOAN.

MS. WEISSENBORN: OFF THE RECORD.

(OFF THE RECORD.)

MS. WEISSENBORN: BACK ON THE RECORD.

I'D LIKE TO INTRODUCE THIS DOCUMENT AS EXHIBIT 4.

THE REPORTER WILL PLEASE MARK IT AND SHOW IT TO

MRS. RANG.

7

0, 0

04~

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

MARKED EXHIBIT 4 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q MRS. RANG, I DIRECT YOUR ATTENTION TO THE SIXTH

ITEM DOWN. I WILL NOT ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY THIS BECAUSE YOU WILL

NOT HAVE SEEN IT BEFORE. IT IS A COPY OF A LISTING OF ITEMIZED

RECEIPTS FILED BY THE COMMISSION WITH THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

AND IT SHOWS A CONTRIBUTION FROM YOU DATED MARCH THE 12TH, 1984,

FOR $500.
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1 NOW YOU WILL NOTICE AT THE TOP OF THE PAGE THERE IS

2 OVER ON THE RIGHT A STATEMENT THAT SAYS LINE 17A. LINE 17A ON

3 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGNS REPORTS MEANS THAT THIS DOCUMENTS THE

* Li FINAL FIGURE THEY HAVE FOR CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED. IN OTHER

5 WORDS, THEY REPORTED YOUR $500 PAYMENT AS A CONTRIBUTION, NOT AS

6 A LOAN.

7 WHAT IS YOUR REACTION TO THAT? WAS THAT YOUR

8 INTENTION?

9 A NO. I NEVER TOLD THEM THAT I WOULD CONTRIBUTE IT.

*10 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT YOUR UNDERSTANDING WAS AS TO

11 WHEN THIS WOULD BE REPAID, HOW MANY MONTHS?

:Q 12 A THEY JUST KEPT ON TELLING ME IT WOULD GET PAID.

* 13 Q AND DID YOU EXPECT TO RECEIVE INTEREST FOR THIS

C'4 14t PAYMENT?

15 A I DIDN'T CARE IF I GOT INTEREST OR NOT. I WOULD

S16 JUST BE HAPPY IF I GOT THE MONEY BACK PERIOD. THE INTEREST

17 DIDN'T BOTHER ME THAT MUCH.

18 Q AS FAR AS YOU ARE CONCERNED, WAS THAT PAYMENT TO

* "" 19 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN CORRECTLY REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE?

20 A I'M NOT QUITE SURE IT WAS.

21 Q I'tM SORRY. THEY REPORTED IT AS A CONTRIBUTION, IS

* 22 THAT CORRECT, RATHER THAN A LOAN?

23 A I DON'T KNOW.

2'. Q HOW WOULD YOU HAVE WANTED IT TO BE REPORTED, AS A

* 25 LOAN OR A CONTRIBUTION?

0 28
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A AS A LOAN.

Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 1, THE SERIES OF CREDIT

CARD STATEMENTS, PAGE 4 AT THE BOTTOM.

MS. WEISSENBORN: OFF THE RECORD.

(OFF THE RECORD.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q PAGE 4, THE FIRST ITEM OR THE FIRST DOCUMENT ON

THIS PARTICULAR PAGE IS THE CREDIT CARD STATEMENT FOR MAY 21,

1984. AND THE FIRST ITEM ON THIS CHARGE IS $1,000 PAYMENT TO

CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION DATED APRIL THE 14TH.

COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT PARTICULAR CHARGE, HOW

IT WAS SOLICITED, BY WHOM AND SO FORTH.

A IT WAS BEFORE HE KEPT PROMISING ME BACK.

Q AGAIN WHEN YOU SAY "tHE" YOU MEAN --

A MR. LEVENSON.

THIS ONE -- LET'S SEE. HE PUT, I THINK HE CHARGED

1500 ON IT. THAT'S WHY I GOT THAT $500 BACK FROM THE CAMPAIGN.

Q THE CHARGE IS 1,000. IT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING IT

WAS GOING TO BE 15?

A NO. 1,000. BUT I THOUGHT HE HAD PUT 15.

Q THEN I SHOULD NOTE FOR THE RECORD THAT THE THIRD

ITEM ON THIS CHARGE ACCOUNT STATEMENT IS A CREDIT FOR $500 DATED

MAY THE 15TH FROM CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION.

SO COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT SITUATION?

A HE HAD CHARGED $500 MORE THAN HE SHOULD HAVE. AND

29
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FOR?

A APRIL 20TH?

Q NO. IT'S THIS ONE.

A YEAH, FOR THE CAMPAIGN.

Q WHEN YOU SAY THE CAMPAIGN, YOU MEAN --

30
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HE GOT IT, AND I GOT IT BACK.

Q DID HE TALK TO YOU ABOUT THE CHARGE BACK OR DID YOU

ASK FOR IT?

A YES, I DID. I MENTIONED TO HIM, I WAS TALKING TO

HIM.

Q AND HE AGREED TO PAY --

A BUT HE WENT OVER AND HE DID, YES. I WAS SURPRISED

TO SEE IT, TO SEE HIM DO SOMETHING.

Q WAS THERE AT SOME POINT A CHARGE TO CAMPAIGNER OR A

PAYMENT TO CAMPAIGNER FOR 1500?

DID YOU INTEND TO GIVE HIM $1,000 IN THE MIDDLE OF

APRIL OR WAS THAT THE ONE THAT WAS TOO HIGH?

A I THINK IT WAS IN APRIL.

Q BUT ANYWAY, YOU ASKED HIM FOR THE CHARGE BACK?

A YES.

Q WHAT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING AS TO WHAT THIS

PARTICULAR APRIL PAYMENT WOULD BE USED FOR TO CAMPAIGNER

PUBL ICAT ION?

A IN APRIL?

Q WHAT DID YOU UNDERSTAND THAT THEY WOULD USE THAT

B
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S

THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

AGAIN DID HE SAY ANYTHING IN PARTICULAR THAT LED

ELIEVE THAT THAT YOU RECALL?

WHAT DID HE SAY, MR. LEVENSON?

I KEPT ON TELLING HIM THAT I DON'T WANT TO DONATE

HE KEPT PROMISING THAT I WOULD GET IT BACK, THEY WOULD

ACK.

Q DID YOU TALK TO HIM AT ALL ABOUT --

A HE KEPT -- HE SAID THAT THIS PAT CAMPBELL HAD SOME

MONEY IN STOCK AND THAT SHE WAS GOING TO CASH IT IN. AND THAT

WENT ON FOR TWO OR THREE MONTHS.

Q WHO IS PAT CAMPBELL?

A SHE WAS RUNNING FOR SOMETHING IN THE ELECTION.I

CAN'T REMEMBER.

Q IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING SHE WAS A CANDIDATE?

A SHE WAS RUNNING AS A CANDIDATE, YES.

Q WHERE?

A IN ORANGE COUNTY.

Q DID YOU UNDERSTAND THAT THIS MONEY WOULD BE USED

FOR HER CAMPAIGN?

A

EXCUSE FOR

HER TO GET

Q

PAYMENT TO

NO, NO. THIS WAS JUST TOWARD THE END.

NOT PAYING MONEY BACK. BECAUSE THEY HAD

HER MONEY OUT OF STOCK.

DID YOU KNOW THAT THIS CHARGE WOULD BE

CAMPAIGNER? WAS THAT YOUR UNDERSTANDING

THAT WAS AN

TO WAIT FOR

FOR A

AT THE TIME
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Si YOU TALKED TO MR. LEVENSON?

2 A YES.

3 Q DID YOU ASK WHY IT WOULD BE CAMPAIGNER AND NOT THE

4 LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

5 A I DIDN'T KNOW THERE WAS ANY DIFFERENCE, CAMPAIGNER

6 PUBLICATION. IT WAS THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN, WASN'T IT? IT WAS

7 ALWAYS THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

8 Q THE EFFORT, IS THAT WHAT YOU MEAN BY --

9 A THAT HE WAS COLLECTING MONEY FOR.

S10 Q GOING BACK TO PAT CAMPBELL, WHAT WAS HER

11 RELATIONSHIP TO MR. LEVENSON AND WHOEVER YOU THOUGHT WAS GOING

12 TO BE MAKING THE REPAYMENTS?

* 13 A HE JUST MENTIONED THAT SHE HAD SOME MONEY IN STOCK.

CN, 14 I DON'T KNOW WHAT RELATION. I GUESS IT WAS JUST A FRIEND.

\© 15 Q WHO DID YOU UNDERSTAND MR. LEVENSON TO BE

* _ 16 REPRESENTING IN TERMS OF WHO WOULD BE MAKING THE REPAYMENTS?

11 FROM WHOM DID YOU EXPECT TO RECEIVE REPAYMENTS?

18 A THE LA ROUCHE.

* 19 Q THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

20 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

21 Q HOW DID MR. LEVENSON IDENTIFY HIMSELF AT THIS

* 22 POINT? WHO WAS HE REPRESENTING?

23 AND NOW WE'RE HERE INTO APRIL OF 1984. WHO DID YOU

24 UNDERSTAND HE WAS REPRESENTING?

* 25 A THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. THAT'S ALL HE EVER TALKED

* 32
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ABOUT W

EXHIBIT

S TATE ME

LA ROUC

AFTER?

FAS

Q

2

ZNT

THE LA ROUCHE.

I BELIEVE IT SHOULD BE ON YOUR NEXT PAGE, PAGE 5 OF

THAT HAS A BANK STATEMENT DATED, A BANK CREDIT CARD

DATED AUGUST THE 21ST. DO YOU HAVE THAT ONE?

A YES.

Q AND ON HERE ARE TWO CHARGES FOR PAYMENTS TO

HE CAMPAIGN.

A I THINK THAT'S WHERE I GOT THAT $500 BACK.

THE

I S THAT

Q YES, THAT'S AFTER. THIS IS JULY THAT WE'RE TALKING

ABOUT NOW. AND THE CREDIT WAS DATED MAY THE 15TH.

A I THINK THIS WAS THE LAST ONE. THAT'S WHEN HE WENT

OVER $500. AND I NEVER HEARD OF HIM AFTER THAT.

Q WHO IS HE?

A LEVENSON.

Q WHEN YOU SAY HE WENT OVER 500, WHAT DO YOU MEAN?

A I MEAN OVER 1,000. HE HAD $500 HE WAS GOING TO

CHARGE. AND AFTER THAT I NEVER HEARD FROM HIM.

Q WHAT DID YOU UNDERSTAND THE $1,000 LIMIT TO BE?

A FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

Q NOW THERE ARE TWO CHARGES ON HERE, ONE FOR $1,000

AND ONE FOR 500, BOTH DATED THE SAME DAY, JULY 11TH.

A 500 IS WHAT HE WENT OVER $500 THAT TIME.

Q AND IT WAS MR. LEVENSON WHO SOLICITED THESE TWO,

THESE CONTRIBUTIONS?

3
PELLET IER & JONES

*

'C"4

0 _

21

22

23

24

25

. . ....... . .. 0 ...
I



1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

12

13

15

16

11

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PR IMARY ?

A

Q

THE $1, 000

A

NO.

AT THE TIME YOU SAID THAT YOU HAD ALREADY REACHED

LIMIT. WHAT DID YOU MEAN AT THAT POINT?

BECAUSE HE CHARGED $500 MORE. HE WENT OVER THE

1,000.

Q AT THAT TIME YOU WERE NOT AWARE THAT THERE WAS A
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A YES.

Q AT THIS TIME HOW MUCH DID YOU THINK YOU WERE PAYING

FOR YOUR CREDIT CARD?

A 1,000.

Q DID YOU REMEMBER AT THAT POINT THAT YOU HAD ALREADY

MADE A $500 CONTRIBUTION TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A I JUST SAID, YES, I DID. BECAUSE I KEPT ON TELLING

HIM THAT IT WAS TOO MUCH. AND HE KEPT ON SAYING WE NEEDED THAT

MUCH. AND I SAID, I KEPT ON SAYING NO, I DIDN'T WANT TO. AND

HE KEPT ON STARTED PROMISING HE'S PAY IT BACK. AND HE DIDN'T

PAY IT BACK.

Q HOW ARE YOU AWARE OF THE $1,000 LIMIT? DID HE TELL

YOU ABOUT THAT OR DID YOU ALREADY KNOW IT, THERE WAS A $1,000

LIMIT ON HOW MUCH YOU COULD CONTRIBUTE TO THE LA ROUCHE

CAMPAIGN?

A I DON'T UNDERSTAND.

Q DO YOU KNOW THAT THERE IS A $1,000 LIMIT ON WHAT

ANY INDIVIDUAL CAN CONTRIBUTE TO A POLITICAL CAMPAIGN FOR A



LIMIT, A LEGAL LIMIT ON HOW MUCH YOU COULD CONTRIBUTE?

A NO. I dJUST TOLD HIM THAT HE WENT OVER. AND HE

SAID I WOULD GET IT BACK.

MR. MIMS: LET ME ASK A QUESTION MAYBE BY CLARIFICATION.

TALKING ABOUT THE 1,000 AND $500 TRANSACTIONS, WHEN

YOU SAID THAT YOU TOLD HIM THAT HE WENT OVER, WHAT DO YOU MEAN

BY THAT? WHAT LIMIT ARE WE TALKING ABOUT?

THE WITNESS: WELL, HE ASKED FOR $1,000, AND WITH THE

PROMISES THAT HE WOULD PAY IT BACK. AND THEN HE WENT AND

CHARGED $1500 INSTEAD OF 1,000.

MR. MIMS: BUT YOU DIDN'T FIND OUT ABOUT THIS UNTIL YOU

GOT THE STATEMENT FROM THE CARD COMPANY; IS THAT RIGHT?

THE WITNESS: THAT'S RIGHT, ABSOLUTELY.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q WHEN YOU SAY LIMIT, IS THERE A LIMIT THAT YOU

YOURSELF SET THAT YOU WOULD GIVE AT ANY ONE TIME?

5
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8

9
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13

14.

15

16

17

18

19

20

A

M

35
PELLETIER & JONES

A YES.

MR. MIMS: YOU DIDN'T AUTHORIZE HIM TO TAKE THAT EXTR

$500; IS THAT CORRECT?

THE WITNESS: NO. ABSOLUTELY. AND I NEVER HEARD FRO.

HIM AFTER THAT. AND I TRIED TO GET IN TOUCH WITH HIM, BUT I

COULDN'T.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q DID YOU EVER CONTACT YOUR BANK THAT HANDLES THE

CREDIT CARD?

,

.y-
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1 A YES, I DID.

2 Q DID YOU TELL THEM THAT YOU HAD NOT AUTHORIZED THAT

3 $500?

I.A OH, NO, NOT THAT. I JUST TOLD THEM THAT THEY

5 SHOULDN'T PUT ANY MORE CHARGES ON IT.

6 Q YOU DIDN'T ASK THEM TO DEBIT THAT AMOUNT?

7 A NO.

8 MS. WEISSENBORN: I WOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE THIS NEXT

9 DOCUMENT AS EXHIBIT 5.

10 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

11 MARKED EXHIBIT 5 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY

12 PUBLIC, A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

* r 13 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

C J 14 Q MRS. RANG, I WOULD ASK YOU TO LOOK AT THE BOTTOM OF

15 THAT. AGAIN I WILL EXPLAIN FOR THE RECORD THAT THIS IS NOT

16 SOMETHING YOU WILL HAVE SEEN BEFORE. THIS IS ANOTHER LIST OF

17 ITEMIZED RECEIPTS FILED BY THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN FOR THE MONTH

18 OF JULY 1984.

* ,- 19 AGAIN THIS HAS THERE LINE h7A WHICH IS A TOTAL

20 FIGUJRE FOR CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED, NOT LOANS. AND DOWN AT THE

21 BOTTOM YOU WILL SEE THERE ARE TWO NAMES, EDWARD RANG AND JANET

* 22 RANG, FOR CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED ON JULY THE 19TH. THE ONE FROM

23 EDWARD IS IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,000 AND THE AMOUNT FROM JANET RANG

24 15 $500.

* 25 WHO IS EDWARD RANG?

@ 36
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THAT'S MY HUSBAND.

IS IT EDWARD OR EDGAR?

EDGAR.

SO THE ADDRESS IS

WHAT IS YOUR ADDRESS?

A

Q

WOULD YOU THEREFORE ASSUME THAT THEY MEANT THAT AS A

CONTRIBUTION FROM YOUR HUSBAND?

A NO.

Q THE SAME ADDRESS?

A YEAH, YEAH, SURE, YEAH. BUT I DIDN'T CONTRIBUTE

ANYTHING.

Q DID MR. RANG INTEND TO MAKE A CONTRIBUTION TO THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A NO.

Q DID YOU KNOW UNTIL NOW THAT THEY HAD CONSIDERED

THIS A CONTRIBUTION, THIS S1,000 A CONTRIBUTION FROM YOUR

HUSBAND?

A NO, i DIDN'T, NO.

Q WHEN YOU AUTHORIZED THE $500, DID YOU INTEND THAT

TO BE A LOAN OR A CONTRIBUTION?

A A LOAN. I CONSIDERED THEM ALL TO BE A LOAN.

Q DID YOUR HUSBAND KNOW ABOUT THESE PAYMENTS?

A NOT IN THE BEGINNING.
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Q
THE CAMPA

A

Q

A

Q

OR IN THE

A

Q

IN JULY,

w

WHEN DID HE FIRST KNOW THAT YOU HAD MADE LOANS TO

IGN?

IT WAS LAST YEAR SOMETIME.

1984?

YES.

DO YOU KNOW ABOUT WHAT MONTH? WAS IT IN THE AUTUMN

SWINTER?

I THINK IT WAS IN THE AUTUMN.

BUT AS FAR AS THIS CHARGE AND CONTRIBUTION REPORTED

WOULD MR. RANG HAVE BEEN AWARE OF THIS?

A NO. I WASN4'J AWAKL Ur IMI MYbELt, IPIAI Is Wi}

CONTRIBUTION.

Q DID MR. LEVENSON INDICATE AT ALL THAT MR. RANG'S

NAME WOULD BE USED IN RELATIONSHIP TO A LOAN FOR A PAYMENT FROM

YOU? DID YOU TALK ABOUT YOUR HUSBAND AT ALL WITH MR. LEVENSON

AT THIS POINT?

A HE WASN'T AWARE OF LA ROUCHE TO BEGIN WITH.

Q HOW WOULD THEY HAVE GOTTEN HIS NAME, DO YOU THINK?

A PARDON?

Q HOW WOULD THEY HAVE FOUND YOUR HUSBAND'S NAME?

A PROBABLY THE CREDIT CARD.

Q IS IT CORRECT THAT THE CREDIT CARD IS IN YOUR

HUSBAND'S NAME?

A RIGHT.

Q BUT YOU ARE ABLE TO WRITE --
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S1 A BUT HE NEVER USED IT.

2 Q WOULD YOU EXPLAIN THAT?

3 A WE HAD GOTTEN IT A LONG TIME WHEN SHERYE HAD

4 GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL. WE HAD IT ALL THOSE YEARS. THAT'S

5 WHEN WE FIRST GOT THE BANKAMERICARD.

6 MR. MIMS: THAT WAS ALWAYS IN MR. RANG'S NAME?

S7 THE WITNESS: RIGHT.

8 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

9 Q BUT BOTH YOU AND YOUR DAUGHTER COULD BOTH CHARGE

*10 THINGS TO IT?

11 A NO.

... 12 Q JUST YOU?

S13 A RIGHT.

14 MR. MIMS: BUT YOU SAID YOUR HUSBAND NEVER USED THE

15 CREDIT CARD?

16 THE WITNESS: NO.

17 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

18 Q DOES HE HAVE OTHER CREDIT CARDS HE USES?

* 19 A HE JUST NEVER HAD ANY REASON TO USE IT.

20 Q I BELIEVE THAT COMPLETES ALL OF THE DOCUMENTS WE

21 HAVE.

* 22 MRS. RANG, IS THERE ANYTHING THAT YOU CAN THINK OF

23 IN ADDITION THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO TELL US ABOUT YOUR

24 RELATIONSHIP WITH MR. LEVENSON OR THE LOANS OR ANYTHING THAT YOU

* 25 HAVEN'T SAID BEFORE?
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1 A WELL, I WAS JUST WAITING FOR THEM TO PAY IT BACK

2 ALL THE TIME. AND THAT LAST TIME WHEN HE OVERCHARGED $500, IT

3 REALLY MADE ME SICK. AND THEN I WAS NEVER ABLE TO GET IN TOUCH

4 WITH HIM. SO YOU CAN IMAGINE HOW I FELT ABOUT IT.

5 Q WHAT WAS YOUR LAST CONTACT WITH ANYONE RELATED TO

6 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

1 A THE LAST TIME -- IT WASN'T THE LAST TIME. BECAUSE
Sb1

8I WASN'T ABLE TO GET IN TOUCH WITH HIM AT THAT TIME.

9 Q SO THE LAST TIME YOU SPOKE TO ANYONE WAS WHEN?

*10 A IT WAS PROBABLY AROUND AUGUST THE 11TH.

11 Q AUGUST OR AT THE TIME OF THE --

, 12 A NO. THAT WAS THE DUE DATE. I'M SORRY. IT WAS

• 13 PROBABLY AROUND THE 20TH OF AUGUST OF '84.

C 14 Q AT THE TIME OF THE LAST TWO CHARGES?

15 A RIGHT.

* r 16 Q DID YOU SPEAK TO ANYONE AFTER THAT?

-11 A I NEVER HEARD FROM HIM AFTER THAT.

, 18 Q DID YOU TRY TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE?

19 A PARDON?

20 Q HAVE YOU TRIED TO CONTACT MR. LEVENSON?

21 A I CERTAINLY DID.

* 22 Q COULD YOU TELL US WHERE YOU CALLED HIM AND WHAT

23 HAPPENED?

24 A I CALLED HIM DOWN IN LOS ANGELES AT THE -- I DON'T

* 25 KNOW WHAT YOU CALL IT. DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE. HE HAD GIVEN ME

* 40
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HIS TELEPHONE NUMBER. SO I HAD IT.

Q THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE?

A YES.

Q AND DID ANYONE ANSWER THE PHONE?

A SOMEBODY ANSWERED. THEY SAID HE WASN'T THERE

ANYMORE.

Q

PERSON WHO

THE PHONE ?

WHEN YOU TELEPHONED THERE, DO YOU REMEMBER HOW THE

ANSWERED, WHAT DID THEY SAY WHEN THEY FIRST PICKED UP

A I THINK JUST HELLO.

Q DID THEY IDENTIFY THE PLACE THAT YOU ARE CALLING?

A NO.

Q AND DID YOU ASK HIM TO RETURN YOUR CALLS? DID YOU

LEAVE YOUR NUMBER AND ASK HIM TO CALL BACK?

A AT THAT TIME -- YES, I THINK I DID. BECAUSE I HAD

DONE THAT SEVERAL TIMES.

Q BUT HE NEVER RETURNED THE CALL?

A NO.

Q HAVE YOU TAKEN ANY OTHER ACTION IN ORDER TO RECEIVE

REPAYMENTS FOR THESE LOANS?

A NO. I NEVER DID. I WAS ALWAYS GOING TO, BUT I

NEVER SEEMED TO HAVE TIME TO GET IT DONE.

MS. WEISSENBORN: LET'S TAKE A BREAK FOR A MOMENT.

(SHORT RECESS.)

MS. WEISSENBORN: BACK ON THE RECORD. JUST A FEW MORE

41
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1 QUESTIONS.

2 Q WHEN DID YOU FIRST LEARN ABOUT THE FEDERAL ELECTION

3 COMMISSION?

4 A WHEN AL LEVENSON FIRST CALLED ME. HE TELEPHONED.

5 Q ABOUT THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, ABOUT OUR

6 COMMISSION.

lA ABOUT YOUR COMMISSION? IT SEEMED LIKE HE TALKED
S

8 ABOUT EVERYTHING. WELL, I DIDN'T KNOW WHAT IT WAS. WHEN YOU

9 SENT A LETTER TO ED ABOUT THE $1,000.

Q -- 10 Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WHEN YOU RECEIVED THAT LETTER,

,11l WHEN YOUR HUSBAND RECEIVED A LETTER?

S 12 A WELL, HE KNEW IT WAS MY LOAN. SO HE GAVE ME THE

> 13 LETTER AND HE SAYS, "YOU TAKE CARE OF IT."

14 l MR. MIMS: DID YOU EVER TALK TO AL LEVENSON ABOUT THE

15 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION OR ABOUT THAT LETTER THAT WE'RE

* 1- 6 SPEAKING OF NOW?

S 17 THE WITNESS: NO. I NEVER DID GET IN TOUCH WITH HIM AT

, 18 ALL.

19 MR. MIMS: DID HE NEVER MENTION DURING THE COURSE OF YOUR

20 CONVERSATIONS WITH YOU, MENTION THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION?

21 THE WITNESS: NO.

* 22 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

23 Q YOUR APPEARANCE HERE TODAY, WERE YOU SUBPOENAED FOR

24 THIS OR DID YOU COME VOLUNTARILY?

* 25 A I CAME VOLUNTARILY.

• 42
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Q
A

Q

HAVE YOU E

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

AT WHOSE REQUEST? WHO ASKED YOU TO COME?

MR. MIMS.

JUST A COUPLE OF NAMES.

CAN YOU TELL US ANY MORE ABOUT PATRICK RUCKERT?

VER TALKED TO HIM?

I NEVER TALKED TO HIM.

DOES THE NAME DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS MEAN ANYTHING?

NO.

LOUISE GANDHI?

NO.

TIM PIKE?

NO.

MS. WEISSENBORN: I BELIEVE THOSE ARE ALL THE QUESTIONS

WE HAVE. AND I THANK YOU VERY MUCH. THAT CLOSES THE

DEPOSITION.

(OFF THE RECORD.)

MS. WEISSENBORN: WE'LL REOPEN THE DEPOSITION.

MRS. RANG, WOULD YOU WANT TO SIGN THE DEPOSITION,

TO READ IT AND SIGN IT?

THE WITNESS: YES, I WOULD.

MS. WEISSENBORN: WE'LL SEE THAT THAT'S DONE.

--000--
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1 1, JANET RANG, DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE

2 LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND

3 CORRECT.

* DATED

5

6 JANET RANG

7

Q8

9

* 10

15

16

18

20

21

* 22

23

24

* 25
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* 1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA 3 SS

2 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

3

Q4

5 I, LINDA A. PAYAN , CSR 1 4426 ,A

6 NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE, STATE OF

S7 CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

8 THAT, PRIOR TO BEING EXAMINED, THE WITNESS NAMED IN THE

9 FOREGOING DEPOSITION, TO WIT, JANET RANG ,WAS BY ME

* l. 0 DULY SWORN TO TESTIFY THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH AND NOTHING BUT

11 l THE TRUTH;

+ 12 THAT SAID DEPOSITION WAS TAKEN DOWN BY ME lN SHORTHAND AT

* 13 THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN NAMED AND THEREAFTER REDUCED TO

14 l TYPEWRITING UNDER MY DIRECTION.

15

* 16 I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NOT INTERESTED IN THE EVENT

S 17 OF THE ACTION.

, 18

* 19 WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 21ST DAY OF

20 AUGUST , 1985.

21

* 22

23 .-

AYPUBLC ID F THE OUTY
*25 ,+ ._ .- . _ OF ORANGE, STATE OF AL FORNIA

I . ':, ' FA I p

PELLETIER & JONES



0

PROMISSORY NOTE

6 August 1i983

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to Janet

Rang the

principal sum of $1,00.00 (one thousand dollars) one year

from tne date of this note.. --

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder

interest at the annual rate of l0Z (Ten percent).
C'

N The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association

with its headquarters located at 711 5. Vermont Avenue,

S Suite 207, Los Angeles, California 90005.

~Signed for the LALC,

Patrick L. Ruckert

L, I " .>,J



I

I

• Sept. 19, 1983

For value received, the undersigned agrees to pay to Janet Rang
of Midway City, CA the principal sum of $500.00 (five hundred---

• dollars) six months from the date of this note.

In addition, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder
interest at an annual rate of 10 (ten percent) for a total interest
payment of $25.00 (twenty-five dollars).

• The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association with
its headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont, suite 207, Los Angeles
CA 90005.

Signed for the LALJC,

;" Patrick L. Ruckert

(7); KiA.~- d~ t~ ,~AAL~'L ~A~ttZ~ ~ ~ ,ittA~ -
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IN THE MATTER OF:

THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN,
EDWARD SPANNAUS, TREASURER

DEPOSITI3N OF:

TAKEN ON:

MUR NO. 1852

,,.

ETTA ANN COLLINS

AUGUST 14, 1985
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DEPOSITION OF ETTA ANN COLLINS, TAKEN ON

BEHALF OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION AT

6112 ANDY STREET, LAKEWOOD, CALIFORNIA 90713

COMMENCING AT 2:00 P.M., ON WEDNESDAY,

AUGUST 14, 1985, BEFORE LINDA A. PAYAN, CSR NO. 4426,

A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PURSUANT TO STIPULATION.

APPEARANCES OF COUNSEL:

FOR THE FEDERAL ELECTION
COMMISSION: ANNE WEISSENBORN, ESQ.AND

STEPHEN MIMS, ESQ.
1325 "K" STREET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 90463
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WITNESS

ETTA ANN COLLINS

BY MS. WEISSENBORN ..........*.......
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PROMISSORY NOTE DATED 6/27183
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ETTA ANN COLLINS,

HAVING FIRST BEEN DULY SWORN, WAS

EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:

EXAMINATION

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q FOR THE RECORD, WOULD YOU GIVE YOUR NAME AND

ADDRESS, PLEASE.

A ETTA COLLINS. FULL NAME?

Q I GUESS SO. PLEASE.

A ETTA ANN COLLINS

Q AND YOUR TELEPHONE NUMBER?

A

Q

A

Q

ATTORNEY AT

A

Q

A

Q

IF THERE IS

SURE TO SAY

ARE YOU EMPLOYED, MRS. COLLINS?

NO, TIM NOT.

JUST FOR THE RECORD, ARE YOU REPRESENTED BY AN

THIS DEPOSITION?

NO.

ARE YOU APPEARING VOLUNTARILY OR UNDER A SUBPOENA?

VOLUNTARILY.

AS I SAID EARLIER BEFORE WE BEGAN THE DEPOSITION,

SOMETHING THAT I ASK AND YOU DON'T UNDERSTAND IT, BE

THAT YOU DON'T. BECAUSE IF YOU DO NOT SAY THAT, I

PELLETIER & JONES
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I

WILL ASSUME THAT YOU DO. JUST WE WANT YOU TO FEEL FREE TO SAY

ANYTHING YOU WOULD LIKE.

A ALL RIGHT.

MS. WEISSENBORN: I WOULD LIKE TO START WITH THE

EXHIBITS, AND THEN WE CAN GO FROM THERE. I'LL DO THESE ONE AT

THAT TIME. SO I'LL ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS FIRST DOCUMENT

EXHIBIT 1, AND THEN WE'LL ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY IT WHEN SHE'S

FINISHED.

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

MARKED EXHIBIT 1 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q CAN YOU IDENTIFY THIS DOCUMENT, THESE DOCUMENTS

THAT ARE ON THIS SHEET?

A YES, I CAN.

Q CAN YOU TELL US WHAT THEY ARE?

A WELL, THEY'RE DONATIONS TO THE L.A.L.C. AND THE

FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION.

Q AND IN THE FORM OF CHECKS?

A IN THE FORM OF CHECKS, RIGHT.

Q IS THIS YOUR WRITING?

A YES, IT IS.

Q IS THERE ANYTHING ON THESE THAT YOU SEE THAT IS NOT

YOUR WRITING?

A NO.

PELLETIER $ JONES
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Q I WANT TO TAKE THESE IN CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER. SO

LET'S LOOK AT THE SECOND CHECK ON THIS PAGE, WHICH WOULD BE A

CHECK MADE OUT TO F.E.F. DATED MARCH THE 18TH, 1983, IN THE

AMOUNT OF $250.

1

2

3

5

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

COULD YOU TELL US WHAT F.E.F. IS?

IT'S FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION.

WHAT CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT?

I DON'T KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT IT.

HOW DID YOU FIRST LEARN ABOUT IT?

I LEARNED ABOUT IT THROUGH LOUISE

NAME? I CAN'T THINK OF HER LAST NAME

WE'LL COME BACK TO THAT. PERHAPS

-- OH, WHAT IS

RIGHT NOW.

YOU'LL R P1EMBER

IT.

WHAT DID SHE TELL YOU ABOUT IT? ANYTHING THAT YOU

REMEMBER?

A SHE NEVER DID TELL

WHAT THIS WAS FOR.

Q WAS THIS THE FIRST

A SHE PROBABLY DID.

KNOW.

Q WAS THIS THE FIRST

YOU HAD SPOKEN TO LOUISE?

A YES, I THINK SO.

Q HOW DID SHE KNOW T

A WELL, I WAS OVER A

ME ANYTHING ABOUT THIS, ABOUT

TIME --

BUT I JUST DON'T REMEMBER, YOU

TIME BACK IN MARCH OF '83 THAT

O CONTACT YOU?

T THE CERRITOS POST OFFICE ONE

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 DAY, AND THERE WAS A COUPLE OF GUYS OUT ON THE, YOU KNOW,

2 TALKING ABOUT DIFFERENT THINGS. YOU KNOW, THEY SAID THEY WERE

3 WITH THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY, YOU KNOW. AND I GOT TO TALKING TO

k4 THEM. AND SO THEY -- AND I DONATED AT THAT TIME $25. AND THEN

5 SHE GOT IN CONTACT WITH ME AFTER THAT.

6 Q TO WHOM DID YOU MAKE THE DONATION, DO YOU REMEMBER?

7 A NO, 1 DON'T REMEMBER WHAT THE -- TO PROBABLY I

8 THINK THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC --

9 Q -- POLICY COMMITTEE?

10 A UH-HUH (WITNESS INDICATING AFFIRMATIVELY).

11 Q WHAT CAN YOU TELL US ABOUT IT?

12 A I'M NOT SURE. I MEAN, I FORGOT ALL ABOUT THAT

13 CHECK THAT I WROTE.

14 Q WHEN YOU SAID THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY, DID YOU MEAN

" 15 THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE?

16 A YEAH, RIGHT.

17 Q WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING WHAT ITS FUNCTION WAS OR
C-

18 IS?
If)

S 19 A THEY TOLD ME SO MANY THINGS ABOUT IT. I CAN'T

20 REMEMBER ALL.

21 Q ANYTHING? ONE OR TWO THINGS?

22 A YOU KNOW, THE CONDITION THE WORLD WAS IN AND ALL

23 THIS AND THAT AND THE OTHER. YOU KNOW, THEY NEEDED THIS MONEY.

24 THEN SOME OF IT THEY NEEDED TO HELP ELECT -- I MEAN GET -- WHAT

25 IS HIS NAME? LYNDON LA ROUCHE NOMINATED, YOU KNOW.

7
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Q SO AS YOU REMEMBER, HIS NAME CAME IN IN THE

CONVERSATION WITH THE GENTLEMAN AT THE STORE THE FIRST TIME?

A NO, HIS NAME DIDN'T COME UP THEN, NO. NOT UNTIL

ILATER.

MR. MIMS: MISS COLLINS, WHEN YOU MET THESE PEOPLE AT THE

POST OFFICE AND THEY ASKED YOU FOR A DONATION TO THE NATIONAL

DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE, DID THEY AT THE TIME WHEN THEY

ASKED YOU FOR THAT DONATION INDICATE IN ANY WAY THAT THE

DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE WAS HELPING TO ELECT LYNDON

LA ROUCHE?

THE WITNESS: NO, NOT LYNDON LA ROUCHE AT THAT TIME, NO.

THIS WAS LATER ON.

MR. MIMS: THANK YOU.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q HOW DID YOU MAKE THAT FIRST CONTRIBUTION? IN WHAT

FORM? WHAT DID YOU USE? A CHECK OR CREDIT CARD?

A A CHECK.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER ABOUT WHEN THAT WAS?

A IT MUST HAVE BEEN BACK IN '83. BUT I DON'T KNOW

WHAT MONTH.

Q BEFORE MARCH OR AT LEAST BEFORE THIS PARTICULAR ONE

ON MARCH THE 18TH?

A RIGHT.

Q DID THEY TELL YOU AT ALL HOW THAT CONTRIBUTION WAS

TO BE USED?
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1A YEAH, THEY TOLD ME, I THINK. BUT I CAN'T REMEMBER.

2 IT'S BEEN SO LONG, YOU KNOW, THAT A LOT OF THAT STUFF I DON'T

3 REMEMBER.

4Q DID YOU INTEND THIS TO BE AN OUT-AND-OUT

5 CONTRIBUTION OR DID YOU INTEND IT TO BE A LOAN?

6 A WHICH?

7 Q FIRST THE 25.

$ A NO. IT WAS A DONATION.

9 Q AND THEN TURNING TO THE ONE ON MARCH 18TH MADE OUT

10 TO F.E.F., WHAT DID YOU INTEND THAT TO BE?

11 A THAT WAS A DONATION, ALSO.

12 Q IS THIS YOUR WRITING ON THE CHECK, "DONATION"?

p 13 A YES, IT IS.

14 Q DID YOU PUT THE MARK CAPITAL "L" CAPITAL "A" WITH A

"O 15 CIRCLE AROUND IT?

16 A NO, I DIDN'T. THAT'S NOT MY WRITING.

17 Q THEN WE'RE GOING TO BE JUMPING AROUND A BIT BECAUSE

18 OF THE DATES ON HERE. SO LET'S LOOK NEXT AT THE SECOND PAGE.

S 19 MS. WEISSENBORN: I WILL ASKED TO BE MARKED EXHIBIT 2.

20 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

21 MARKED EXHIBIT 2 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

22 A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

23 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

24 Q EVEN THOUGH WE HAVE JUST MARKED THAT ONE, LET ME GO

p25 BACK JUST A MOMENT TO THE CHECK MADE OUT TO F.E.F. DID YOU

9

~PELLETIER & JONES



1

2

3

5

6

7

RECEIVE ANYTHING IN EXCHANGE FOR THAT PARTICULAR PAYMENT SUCH AS

A MAGAZINE SUBSCRIPTION?

A NO, 1 DIDN'T.

MR. MIMS: LET ME ASK YOU A QUESTION.

THE WITNESS: THIS ONE RIGHT HERE YOU MEAN?

MR. MIMS: RIGHT.

THE F.E.F. CHECK, WHO ASKED FOR THAT CONTRIBUTION,

DO YOU KNOW?

THE WITNESS: LOUISE.

MR. MIMS: YOU CAN'T REMEMBER HER LAST NAME?

THE WITNESS: dJUST A MINUTE.

MR. MIMS: OFF THE RECORD.

(THE WITNESS LEFT THE ROOM.)

THE WlTNESS: G-A-N-D-H-I.

MR. MIMS: ABOUT THIS F.E.F. CHECK, WHEN MISS GANDHI

CALLED YOU, THIS IS THE FIRST TIME YOU HEARD FROM MRS. GANDHI,

IS THAT CORRECT, FROM LOUISE?

MS. WEISSENBORN: AT THE TIME.

THE WITNESS: EVIDENTLY.

MR. MIMS: HOW DID SHE INTRODUCE HERSELF?

THE WITNESS: SHE CALLED ON THE TELEPHONE.

MR. MIMS: AND SAID, "I'M LOUISE GANDHI"?

THE WITNESS: YES. SHE WAS WITH THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC

POLICY COMMITTEE. AND I'LL TELL YOU ONE THING, SHE'S A TALKER.

MR. MIMS: WHEN SHE ASKED YOU FOR A CONTRIBUTION OR A

10
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1 DONATION TO FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION, CAN YOU CHARACTERIZE MAYBE

2 WHAT SHE MIGHT HAVE SAID THAT CAUSED YOU TO GIVE $250 TO AN

3 ORGANIZATION LIKE THAT THAT YOU MIGHT NOT HAVE HEARD OF BEFORE?

4 THE WITNESS: SHE EXPLAINED TO ME AND TOLD ME. BUT LIKE

5 1 SAID BEFORE, IT'S BEEN SO LONG, I DON'T REMEMBER.

6 MR. MIMS: JUST A GENERAL CHARACTERIZATION, ANYTHING THAT

7 MIGHT CAUSE YOU TO PART WITH $250? TAKE YOUR TIME.

8 THE WITNESS: NO, I DON'T. I CAN'T REMEMBER.

9 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

10 Q BUT SHE IDENTIFIED HERSELF AS BEING WITH THE

11 NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE?

12 A YES. AND THEN SHE WAS OUT TO MY HOUSE.

p 13 Q LET'S GO ON THEN TO EXHIBIT 2. CAN YOU IDENTIFY

(N 1 THESE DOCUMENTS THAT ARE ON THIS PAGE?

" 15 A THIS IS MARCH. YES.

16 Q YOU RECOGNIZE ALL OF THOSE?

1 7 A YES, I DO.

18 Q AGAIN THEY ARE --

p . 19 A MY WRITING.

20 Q YOUR CHECKS?

21 A MY CHECKS.

22 Q FOUR OF THEM, RIGHT?

23 A FOUR OF THEM.

24 Q I'D LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT THE VERY FIRST ITEM WHICH

t 25 IS A CHECK MADE TO N.D.P.C. DATED MARCH 21ST, 1983, FOR THE
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1 AMOUNT OF $250. AGAIN N.D.P.C. IS --

2 A NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE.

3Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHO.SOLICJTED YOU FOR THAT

4 PARTICULAR CONTRIBUTION?
p

5 A I THINK IT WAS LOUISE.

6 Q AND HOW WAS THAT DONE? BY TELEPHONE OR DID SHE

7 COME OUT AT THAT POINT?

8 A TELEPHONE.

9 Q DID SHE TALK, DO YOU REMEMBER AT ALL, ABOUT WHAT

10 THIS PARTICULAR AMOUNT OF MONEY WOULD BE USED FOR?

11 A YEAH. SHE TALKED JUST LIKE THE OTHERS. BUT LIKE I

, 12 SAY, SHE JUST TALKED SO FAST, I CAN'T REMEMBER. I GUARANTEE IF

IQ13 I HAD IT TO DO OVER, I'D NEVER.

(N! 14 Q IS THERE ANY ONE THING THAT YOU REMEMBER THAT

O15 CAUSED YOU TO BE REALLY INTERESTED OR TOUCHED ON A PARTICULAR

16 INTEREST OF YOURS IN THE WORLD?

17 A LIKE I SAY, I JUST CAN'T THINK.

18 Q I MAY HAVE ASKED THIS BEFORE, BUT DO YOU REMEMBER

_ 19 IF SHE SAID ANYTHING TO YOU ABOUT WHAT THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC

20 POLICY COMMITTEE DOES?

21 A WELL, YEAH. SHE EXPLAINED AND TOLD ME.

22 Q DID SHE TALK ABOUT POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS?

23 A YES, UH-HUH.

24 Q DO YOU REMEMBER --

25 A YEAH, SHE TALKED ABOUT A LETTER FOR CAMPAIGNS.
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p1 Q ANY PARTICULAR CANDIDATES?

2 A WELL, LIKE LYNDON LA ROUCHE FOR ONE. BUT THAT'S

3 NOT -- LET'S SEE. LET ME SEE. THAT'S WHEN I LOANED THEM THIS

4 ONE. BUT WE HAVEN'T GOT TO THAT ONE YET.

5 Q THIS CHECK AND THE EARLIER ONES THAT WERE SOLICITED

6 BY TELEPHONE, DO YOU REMEMBER WHERE YOU SENT THE CHECKS?

p7 A OH, THIS, SHE SENT THIS GUY OUT TO PICK THEM UP.I

8 CAN'T THINK OF THE NAME NOW. IT'S ON THE END OF MY TONGUE.

9 Q PERHAPS IT WILL COME LATER.

10 BUT EACH TIME IT WAS A PERSONAL PICKUP?

11 A PERSONAL PICKUP.

12 Q IT WASN'T IN THE MAIL?

"" 13 A MOST OF THE TIME, YEAH.

(%4 14 Q AGAIN, DID YOU INTEND THE ONE ON MARCH THE 21ST TO

" 15 BE A DONATION OR A LOAN?

16 A A DONATION.

17 Q AND THAT IS YOUR WRITING?

18 A YES, THE WORD "DONATION."

S 19 Q ON THIS SAME SHEET, THE SECOND CHECK IS MADE OUT TO

20 L.A.L.C. DATED APRIL THE 4TH, 1983, IN THE AMOUNT OF $500. NOW

21 CAN YOU TELL ME HOW THAT WAS SOLICITED?

22 A THIS WAS A LOAN.

23 Q RIGHT.

24 A THE $500 WAS A LOAN TO BE PAID BACK WITHIN THREE

25 MONTHS.
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~PELLETIER & JONES



Q WHO ASKED YOU FOR IT?

A LOUISE.

Q WAS THAT TELEPHONE OR PERSONAL CALL, VISIT?

A THAT WAS A TELEPHONE.

Q THIS IS LOUISE GANDHI THAT YOU MEAN?

A YES.

Q IF THERE'S ANOTHER LOUISE THAT COMES INTO THE

PICTURE, PLEASE TELL US SO WE KNOW THAT WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE

SAME PERSON.

DO YOU REMEMBER THE CONVERSATION THAT LED UP TO

THAT LOAN? WAS THERE ANYTHING VERY DIFFERENT ABOUT THAT?

A HANG ON JUST A MINUTE.

(THE WITNESS LEFT THE ROOM.)

THE WITNESS: DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF ANY OF THESE?

MS. WEISSENBORN: I HAVE ONE DATED AUGUST THE 1ST.

THE WITNESS: IT'S MOSTLY JUST THE SAME STORY EVERY TIME

SHE'D CALL ME FOR A DONATION OR LOAN OR SOMETHING, YOU KNOW.I

CAN'T REMEMBER. IT WOULD TAKE ME TEN YEARS TO EXPLAIN IF I DID.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q DO YOU REMEMBER HOW IT HAPPENED THAT THIS ONE WAS A

LOAN AND NOT A CONTRIBUTION? WHAT WAS THE DIFFERENCE, IF ANY?

DID SHE ASK FOR A LOAN OR DID YOU SUGGEST THAT --

A SHE ASKED FOR A LOAN.

Q FOR THE LOAN AS SUCH?

A YES. SHE SAID SHE'D PAY IT BACK IN THREE MONTHS

14
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1 AND NEVER DID.

2 Q WAS THERE TO BE AN INTEREST PAYMENT INVOLVED IN

3 THIS, DO YOU REMEMBER?

4A IT WOULD SAY IN THE LETTER IF THERE WERE. I DON'T

P
5 THINK SO ON THAT ONE.

6 Q AS FAR AS YOU WERE CONCERNED, DID YOU RECEIVE A

7 PROMISSORY NOTE TO COVER THIS PARTICULAR LOAN?

8 A WELL, THIS IS SUPPOSED TO BE A NOTE.

9 MS. WEISSENBORN: OFF THE RECORD.

10 (OFF THE RECORD.)
Pco

11 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

12 Q MRS. COLLINS, YOU HAVE GIVEN ME A PROMISSORY NOTE

I13 DATED SEPTEMBER THE 24TH. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THAT WAS RELATED

C"4 14 TO THIS APRIL LOAN?

1w 5 A I DON'T HAVE THAT ONE THAT'S DATED APRIL THE 4TH.

16 Q AS YOU REMEMBER IT, YOU DID HAVE A NOTE, YOU THINK,

17 THAT RELATED TO THAT PARTICULAR LOAN?

18 A I'M NOT POSITIVE ON THAT ONE. I DON'T KNOW. I'M

19 NOT SURE ON THAT ONE.

20 Q WE'LL TALK ABOUT THESE LATER ONES THEN IN A LITTLE

21 BIT.

22 AGAIN IT WAS LOUISE GANDHI WHO SOLICITED THAT ONE?

23 A YES.

24 Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 1, THE FIRST PAGE THAT WE

25 LOOKED AT, AND LOOK AT THE FIRST CHECK WHICH IS A $250 CHECK

15
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I1 MADE PAYABLE TO FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION DATED APRIL THE 28TH,

2 1983. COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT ONE, WHAT YOU REMEMBER, WHO

3 SOLICITED AND HOW AND SO FORTH.

4A IT WAS LOUISE THAT SOLICITED IT.

5 Q LOUISE GANDHI?

6 A YES.

7 Q WAS THIS A PERSONAL VISIT OR A TELEPHONE CALL?
p

8 A TELEPHONE CALL.

9 Q AND HOW WAS THIS ONE GOTTEN TO HER? WAS IT BY MAIL

10 OR PERSONAL OR WHAT?

11 A I BELIEVE MAIL.

S 12 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHERE YOU SENT IT?

P 13 A YEAH. I SENT IT TO THEIR ADDRESS, WHATEVER IT IS.

( 14 THEY'VE CHANGED, THOUGH, SINCE THEN.

15 Q IN THE LOS ANGELES AREA?

16 A YES. THEY WERE ON VERMONT AVENUE IN L.A. AT THAT

17 TIME.

, 18 Q THIS ONE, DID YOU INTEND THIS TO BE A DONATION OR A

S 19 LOAN?

20 A DONATION.

21 Q THAT IS YOUR WRITING THAT SAYS THAT ON THE CHECK?

22 A YES, IT IS.

23 Q ON THE SAME SHEET, SAME EXHIBIT AT THE BOTTOM THERE

24 IS ANOTHER CHECK TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE DATED MAY

25 THE 19TH, 1983, IN THE AMOUNT OF $250. AGAIN WOULD YOU TELL US

16
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p WHO --
2 A IT WAS LOUISE GANDHI. AND I BELIEVE THAT WAS SENT

3 BY MAIL -- I'M NOT POSITIVE -- TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

4 COMMITTEE, WHICH IS A POLITICAL FOUNDATION.p
5 Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHETHER IN THIS LATTER INSTANCE,

6 THE MAY 19TH CHECK, THAT SHE SAID ANYTHING NEW OR IN ADDITION

7 ABOUT WHAT THEY DO AND WHAT THE MONEY WOULD BE USED FOR?

8 A YEAH. SHE TOLD ME WHAT IT WOULD BE USED FOR,

9 DIFFERENT THINGS. BUT I CAN'T REMEMBER. MY MEMORY IS NOT VERY

10 GOOD. I JUST DON'T REMEMBER.pa
1j 1 Q AND THIS WAS A DONATION? THERE'S A NOTATION HERE

12 ON THE CHECK. IS THAT CORRECT?

13 A YES. THAT'S MY WRITING.

C 14 MS. WEISSENBORN: I'D LIKE TO INTRODUCE A NEW EXHIBIT.

15 THIS WILL BE NO. 3.

16 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

17 MARKED EXHIBIT 3 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

18 A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

19 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

20 Q CAN YOU IDENTIFY THIS DOCUMENT?

21 A YES.

22 Q AND COULD YOU TELL US WHAT IT IS?

23 A IT'S A DONATION FOR $100 TO THE L.A.L.C.

24 Q PLUS TWO OTHER CHECKS ON DIFFERENT DATES. SO

25 THERE'S THREE CHECKS ALTOGETHER ON THE EXHIBIT; IS THAT CORRECT?
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A

Q

A CHECK FOR

1983. AGAIN

THAT ONE.

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

FOR ANY MORE

YES.

I'D ASK YOU TO LOOK AT THE VERY FIRST ONE, WHICH IS

S100 MADE PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C. DATED MAY THE 25TH,

WOULD YOU JUST TELL US WHAT YOU CAN REMEMBER ABOUT

THAT'S THE SAME AS THE OTHERS.

AGAIN lT WAS --

SHE GIVES ME THE SANE STORY EVERY TIME.

LOUISE GANDHI?

YEAH, RIGHT.

AND AGAIN DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT IT WAS TO BE USED

THAN THE OTHERS?

A NO.

Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 2 FOR A MOMENT, WHICH IS

THE ONE WITH THE CHECK AT THE TOP THAT SAYS MARCH THE 21ST.I

WANT TO TALK ABOUT THE ONE AT THE BOTTOM WHICH IS A CHECK MADE

PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C. IN THE AMOUNT OF 150 DATED JUNE 20TH, 1983.

IS IT THE SAME AS BEFORE?

A SAME AS BEFORE.

Q SAME PERSON?

A SAME PERSON.

Q AND AGAIN A TELEPHONE SOLICITATION, AS YOU

REMEMBER?

A

LAST NAME

EDWARD, THAT'S HIS NAME. I DON'T KNOW WHAT HIS

IS. SHE SENT EDWARD OUT TO PICK UP SOME OF THEM. I

. ...
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1 DON'T REMEMBER WHICH ONES, REALLY.

2 Q AGAIN YOU MAY HAVE SAID THIS BEFORE. WHAT WAS YOUR

3 IMPRESSION AS TO WHO LOUISE GANDHI REPRESENTED THROUGH ALL THIS?

4A SHE'S SUPPOSED TO BE THE FUND-RAISER FOR THE

5 NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC PUBLIC COMMITTEE.

6 Q POLICY COMMITTEE?

S7 A POLICY COMMITTEE I MEAN, YEAH.

8 MR. MIMS: SHE IDENTIFIED HERSELF TO YOU AS THAT?

9 THE WITNESS: YES, SHE DID. IT WAS A FUND-RAISER.

10 MR. MIMS: DID SHE EVER DISTINGUISH HER ROLE AS A

S 11 FUND-RAISER FOR THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE FROM

" 12 HER ROLE WITH ANY OTHER ORGANIZATION?

; 13 WHEN SHE CALLED AND ASKED FOR A CONTRIBUTION TO
0

14 L.A.L.C., DID SHE TELL YOU THEN THAT SHE WAS --

"o
15 THE WITNESS: SHE WAS SUPPOSED TO BE THE FUND-RAISER FOR

16 THAT, ALSO.

S17 MR. MIMS: SHE'S A FUND-RAISER FOR L.A.L.C., THE NATIONAL

j, 18 DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE --

- 19 THE WITNESS: RIGHT.
0

20 MR. MIMS: -- AND FUSION ENERGY FOUNDATION?

21 THE WITNESS: RIGHT.

S22 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

23 Q ON THE SAME PAGE, EXHIBIT 2, THE SECOND FROM THE

24 BOTTOM IS A CHECK AGAIN MADE PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C. DATED JUNE THE

25 27TH, 1983, IN THE AMOUNT OF $3,750. AND TELL US ABOUT THIS

0 PELLETIER & JONES



I ONE.

2 A THAT'S A LOAN TO BE PAID BACK QUARTERLY AT $250

3 QUARTERLY. AND SHE WAS OUT HERE IN PERSON. THAT'S WHEN I SEEN

4 HER. THAT'S THE ONLY TIME I EVER SEEN HER.

5 MR. MIMS: COULD YOU DESCRIBE HER?

6 THE WITNESS: SHE'S LITTLE AND SHORT AND SHE HAD LONG

7 HAIR DOWN TO HER SHOULDERS AND JUST STRAIGHT.

8 MR. MIMS: WHAT COLOR?

9 THE WITNESS: BROWN, I WOULD SAY, A LIGHT BROWN, I THINK.

* 10 THE BEST I REMEMBER.

6! 11 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

, 12 Q COULD YOU ESTIMATE HOW OLD SHE IS?

13 A PROBABLY IN HER LATE 20'S OR EARLY 30'S, MAYBE.
0

14 Q HAD SHE TELEPHONED YOU PRIOR TO HER VISIT OR DID

15 SHE JUST APPEAR AT YOUR DOOR?

*16 A SHE HAD TELEPHONED ME, YES.

r17 Q AND DO YOU REMEMBER ANY DISCUSSION ABOUT THIS

,j,) 18 PARTICULAR CHECK, SINCE IT'S SO MUCH LARGER, ABOUT WHAT IT WOULD

S 19 BE USED FOR AND SO FORTH?

20 A WELL, LIKE I SAY, SHE PROBABLY TOLD ME. I'M SURE

21 SHE TOLD ME, YES. BUT, YOU KNOW, JUST LIKE ALL THE OTHERS, I

22 JUST CAN'T HARDLY REMEMBER SOME OF THE THINGS SHE DID TELL ME.

23 I KNOW SHE JUST TALKED ME INTO ALL THIS. IT WILL NEVER HAPPEN

24 AGAIN.

25 MS. WEISSENBORN: I'D LIKE TO INTRODUCE ANOTHER EXHIBIT,

20
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!O 1 IT WILL BE NO. 4, AND HAVE IT MARKED AND HAVE YOU IDENTIFY THAT.

2 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

3 MARKED EXHIBIT 4 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

* 4 A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

5 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

6 Q COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THIS PARTICULAR DOCUMENT AS

• 7 TO WHAT IT IS?

8 A THIS IS $5,000. THIS IS THE ONE TO BE PAID BACK

9 QUARTERLY.

* . 10 Q THIS IS A PROMISSORY NOTE?

11 A PROMISSORY NOTE, YES.

"C 12 Q DATED JUNE THE 27TH, 1983?

* 13 A YEAH. OKAY. I HAD LOANED THEM $1250. SO WHEN SHE

14 WAS OUT HERE TO GET THIS $3,750, SHE ADDED THE 1250 TO THIS,

15 WHICH COME TO $5,076. $76 WAS INTEREST.

*16 Q LET ME SEE IF I CAN RECONSTRUCT WHERE THE 150 COMES

c 17 FROM. THAT WOULD BE THE $500 LOAN ON APRIL THE 4TH, WOULD THAT

S 18 HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN THAT?

S19 A YEAH, THAT'S ONE OF THEM.

20 Q AND SO THAT WOULD LEAVE ANOTHER $750. DO YOU

21 REMEMBER --

S22 A AND I GAVE HER A CHECK FOR 250 AND ANOTHER ONE FOR

23 $500, I THINK.

24 Q ON THE SAME DAY?

25 A NO, NOT THE SAME DAY. AT DIFFERENT TIMES.

• 211
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Q ARE THOSE CHECKS SHOWN HERE?

A LET ME SEE. I PUT SOME OF IT ON MY MASTER CARD.

DIDN'T I SEND YOU A COPY OF THE MASTER CARD ONE

THAT WAS ON A MASTER CARD? I PUT TWO OR THREE OF THEM ON MASTER

CARD.

Q YES, YOU DID. BUT IT IS DATED 10/11 OF '83.

DO YOU REMEMBER DOING THAT MORE THAN ONCE, USING

1

2

3

4

5l

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CARD?

I USED IT MORE THAN ONCE.

DO YOU SUPPOSE YOU CAN FIND THE OTHERS? NOT RIGHT

NOW.

A I'LL TRY.

Q SO YOU BELIEVE --

A SOMETIMES I DON'T KEEP THEM THAT FAR BACK.

Q SO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE OTHER 750 WAS TWO CHARGES

ON A CREDIT CARD?

A I WOULDN'T SAY FOR SURE. BUT SOME OF IT IS.

Q AT LEAST SOME WAS A CREDIT CARD.

THE PROMISSORY NOTE DATED JUNE THE 27TH IS SIGNED

BY PATRICK L. RUCKERT. CAN YOU TELL US ANYTHING ABOUT HIM?

AI DON'T KNOW WHO HE IS.

Q YOU'VE NEVER TALKED TO HIM?

A I NEVER MET HIM.

Q DID YOU EVER TALK TO HIM ON THE TELEPHONE?

A NOT THAT I KNOW OF. I DON'T REMEMBER IF I DID.

22
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tO1 Q HAVE YOU EVER BEEN REPAID FOR ANY OF THIS $5,076

2 THAT IS REFLECTED ON THIS NOTE?

3A $1,000.

4 Q WHEN DID THAT COME BACK, APPROXIMATELY?
0

5 A WHEN DID SHE PAY IT, YOU MEAN WHEN IT WAS PAID BACK

6 TO ME ?

7 Q RIGHT.

8 A HERE IT IS RIGHT THERE. I JUST JOTTED IT DOWN

9 THERE.

10 MS. WEISSENBORN: OFF THE RECORD.

L 11 (OFF THE RECORD.)

'0 12 MS. WEISSENBORN: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT

~13 MRS. COLLINS HAS JUST GIVEN ME A HANDWRITTEN LISTING NOTATIONS
0

14 WHICH INCLUDE A LISTING OF FOUR PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY YOU.

'0
15 Q IS THAT CORRECT?

16 A YES.

r17 Q $250 ON FEBRUARY THE 6TH OF 1984; IS THAT CORRECT?

in 18 A YES.

19 Q $250 RECEIVED ON MAY THE 5TH, 1984?0
20 A YES.

21 Q $250 RECEIVED ON SEPTEMBER THE 30TH, 1984?

S22 A YES.

23 Q AND $250 RECEIVED ON JANUARY THE 2ND, 1985?

24 A YES.

25 Q FIRST OF ALL, HOW WERE THESE PAYMENTS MADE?

Q 23
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1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
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A BY CHECKS.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT THE ACCOUNT, WHAT THE NAME AT

THE TOP OF THE CHECK WAS?

A FROM THIS BANK SOME OF THEM. I DON'T KNOW IF ALL

OF THEM WAS.

MS. WEISSENBORN: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT

MRS. COLLINS IS SHOWING ME NOTATIONS ON AN ENVELOPE THAT WHICH

SHE HAS WRITTEN WILSHIRE STATE BANK, 3200 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD,

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, 90012.

Q NOW THIS IS AN ENVELOPE FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

COMMITTEE?

A RIGHT.

Q POSTMARKED AUGUST THE 29TH. DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT

WAS IN THIS ENVELOPE? THE DATES DON'T SEEM TO CORRESPOND TO THE

DATES OF THE REPAYMENTS.

ASIDE FROM THE NAME OF THE BANK, DO YOU REMEMBER IF

THERE WAS ANY HEADING ON THE CHECK SIMILAR TO YOUR CHECKS WHERE

YOU PUT YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS?

A OH, YES, THERE WERE HEADINGS.

Q WHAT WAS IT, DO YOU REMEMBER?

A RIGHT HERE (INDICATING).

Q BUT THAT'S THE BANK.

A YEAH, THIS IS THE BANK. I THINK -- THE LAST CHECK

SHE SENT OR LAST TWO CHECKS SHE SENT, THIS WAS THEIR BANK.

Q WAS IT A BANK CHECK RATHER THAN A CHECK FROM AN

Q



1

2

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24.

25

ORGANIZATION?

A IT WASN'T PERSONAL. NO, IT WASN'T FROM THE

ORGANIZATION, IT WAS JUST FROM --

Q A CASHIER'S CHECK OR SOMETHING?

A NO. IT WAS A CHECK.

Q BUT DID IT HAVE, JUST FOR AN EXAMPLE, THE LOS

ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE UP HERE IN THE UPPER LEFT-HAND CORNER?

WHAT WAS IN THE UPPER LEFT-HAND CORNER, DO YOU

REMEMBER?

A NO, I DON'T.

MR. MIMS: YOU DON'T RECALL WHO THE MONEY WAS FROM?

THE WITNESS: NO.

MR. MIMS: IT COULD HAVE BEEN ANY OF THESE ORGANIZATIONS?

THE WITNESS: COULD HAVE BEEN.

MR. MIMS: OR NONE OF THE ORGANIZATIONS?

THE WITNESS: IT COULD HAVE BEEN.

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q SO AS FAR AS YOU ARE CONCERNED, YOU ARE STILL OWED

$4,000 BY THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

A YES.

Q AS FAR AS THIS PARTICULAR NOTE IS CONCERNED?

A YES.

Q THE JUNE 27TH NOTE.

A PLUS INTEREST.

Q AND THESE CAME TO YOU, THESE REPAYMENT CHECKS CAME

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 TO YOU IN THE MAIL?

2 A YES.

3 Q THEY WERE NOT DELIVERED BY ANYONE?

I.A NO. THEY CAME TO ME IN THE MAIL.

5 Q DO YOU REMEMBER ANY NAMES WHO SIGNED THE CHECKS?

6 A DOROTHY -- I MEAN -- EXCUSE ME.

7 Q SPELL IT IF YOU CAN'T PRONOUNCE IT.

8 A DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

9 Q MAYBE YOU CAN PRONOUNCE IT. I'M READING FROM THE

,x 10 SAME ENVELOPE THAT I NOTED BEFORE. IT'S DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS,

(N II A-N-D-R--O-M-J-D-A-S.

\ 12 A THIS IS WHERE SHE SIGNED HER NAME.

*4 13 MS. WEISSENBORN: PLEASE INDICATE THAT MRS. COLLINS JUST

14 SHOWED ME A SECOND PROMISSORY NOTE THAT WILL BE INTRODUCED THAT

: 15 HAS THE SAME N AME ON A NOTE FROM THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

.- 16 COMMITTEE.

S 17 Q NEXT TO HER NAME IN MRS. COLLINS' WRITING IS A

Lr) 18 TELEPHONE NUMBER. IS THAT CORRECT?

19 A YES.

20 Q IS THAT THE NUMBER SHE GAVE YOU?

21 A YES.

22 Q

23 A YES.

24 Q AND BENEATH THIS ON THE ENVELOPE IN YOUR WRITING,

25 AM I CORRECT, THERE ARE TWO NAMES, CARROL, C-A-R-R-O-L, OR TED,

26
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T-E-D, WITH ANOTHER NUMBER. CAN YOU TELL US WHAT YOU THOUGHT --

A YEAH, CARROL AND TED, THEY ALSO WORK FOR THEM, YOU

KNOW.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHY YOU PUT THOSE NAMES DOWN?

A I THINK SHE TOLD ME IF I COULDN'T GET AHOLD OF HER,

TO CALL CARROL OR TED.

Q YOU TALKED TO DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS THEN ON THE

TELEPHONE OR IN PERSON?

A OH, YES, I TALKED TO HER, TOO.

Q WHEN WAS THAT, DO YOU REMEMBER?

A I TALKED TO HER A LOT OF TIMES. SEVERAL TIMES.

Q IN WHAT CONTEXT? HOW DID THE CALLS COME ABOUT?

A I CALLED HER TO ASK HER TO PLEASE SEND MY MONEY.

IT WAS PAST DUE.

Q DO YOU KNOW APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY TIMES YOU'VE

TALKED TO HER?

A IF YOU WANT ME TO FIND ALL MY TELEPHONE -- I DON'T

REMEMBER. IT'S A LOT OF TIMES, THOUGH. EVERY TIME THAT I

CALLED FOR MY PAYMENT, I dJUST KEEP CALLING AND CALLING AND

CALLING. SOMETIMES THEY TELL ME SHE'S OUT, YOU KNOW, MOST OF

THE TIME. AND WHEN I DO CATCH HER, SHE PROMISES THAT SHE'LL PAY

ME AND THEN DOESN'T DO IT.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHEN THE LAST TIME WAS THAT YOU

SPOKE TO HER?

A IT'S BEEN ABOUT A WEEK AGO I CALLED HER AND ASKED

27
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1 HER FOR A PAYMENT. SHE SAID MAYBE. I REMEMBER IT WAS THE FIRST

2 OF THE WEEK.

3 SHE SAYS, "WE I DON'T HAVE IT NOW, BUT MAYBE AT THE

4 END OF THE WEEK."

5 THE END OF THE WEEK THE PAYMENT NEVER CAME. AND

6 IT'S BEEN A WEEK OR OVER. IT COULD BE A WEEK AND A HALF.

7 MS. WEISSENBORN" LET'S TAKE A BREAK FOR JUST A MOMENT.

8 (OFF THE RECORD.)

9 MS. WEISSENBORN" BACK ON THE RECORD.

-- 10 Q HAVE YOU ALWAYS CALLED HER AT THE SAME TELEPHONE

11 NUMBER?

12 A NOT ALWAYS. BECAUSE THEY WERE OVER -- THEY WAS A

13 DIFFERENT ADDRESS AND THEY HAD A DIFFERENT TELEPHONE NUMBER.

14 BUT LATELY THIS HAS BEEN HER NUMBER.

t 15 Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THAT ADDRESS IS?

16 MRS. COLLINS IS NOTING THE NUMBER

17 A THIS IS THE ADDRESS NOW.

18 Q WOULD YOU READ THAT FOR THE REPORTER, PLEASE.

19 A LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE, 3200 LOS FELIZ

20 BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90039.

21 Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 3, WHICH IS THE ONE THAT

22 HAS THE MAY 25TH PAYMENT AT THE TOP. AND LOOK AT THE CHECK AT

23 THE BOTTOM OF THAT PAGE. IT'S A CHECK MADE PAYABLE TO

24 CAMPAIGNER PUB., P-U-B PERIOD, INC.

25 A PUBLICATION, RIGHT.

28
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1 Q IT'S A CHtECK FOR $5,000 DATED dJULY THE 21ST, 1983.

2 A YES.

3 Q WOULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT, WHO CALLED YOU AND SO

4 FORTH.

5 A LOUISE. IT WAS LOUISE GHANDI. AND SHE CALLED FOR

6 A LOAN, WANTED A LOAN FOR THE LYNDON LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

1 Q DO YOU SPECIFICALLY REMEMBER --

8 A WAIT A MINUTE. I HAVE A LETTER HERE SOMEPLACE. I

9 HAVE A NOTE HERE. WELL, IT WAS THE LOAN WAS BEING USED TOWARDS

10 DISTRIBUTION OF "LA ROUCHE, WILL THIS MAN BECOME PRESIDENT"
I BY

11 LYNDON H. LA ROUCHE, JR. THAT'S WHAT IT WAS FOR, TO GET HIS

. 12 BOOKS OUT INTO CIRCULATION, YOU KNOW.

* 13 MS. WEISSENBORN: FOR THE RECORD LET ME NOTE THERE IS A

14 l LETTER ON CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION, INC., LETTERHEAD DATED AUGUST

O 15 THE 19TH, 1983. WOULD YOU READ IT, PLEASE.

w: 16 MR. MIMS: OFF THE RECORD.

17 (OFF THE RECORD.)

18 MS. WEISSENBORN: LET'S MARK THIS AS EXHIBIT 5.

* 19 (WHEREUPON, EXHIBIT 5 WAS MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION

20 BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC, A COPY OF WHICH ATTACHED HERETO.)

21 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

22 Q AND WOULD YOU READ THAT, SINCE IT'S SHORT, INTO THE

23 RECORD, PLEASE.

24 A "DEAR MRS. COLLINS: ENCLOSED PLEASE FIND ORIGINAL

S25 OF PROMISSORY NOTE AS REQUESTED. WE THANK YOU FOR YOUR LOAN AT
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A YES.

Q CAN YOU TELL US WHAT THAT IS?

A YES. THIS IS THE NOTE WHERE I LOANED THE $5,000 TO

IPAIGNER PUBLICATION.

Q IS THAT NOTE RELATED TO THE LETTER?

A IT'S RELATED TO THE LETTER.

Q WAS IT ENCLOSED IN THE LETTER DATED AUGUST 19TH

:. SPANNAUS? IS THAT THE NOTE YOU BELIEVE WHICH HE'S

NG?

A YES, THIS IS THE NOTE.

LET ME TELL YOU WHAT HAPPENED. DO YOU WANT IT OFF

30
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THIS TIME. THE LOAN IS BEING USED TOWARDS THE DISTRIBUTION OF

'ROUCHE, WILL THIS MAN BECOME PRESIDENT,' BY LYNDON H.

LA ROUCHE, JR. SINCERELY, EDWARD -- "

MR. MIMS: SPELL IT.

THE WITNESS: S-P-A-N-N-A-U-S, PRESIDENT, CAMPAIGNER

PUBLICATIONS, INC.

MS. WEISSENBORN: I WOULD LIKE THEN TO ENTER THIS AS

EXHIBIT 6, AND WE'LL ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY THAT.

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

MARKED EXHIBIT 6 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q THIS IS EXHIBIT 6. CAN YOU IDENTIFY THIS FOR THE

RECORD?

0
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Q
CAMPAIGNER?

A

Q

YOU TALKED

Q

A

HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY REPAYMENT ON THAT LOAN TO

NO, I HAVEN'T.

HAVE YOU ATTEMPTED TO COLLECT ON THAT ONE? HAVE

TO ANYONE?

YES. I HAVE CALLED DOROTHY GANDHI REGARDING THAT.

LOUISE GHANDI OR DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS?

LOUISE GANDHI.

PELLETIER & JONES

CO4

'0

0 ,

THE RECORD?

Q NO.

A I TOLD HIM I WOULD LOAN IT TO HIM FOR ONE YEAR WITH

10 PERCENT INTEREST.

Q TO WHOM WERE YOU SPEAKING?

A THIS IS TO LOUISE GANDHI. WHEN THEY SENT ME THE

NOTE, THEY PUT TWO YEARS ON THERE. AND I CALLED HER BACK AND I

SAID NO, ONE YEAR. SO SHE SENT ME OUT -- THAT'S WHY THIS DATE

IS DIFFERENT. SHE SENT ME OUT ANOTHER NOTE THEN THAT THE $5,000

WOULD BE PAID BACK WITHIN A YEAR FROM THAT DATE. THAT'S WHAT

THAT IS.

Q JUST TO MAKE SURE WE'RE CLEAR, THIS NOTE DATED

AUGUST THE 1ST WAS ENCLOSED WITH THE LETTER FROM

MR. SPANNAUS?

A YES.

Q THAT IS DATED AUGUST 19TH THAT IS EXHIBIT 5?

A YES.



1 Q YOU TALKED TO HER ABOUT THIS PARTICULAR?

2 A YES. WHEN THE YEAR WAS UP I TOLD HER I NEEDED

3 MY MONEY. AND SHE SAYS, "WELL, HOW ABOUT LETTING IT ROLL OVER?"

4 SO SHE TALKED ME INTO LETTING IT ROLL OVER FOR ANOTHER YEAR.

5 Q FOR A YEAR?

6 A YEAH, FOR A YEAR. WHICH WOULD MAKE IT TWO YEARS.

177 WHEN THE FIRST YEAR WAS UP, I CALLED HER. SO SHE SAID, "WILL

8 YOU LET IT ROLL OVER FOR ANOTHER YEAR?"

9 50 1 LET lT ROLL OVER. AND THE TWO YEARS IS UP

10 NOW. AND I HAVEN'T RECEIVED A THING.

11 I SAID, "WELL, CAN YOU PLEASE SEND ME MY

12 INTEREST?"

S13 "NO.*"

14 I Q WHEN WAS THE LAST CONVERSATION YOU HAD WITH HER,

"O 15 WITH LOUISE GANDHI, ABOUT THIS PARTICULAR LOAN, DO YOU REMEMBER?

16 A I DON'T REMEMBER. IT'S BEEN QUITE AWHILE. A YEAR

17 AGO.

18 Q SO THE SECOND YEAR IS UP RIGHT NOW OR SOON WILL BE?

* -. 19 A IT'S UP NOW. IT AUGUST THE 1ST. WHENEVER THIS

20 ONE.

21 Q YOU'RE RIGHT. IT WAS UP ON AUGUST THE 1ST, 1985.

22 DID YOU RECEIVE ANYTHING IN WRITING EXTENDING IT

23 FOR THE SECOND YEAR?

24 A NO, I DIDN'T.

25 Q DID YOU EVER RECEIVE A COPY OF OR PURCHASE A COPY
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1 OF THE BOOK OR A PAMPHLET THAT IS MENTIONED IN THIS LETTER?

2 A YES.

3 Q DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF IT?

4 (OFF THE RECORD.)

5 MS. WEISSENBORN: I WILL ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THE

6 BOOK THAT MRS. GANDHI HAS JUST GIVEN ME ENTITLED "THE

7 INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS' 1984 PLATFORM" AS EXHIBIT 7.

8 INCLUDED WITH THE BOOK IS A LETTER, MASS MAILING

9 LETTER SIGNED BY LYNDON H. LA ROUCHE, JR., DATED SEPTEMBER 19,

10 1984, A LETTER TO "DEAR CONTRIBUTOR" THAT WAS INCLUDED WITH THE

O
11 BOOK.

12 (OFF THE RECORD.)

'0
* 13 MS. WEISSENBORN: BACK ON THE RECORD.

L 14 Q MRS. COLLINS, JUST TO CLARIFY. I THINK THERE IS A

'0 15 BIT OF CONFUSION. THE PUBLICATION THAT IS MENTIONED IN

S 16 MR. SPANNAUS' LETTER OF AUGUST 1983 IS ENTITLED "LA ROUCHE, WILL

" 17 THIS MAN BECOME PRESIDENT"; IS THAT CORRECT?

18 A YES.

*19 Q AND THE BOOK THAT YOU JUST SHOWED US IS ENTITLED

20 "THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS' 1984 PLATFORM."

21 IS IT CORRECT THAT APPARENTLY THESE ARE TWO

S22 DIFFERENT PUBLICATIONS?

23 A I THOUGHT IT WAS THE SAME.

24 Q THIS ONE, APPARENTLY THE PUBLICATION DATE ON IT IS

25 SEPTEMBER 1984. SO FOR NOW WE WILL WITHDRAW THIS AS AN EXHIBIT
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IT?

A DOROTHY -- I MEAN -- PARDON ME. LOUISE GANDHI.

Q AND WAS THIS BY TELEPHONE OR PERSONAL VISIT?

A YES, THIS IS BY TELEPHONE.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER ANYTHING ABOUT THAT PARTICULAR

CONVERSATION AS TO WHAT IT WAS TO BE USED FOR AND SO FORTH?

A YEAH. SHE TOLD ME. BUT IT'S dUST LIKE ALL THE

OTHERS. I CAN'T REMEMBER WHAT SHE TOLD ME ABOUT THEM.

Q AND YOU INTENDED THIS CONTRIBUTION TO BE A LOAN OR

DONATI ON?

A THIS WAS A DONATION.

Q ON EXHIBIT 3, WHICH IS THE ONE HEADED BY THE MAY

25TH CHECK, THE SECOND CHECK ON THIS EXHIBIT IS ONE DATED

SEPTEMBER THE 26TH, 1983, TO L.A.L.C. FOR $500.

NOW AGAIN, COULD YOU TELL US WHO SOLICITED THAT AND
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FOR EXHIBIT 7 AT THE MOMENT BECAUSE THERE SEEMS TO BE SOME

CONFUSION AS TO WHICH PUBLICATION WAS WHICH. WE MAY GO BACK TO

THIS.

A COULD BE.

Q LET'S GO BACK TO EXHIBIT 1 NOW WHICH IS THE ONE

HEADED WITH THE CHECK DATED APRIL 28TH. AND THE EXHIBIT

INCLUDES A CHECK FOR $200 DATED SEPTEMBER THE 2ND, 1983, MADE

PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C.

A OH, HERE (INDICATING).

Q AGAIN, COULD YOU TELL US ABOUT THAT, WHO SOLICITED

0



WHAT WAS

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

WRITTEN C

A

MS

EXHIBIT 7

SAID?

THAT WAS LOUISE GANDHI.

TELEPHONE CALL?

BY TELEPHONE.

WAS THIS TO BE A DONATION OR A LOAN?

THIS WAS TO BE A LOAN.

THAT IS YOUR WRITING, THE WORD "LOAN" THAT'S

)N THE LOWER LEFT-HAND CORNER?

YES.

• WEISSENBORN: I WILL ASK THE REPORTER TO NUMBER THIS

(WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS MARKED

EXHIBIT 7 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC, A COPY

OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

Q CAN YOU IDENTIFY THAT, PLEASE?

A YES.

Q WHAT IS IT?

A THE TOP ONE?

Q RIGHT. THE MOST RECENT EXHIBIT 7, YES.

A THAT WAS THE LOAN FOR THE THREE MONTHS FOR $500.

Q AND THAT RELATES TO THE CHECK THAT IS DATED

SEPTEMBER THE 26TH MADE PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C.; IS THAT CORRECT?

IS IT RELATED TO THAT ONE, DO YOU THINK, ALTHOUGH

THE CHECK IS DATED TWO DAYS AFTER THE NOTE?
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1 A I DON'T KNOW.

2 Q THE PROMISSORY NOTE IS --

3 A DATED 9/24/83.

4Q RIGHT. AND IS SIGNED BY WHOM?

0
5 A SIGNED BY ME.

6 Q THE NOTE, WHO SIGNED IT?

7A DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

8 Q ABOVE THAT IT SAYS SIGNED FOR THE L.A.L.C.

9 DO YOU HAVE ANY MEMORY OF THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS IN

10 THIS CASE?
0

1' 1 A NO. I DON'T REMEMBER. THIS IS WHERE I PUT $500

o .12 FOR SOMETHING ON MY MASTER CARD. IT WOULD HAVE BEEN ONE OF

* 13 THESE 500 HERE.

14 MS. WEISSENBORN: MRS. COLLINS IS REFERRING TO -- LET'S

'0 15 HAVE IT MARKED AN EXHIBIT, AND THEN WE'LL TALK ABOUT THESE

S 16 TOGETHER.
S

11 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

18 MARKED EXHIBIT 8 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC,

*19 A COPY OF WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)

20 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

21 Q COULD YOU TELL US WHAT THIS ONE IS YOU WERE JUST

22 REFERRING TO.

23 A I DON'T KNOW IF IT IS OR NOT. BECAUSE THIS IS MY

18
24 WRITING HERE, "DONATION."

25 Q AND THIS IS A COPY OF YOUR MASTER CHARGE?
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IS THAT CORRECT?

A YES

Q AT TEN PERCENT INTEREST?

PELLETIER & ~JONES

A

Q

A

ME. LOUISE

Q

A

Q

DONATION?

A THAT MUST HAVE BEEN A DONATION.

Q AND THIS PARTICULAR CREDIT CARD TRANSACTION IS

DATED 10/11/83 IN THE AMOUNT OF $500.

WE'LL COME BACK TO THAT IN JUST A MOMENT. LET'S GO

BACK TO THESE TWO. SO YOU CAN'T EXPLAIN, CAN'T REMEMBER EXACTLY

WHY THESE DATES WOULD HAVE BEEN TWO DAYS DIFFERENCE?

ON EXHIBIT 6 AND 7 THERE'S A CHECK DATED SEPTEMBER

THE 26TH AND THE PROMISSORY NOTE IS THE 24TH OF SEPTEMBER. LET

ME CORRECT THAT. IT'S EXHIBIT 3 IS THE CHECK AND THE PROMISSORY

NOTE IS EXHIBIT 7.

THE QUESTION REMAINS WHETHER THIS NOTE, DO YOU

THINK THAT THIS NOTE RELATES TO THAT CHECK?

A YES, I THINK IT DOES.

0 AND THIS CALLS FOR REPAYMENT WITHIN THREE MONTHS;

YES. VISA.

AND WHO WAS THE RECIPIENT OF THAT?

THIS WAS A TELEPHONE CALL FROM DOROTHY -- EXCUSE

GANDHI.

AND THE PAYMENT WENT TO WHICH ORGANIZATION?

THE N.D.P.C.

BUT AS FAR AS YOU WERE CONCERNED, THAT ONE WAS A



A YES. I DON'T KNOW WHY THE DATES WOULD BE

DIFFERENT.

Q IT MAY JUST BE THAT SOMEONE IS OFF.

A MAYBE THEY MADE A MISTAKE.

Q AS FAR AS YOU'RE CONCERNED, THIS IS THE PROMISSOI

NOTE THAT GOES WITH THIS CHECK?

A YES.

Q THE SECOND CHECK ON EXHIBIT 3, HAVE YOU RECEIVED

ANY REPAYMENT OF THAT $500?

A NO.

Q AGAIN, DO YOU HAVE ANY MEMORY OF WHAT SHE SAID TI

PARTICULAR AMOUNT OF MONEY, THE $500, WAS TO BE USED FOR?

A NO. JUST THE SAME AS THE OTHERS.

RY

HIS

Q
STATEMENT,

WR ITTEN --

GOING BACK TO EXHIBIT 8, WHICH IS THE CREDIT CARD

THE PAYMENT OF $500 TO N.D.P.C., WE SHOULD NOTE THAT

FIRST OF ALL, IS THIS HANDWRITING YOUR HANDWRITING?

A NO.

Q IT SAYS ON THE CREDIT CARD SLIP IT IS CONTRIBUTION

TO THE N.D.P.C. FOR THE CAMPAIGNS. DO YOU HAVE ANY IDEA WHAT IS

MEANT BY FOR THE CAMPAIGNS?

A THAT WAS IN 185, WASN'T IT?

Q NO. '83.

A AGAIN, I DON'T REMEMBER.

Q MRS. COLLINS, DID YOU EVER CONTRIBUTE TO THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN ITSELF?
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1 A NO. UNLESS SOME OF THESE WENT TO IT. I HAVE NO
0

2 IDEA, YOU KNOW. OTHERWISE I HAVEN'T THAT I KNOW OF.

3 MS. WEISSENBORN: LET'S TAKE A BREAK.

4 (OFF THE RECORD.)

5 MS. WEISSENBORN: BACK ON THE RECORD.

6 I'LL ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS DOCUMENT

7 EXHIBIT 9.
0

8 Q I WILL NOT ASK YOU TO IDENTIFY IT BECAUSE YOU HAVE

9 NOT SEEN THIS BEFORE, MRS. COLLINS. THIS IS A COPY OF THE

10 ITEMIZATION OF RECEIPTS FILED WITH THE FEDERAL ELECTION

11 COMMISSION BY THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL

12 1984. AND YOU WILL NOTE THE SECOND FROM THE BOTTOM IS A

* 13 NOTATION WITH YOUR NAME WITH AN ITEMIZATION.

C 14 THAT IS YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS; IS THAT CORRECT?

S 15 A YES.

S 16 Q AND IT SHOWS A CONTRIBUTION OF $250 RECEIVED BY THE

17 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN ON APRIL THE 26TH, 1984. DO YOU REMEMBER

18 MLAKING THAT CONTRIBUTION?

* 19 A I MADE THAT, YES, WITH MY VISA.

20 Q AND WHO SOLICITED THAT CONTRIBUTION?

21 A THAT WAS LOUISE GANDHI.

22 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED DOCUMENT WAS

23 SUBSEQUENTLY MARKED EXHIBIT 9 FOR

24 IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC, A COPY OF

25 WHICH IS ATTACHED HERETO.)
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1 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

2 Q BY TELEPHONE?

3 A YES, BY TELEPHONE.

4 Q AND DID YOU INTEND THAT TO BE A CONTRIBUTION OR A

5 LOAN?

6 A A CONTRIBUTION.

7 Q DID YOU MAKE ANY OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1983 OR

8 1984 TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN ITSELF?

9 A NO, I DON'T THINK SO.

10 Q DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT WHEN I SAY THE LA ROUCHE

TO
" 11 CAMPAIGN, I AM TALKING ABOUT THE PARTICULAR COMMITTEE? THAT WAS

12 THE NAME OF THE PRIMARY ELECTION COMMITTEE OF LYNDON LA ROUCHE.

* 13 THAT'S THE OFFICIAL TITLE OF THE COMMITTEE. IT'S NOT dJUST A

( 14 GENERIC CAMPAIGN PROCESS OR EFFORT.

'K 15 BUT THIS IS THE ONLY CONTRIBUTION THAT YOU MADE TO

!'; 16 HIM THAT YOU REMEMBER; IS THAT CORRECT?
0

17 A NO. IT SEEMS TO ME LIKE I MADE MORE THAN THAT.

18 Q DID YOU MAKE ANY CONTRIBUTIONS TO A COMMITTEE NAMED

*19 INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS FOR LA ROUCHE?

20 A NOT THAT I RECALL.

21 Q DO YOU REMEMBER THE CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER WHICH YOU

* 22 RECEIVED THE BOOK THAT ENTITLED "THE INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS' 1984

23 PLATFORM"?

24 A NO. LIKE I TOLD YOU AWHILE AGO, WHEN I LOANED THEM

O25 THE $5,000 FOR THE PUBLISHERS, CAMPAIGNER PUBLISHERS, THAT SHE
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WOULD SEND ME OUT HIS BOOK. AND THIS IS THE ONE SHE SENT ME.

THAT'S THE ONLY ONE I EVER RECEIVED.

Q A YEAR LATER; IS THAT CORRECT?

A NO, IT WASN'T A YEAR LATER, NO.

Q THIS ONE WITH THE BOOK IS DATED SEPTEMBER OF 1984.

A THIS IS THE ONE SHE PROMISED ME, THOUGH, WHEN I

LOANED THEM THE $5,000. AND THAT WAS IN '84?

Q YES. THE LOAN WAS IN 1983. BUT YOU SAID THAT SHE

CALLED YOU TO SAY SHE WOULD EXTEND THE LOAN, RIGHT?

A YES.

Q COULD IT HAVE BEEN IN THAT CONVERSATION?

A IT COULD HAVE BEEN AT THAT TIME, YES.

Q DID YOU HAVE ANY OTHER CONVERSATIONS WITH LOUISE

GANDHI IN 1984?

WAS IT DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS OR LOUISE GANDHI WHO SAID

SHE WOULD SEND YOU THE BOOK?

A LOUISE GANDHI.

Q IS SHE THE PERSON YOU TALKED TO ABOUT EXTENDING THE

LOAN TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION?

A YES.

MR. MIMS: IT WAS YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT BECAUSE YOU

ALLOWED HER TO EXTEND THE LOAN, THAT SHE WOULD SEND YOU THIS

BOOK AS A THANK YOU?

THE WITNESS: NO. NOT THAT. SHE'D JUST SEND ME OUT ONE

OF HIS BOOKS. SO THIS IS THE ONE SHE SENT ME.
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1 MR. MIMS: DID SHE MAKE ANY REFERENCE TO THE POSSIBILITY

2 THAT BY EXTENDING THE LOAN, YOU WERE MAKING IT POSSIBLE FOR THEM

3 TO PUBLISH MORE COPIES OF THIS BOOK AND MAKE IT MORE

4 AVAILABLE?

5 THE WITNESS: YES, RIGHT.

6 MR. MIMS: MAYBE YOU CAN EXPLAIN THAT A LITTLE BIT.

7 THE WITNESS: THAT WAS TO HELP TO GET THESE BOOKS OUT,
S

8 YOU KNOW.

9 MR. MIMS: THE EXTENSION OF THE LOAN?

10 THE WITNESS: NO. THAT WAS THE FIRST TIME WHEN I FIRST

Lr)
11 LOANED THEM THE MONEY.

12 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

* 13 Q DID SHE EXPLAIN WHY SHE COULD NOT REPAY THE MONEY

c@4 14 AT THE TIME YOU TALKED TO HER IN 1984t?

"O 15 A THEY JUST DIDN'T HAVE IT IS WHAT SHE'D TELL ME, YOU

"" 16 KNOW.•

17 AND I SAID, "WELL, IT'S MY MONEY, AND I WANT IT

I-

18 BACK." IT WAS A LOAN.

*19 AND, WELL, "WE DON'T HAVE IT."

20 I FINALLY CHANGED MY TELEPHONE NUMBER SO THEY

21 WOULDN'T BE CALLING ME ALL THE TIME.

22 1 HAVE NO IDEA. BECAUSE I KNOW SHE SENT ME THIS

23 BOOK OUT. I'IM SURE IT WAS THIS ONE. BUT I CAN'T UNDERSTAND WHY

24 THAT WOULD BE '83 AND THIS IS '84.

_25 Q UNLESS THE DISCUSSION WAS IN THE SECOND

PELLETIER & dJONES
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1 CONVERSATION?

2 A UNLESS IT WAS IN THE SECOND CONVERSATION, THAT'S

3 RIGHT.

4MR. MIMS: AND THAT IN YOUR MIND, DURING ONE OF THOSE

5 CONVERSATIONS SHE MADE IT CLEAR THAT YOUR LOAN TO CAMPAIGNER

6 PUBLICATIONS WAS TO HELP WITH THE DISTRIBUTION OF THIS

07 BOOK?

8 THE WITNESS: YES, OF THE BOOKS.

9 MS. WEISSENBORN: AT THIS TIME I WOULD LIKE TO

'0 10 REINTRODUCE AS AN EXHIBIT THE BOOK ENTITLED "THE INDEPENDENT
0

11 DEMOCRATS' 1984 PLATFORM." THIS WILL BE EXHIBIT 10. AND WE'LL

12 ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK IT AS SUCH.

* (c1 13 (WHEREUPON, THE AFOREMENTIONED BOOK WAS

14 MARKED EXHIBIT 10 FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE NOTARY

' 15 PUBLIC, AND WAS WHEREBY SENT TO COUNSEL UNDER SEAL

16 OF THE REPORTER.)
0

" 17 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

L 18 Q THEN TO SUMMARIZE, MRS. COLLINS, AS FAR AS YOUR

19 PAYMENT, THE LOAN TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS, WHAT WAS YOUR

20 UNDERSTANDING THAT THAT MONEY WOULD BE USED FOR?

21 A TO GET THESE BOOKS OUT.

S22 9 THIS BOOK ENTITLED AND THE ONE THAT WAS MENTIONED

23 IN THE LETTER FROM MR. SPANNAUS?

24 A THIS WAS THE BOOK THAT I THOUGHT SHE WAS TALKING

S25 ABOUT WHEN I TALKED TO HER. BUT THEN WHEN I GOT THE NOTE AND

* 43
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1 THE LETTER, THEY PUT IN HERE THIS LOAN IS BEING USED TOWARDS

2 THE DISTRIBUTION OF "LA ROUCHE, WILL THIS MAN BECOME

3 PRESIDENT."

4MR. MIMS: REFERRING TO EXHIBIT 5.
0

5 THE WITNESS: YES.

6 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

7 Q DURING THAT CONVERSATION DO YOU REMEMBER HER
0

8 TALKING ABOUT MR. LA ROUCHE'S CAMPAIGN FOR PRESIDENT?

9 A OH, YEAH.

10 Q ANY MORE THAN JUST TALKING ABOUT DISTRIBUTING THE

11 LITERATURE, DID SHE TALK TO YOU ABOUT HIS CAMPAIGN?

12 A YEAH. TO HELP HIM GET NOMINATED FOR THE 1984 --

v 13 WAS IT THE '84 ELECTION?

CN 14 Q RIGHT.

,O 15 A YES. AND, YOU KNOW, TO HELP SELL THESE BOOKS SO IT

16 WOULD HELP HIM TO BE NOMINATED.

11 Q SO BACK IN 1983, IN AUGUST OF '83, THEY WERE

C
18 TALKING ABOUT THE CAMPAIGN?

S19 A YES. EVIDENTLY. THAT'S WHEN IT WAS DATED.

20 Q HAVE YOU EVER SPOKEN WITH EDWARD SPANNAUS?

21 A NO, I DON'T THINK SO. UNLESS THIS EDWARD THAT CAME

• 22 OUT AND PICKED UP THE DONATIONS, UNLESS THIS COULD BE HIM HERE.

23 Q COULD YOU DESCRIBE THE PERSON THAT CAME TO PICK UP

24 THE DONATIONS?

25 A YEAH. HE WAS LITTLE. HE WASN'T VERY TALL. A
0
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LITTLE GUY.

NATIONAL ITY

Q

A

Q

A

MR.

THE

BY MS. WEIS

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

MS.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. MIMS:

Q MRS. COLLINS, SINCE YOU STARTED COMMUNICATING

WITH THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ABOUT THESE CONTRIBUTIONS

AND LOANS TO THESE VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS, HAVE YOU EVER HAD

AN OCCASION TO DISCUSS THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION OR

THIS MATTER WITH ANYBODY, INCLUDING MRS. GANDHI OR ANYONE

... .. 4 5
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,AND I DON'T KNOW IF HE WAS PART SPANISH OR WHAT

SHE WAS, REALLY.

ABOUT WHAT AGE?

I WOULD SAY MAYBE 30. SOMETHING LIKE THAT.

DID HE WEAR GLASSES OR NO GLASSES?

I DON'T REMEMBER.

MIMS: HAVE YOU EVER HEARD THE NAME EDWARD CORPUS.

WITNESS: EDWARD CORPUS? NO.

;SENBORN:

DOES THE NAME --

JUST EDWARD IS ALL I'VE KNOWN, YOU KNOW.

DOES THE NAME ALLAN LEVENSON MEAN ANYTHING TO YOU?

NO.

DOES THE NAME TIM PIKE MEAN ANYTHING?

NO.

WEISSENBORN: LET'S TAKE A BRIEF BREAK.

COFF THE RECORD.)
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25 Q DO YOU KNOW WHO ORGANIZED THE MEETING?
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ELSE?

A I DON'T KNOW IF I UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION OR NOT.

QI'LL REPHRASE THAT.

HAVE YOU DISCUSSED WITH ANYONE THE FACT THAT YOU

HAD SUBMITTED INFORMATION TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

CONCERNING THE LOANS AND CONTRIBUTIONS?

A NO, I HAVEN'T.

MS. WEISSENBORN: JUST GOING BACK A STEP FROM THAT, WHEN

DID YOU FIRST LEARN ABOUT THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION?

THE WITNESS: IT WAS IN '83, LIKE I SAID AWHILE AGO, OVER

AT THE POST OFFICE.

MS. WEISSENBORN: I'M SORRY. ABOUT THE FEDERAL ELECTION

COMMISSION.

THE WITNESS: I DON'T REMEMBER.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q DID THEY EVER DISCUSSED THE FEDERAL ELECTION

COMMISSION WITH YOU, ANY OF THESE PEOPLE?

A NO.

Q HAVE YOU EVER ATTENDED ANY MEETINGS?

A ONE.

Q CAN YOU TELL ME A LITTLE BIT ABOUT THAT?

A I THINK THAT WAS IN '83. I ATTENDED ONE OUT HERE

IN ANAHEIM. AND I CAN'T RE4EMBER WHO WAS THE SPEAK.R AT THAT

TIME.
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A I DON'T KNOW WHO ORGANIZED IT.

MS. WEISSENBORN: DID YOU RECEIVE AN INVITATION?

THE WITNESS: LOUISE GANDHI CALLED ME AND WANTED ME TO

GO, SO I WENT. THERE WAS A COUPLE OF GUYS FROM LONG BEACH COME

BY AND PICKED ME UP.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q DID THEY ASK FOR MONEY AT THAT MEETING?

A NO, THEY DIDN'T ASK FOR MONEY AT THAT MEETING. IT

REALLY DIDN'T INTEREST ME, THE MEETING DIDN'T.

MS. WEISSENBORN: DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT THE SUBJECT WAS

THEY WERE TALKING ABOUT?

THE WITNESS: NO, I DON'T.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q DID MRS. GANDHI OR ANYBODY ELSE AFFILIATED WITH

THESE ORGANIZATIONS ASK YOU TO WORK FOR THEM IN THE CAPACITY OF

A VOLUNTEER OR A SPOKESPERSON OR ANYTHING OF THAT SORT?

A YES, SHE DID.

Q CAN YOU TELL ME A LITTLE BIT ABOUT THAT?

A SHE ASKED ME IF I WOULD HELP GET SOME OF THE

LITERATURE OUT TO MY NEIGHBORS, YOU KNOW, AND FRIENDS. AND SO I

NEVER DID, THOUGH.

Q DID SHE EVER ASK YOU TO RUN FOR OFFICE?

A NO.

Q I DON'T KNOW IF WE COVERED THIS BEFORE. YOU MAY

HAVE TO REFRESH MY MEMORY. HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY PAYMENTS FROM
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1 ANY OF THESE ORGANIZATIONS? I THINK YOU MADE MENTION OF FOUR OF0
2 THEM THAT YOU NOTED ON A CHECK.

3 A YES, FOUR.

4 Q ON A PIECE OF PAPER. BUT DID YOU KEEP COPIES OF
0

5 THE CHECKS?

6 A NO. WHICH I REALIZED I SHOULD HAVE. BUT I DIDN'T.

7 1 KNOW THIS WAS UP ON TOP OF ONE OF THEIR CHECKS HERE, AND I

8 WROTE IT DOWN.

9 MS. WEISSENBORN: MRS. COLLINS IS REFERRING AGAIN TO THE

- 10 WILSHIRE STATE BANK NAME AND ADDRESS.

11 I BY MR. MIMS:

, 12 Q THE CHECKS THAT WE HAVE MARKED AS EXHIBITS IN THIS

' 13 DEPOSITION ARE THE PHOTOSTATIC COPIES AND DID NOT INCLUDE THE0
14 REVERSE SIDES OF THE CHECKS. WITH YOUR PERMISSION, I'M GOING TO

15 TAKE THE ORIGINALS BACK TO WASHINGTON AND MAKE COPIES OF THE

*16 FRONT AND BACK SIDE, RETURN THEM TO YOU, ALSO RETURN TO YOU A

17 COPY OF THE FRONT AND BACK SIDE AND ASK YOU IF YOU WILL HAVE IT

l 18 NOTARIZED AS A TRUE COPY OF THE FRONT AND BACK SIDE OF THESE

~19 CHECKS AFTER YOU EXAMINE THE ORIGINALS AGAINST THE PHOTOSTATS.0
20 A ALL RIGHT.

21 Q RIGHT NOW I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU A QUESTION ABOUT ONE

S22 OF THEM. THAT IS A CHECK THAT APPEARS TO BE IN YOUR WRITING.

23 THERE IS A CHECK THAT IS DATED JULY 21ST, 1983, CHECK NO. 252

24 PAID TO THE ORDER OF CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS, INC. IT SAYS

25 "LOAN FOR 1 YEAR1' ON IT. AND "LA" AND THEN IT SAYS "10 PERCENT

• 48
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1 INTEREST" AT THE BOTTOM HERE.

2 IS THERE ANYTHING ON THAT CHECK THAT IS NOT YOUR

3 HANDWRITING GO

4 A THAT "LA" ISN'T MY HANDWRITING.
0

5 Q IT IS NOT?

6 A NO.

7 Q IS THE LOAN FOR ONE YEAR IN PARENTHESES YOUR
0

8 HANDWRITING?

9 A YES. I WROTE THAT ON THERE.

* C', 10 Q HOW ABOUT THE TEN PERCENT INTEREST?

11I A I WROTE THAT ON THERE, ALSO.

S 12 Q ON THE REVERSE IS THE HANDWRITING "LOUISE GANDHI"

13 AND A TELEPHONE NUMBER THAT IS STRICKEN OUT. IS THAT IN YOUR

14 HANDWRITING?

15 A YES.

16 Q SO YOU WROTE THAT ON THERE?

17 A YES.

: 18 MR. MIMS: IF WE COULD TAKE A BREAK FOR A COUPLE OF

S 19 MINUTES.S
20 (OFF THE RECORD.)

21 MS. WEISSENBORN: BACK ON THE RECORD FOR JUST TWO MORE

22 CATEGORIES OF QUESTIONS. ACTUALLY THE FIRST IS NOT SO MUCH A

23 QUESTION AS A SUMMARY IN SOME WAYS, AND SEE IF YOU AGREE OR

2L+ DISAGREE WITH WHAT I WOULD SAY.

25
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1 FURTHER EXAMtINATION

2 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

3 Q IS IT CORRECT THAT ALL OF THE SOLICITATIONS THAT

4 YOU RECEIVED WERE FROM LOUISE GANDHI?

5 A YES.

6 Q GENERALLY BY TELEPHONE?

7A YES.

8 Q AND IS IT CORRECT THAT IT'S YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT

9 MISS GANDHI WAS A FUND-RAISER FOR THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

* 10 COMMITTEE, NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE, FOR THE FUSION

S 11 ENERGY FOUNDATION, CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS AND THE LA ROUCHE

1' 2 CAMPAIGN?

13 A YES.
CN

14 Q IS THERE ANY DISTINCTION IN YOUR THINKING AS TO THE

15 PURPOSES OF ALL OF THESE ORGANIZATIONS? WOULD YOU SEPARATE

* 6 THEM, THEIR PURPOSES, THEIR GOALS?

c 17 A I DON'T KNOW HOW TO ANSWER THAT QUESTION.

' 18 Q TO YOUR THINKING, ARE THEY REALLY, DO THEY ALL HAVE

r',, 1 9 THE SAME GOAL OR GOALS?0
20 A I REALLY COULDN'T TELL YOU.

21 Q WHEN MRS. GANDHI WOULD CALL YOU AND ASK FOR A

22 SOLICITATION, DID WHATEVER SHE SAID TO YOU TO GET MONEY FROM

23 YOU, DID IT CHANGE ACCORDING TO WHATEVER ORGANIZATION SHE WAS

24 SOLICITING FOR OR WAS IT GENERALLY THE SAME?

25 A IT WAS GENERALLY THE SAME.

• 50
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S1 Q SO YOU DON'T REMEMBER ANY DIFFERENT APPROACH

2 DEPENDING UPON THE ORGANIZATION?

3 A NO, NOT REALLY. ALL OF THEM WAS JUST PRACTICALLY

4 THE SAME, YOU KNOW.

5 Q BUT AM I CORRECT THAT THE BEGINNING OF DISCUSSION

6 OF A LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AS SUCH, A CAMPAIGN FOR THE PRESIDENCY,

7 BEGAN WITH THE SOLICITATION FOR THE MONEY FOR CAMPAIGNER

8 PUBLICATIONS IN 1983; IS THAT CORRECT?

9 A YES.

* 0 Q AND THEN FINALLY, MRS. COLLINS, IF YOU WOULD LIKE,

tr" 11 WE WILL SEE THAT THE ORIGINAL OF THIS DEPOSITION IS SENT TO YOU

? 12 TO READ. WOULD YOU LIKE TO HAVE THAT AND TO SIGN IT OR WOULD

S13 YOU WAIVE SIGNATURE? IT'S YOUR CHOICE.

14 A NO, I DON'T HAVE TO SIGN IT.

15 Q DO YOU WANT TO SEE IT?

*16 A IF YOU WANT TO. YOU DON'T HAVE TO.

-17 MR. MIMS: YOU MAY WAIVE SIGNATURE. I GUESS ONE OF THE

S 18 QUESTIONS IS WHETHER YOU WOULD ALSO PREFER TO HAVE A COPY OF IT.

S 19 THE WITNESS: NO, I DON'T THINK SO. YOU DON'T HAVE TO0
20 BOTHER ABOUT SENDING A COPY.

21 BY MS. WEISSENBORN:

22 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OF US OR FURTHER

23 STATEMENTS YOU'D LIKE TO MAKE?

24 A NO, I DON'T.

25 MS. WEISSENBORN: I BELIEVE THAT CLOSES THE DEPOSITION.

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 (WHEREBY, COUNSEL AND THE DEPONENT WAIVED

2 S IGNATURE.•)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF ORANGE
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I, LINDA A. PAYAN , CSR 1 4426 ,A

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE, STATE OF

CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

THAT, PRIOR TO BEING EXAMINED, THE WITNESS NAMED IN THE

FOREGOING DEPOSITION, TO WIT, ETTA ANN COLLINS .,WAS

BY ME DULY SWORN TO TESTIFY THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH AND

NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH;

THAT SAID DEPOSITION WAS TAKEN DOWN BY ME IN SHORTHAND AT

THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN NAMED AND THEREAFTER REDUCED TO

TYPEWRITING UNDER MY DIRECTION.

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NOT INTERESTED IN THE EVENT

OF THE ACTION.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 21ST DAY OF

AUGUST ,1985.

,©U /-'j .,,?,...,.__
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6 0
PROMISSORY NOTE

June 27, 1983

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to-
Etta Collins the principal sum of
$5.076 (five thousand seventy-six dollars) under the
following terms :

1. The undersigned agrees to pay interest on the
principal at an annual rate of l0 (ten percent)
cn the unpaid oalance.

2. Quarterly payments of $250.00 (two hundred fifty--
dollars shall be made beginning September 27, 1983 &. ;7 r'-
and shall continue until the entire principal and
interest are paid.

The Los Angeles Labor Commuittee is a political association
with its headquarters located at 71 2-,=, ._ .- zult

Signed for the LALC.

Patrick L. Ruckert

* ~



Camaiger Publications, Inc.

*304 West 58th, New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel. (212)247-8820

August 19, 1983

Etta Collins
6112 Andy Street
Lakewood, California 90713

Deer Mrs. Collins:

Enclosed please find original of promissory
note as requested. We thank you for your loan
at this time. The loan is being used towards
the distribution of "LaRouche, Will this man
become President," by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr."

Sincerely,

Edward Spannaus,
President
Campaigner Publications, Inc.

ES :LR
Enc.

. exhib t fcr !D
Lind3 A. Pa ,'an. N P



Campaigl1er Publicitions, Inc711 S. Vermont Ave., Suite 207 Los Angeles, CA 90005 (213) 3t1

August 1, 1983.

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

For value received, the undersiuned arees to pay Etta Collins
the principal sum of$5,000.00 (five thousand dollars and 00/100) Li) one year from the

date of this note.

In addition, the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder inte-
rest at an annual rate of 10 (ten percent) per year over the term
of this note.

Campaigner Publications Inc. is incorporated in the state of
New York with the principal place of business 304 W. 58th Street,

__Fifth floor, New Yprk, N.Y. 10019. Both parties should be subject
-to laws of the state of New York governing such contracts.

Signed for Campaigner Publications Inc.

-7 DOROTHY ANDROM DAS,
~LOS ANGELES representative.

This note may not be assigned, transferred or discounted.

', ..- f c E l•
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ITEMXZED RECEIPTS
04I311 4 TO 04130/84
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* 3
* ,nfr LA*,,)UCWLc CAMPAIGN *e***************************MAY 21, 1984 11:01 PMq *

AMOUNT OF

NAME. OF EMqPLOYEIR EACW REC[PT

NA WEA)Dm, C ITY, STATI. ZIP OCCUPATI[OI DATE TWI[S PERIZOD

CLW0 OO~,, =.VERLE e-  04120/84 1000.00

• :ACOuVgS AECEZ*T fOR PRIMARY
* " .dTISW COLJM8IA CANADA AGGa.EGATE Y-T-D 1000.00

CLIyTON, III' P0=)E T Wo 04/05,8& 100.00
T5R '3J~k, ,jT ? - A4EST04ETIST

Irr. oZ~ilrLA 7133.0 RECEI'T FOR PRIM[AR~y
AGG'EGATE y-TaD 700.00

CL~eGI. r~NARLkg A U.S. AR'4Y 04/26,84d 50.00

.lj3 I4.AIw4AY DR• ATMOSPH. RC SCI[ENTI[ST
t"%IL .= WN) 2101k REtCEIDT FOR PRIMARIY

- AG~* .GATE Y-T-D 350.20

• jlrT C. €CURTI': 04/04184 102.00
* '%/SPARTA)J 042 BANtANA FAQlPE[ 301784 100.00

%' J €  jIECET;T FOR PIMARY
.elr ICA A3,J1 E3ATE Y°T-) 400.0

Cq,,0p' ' FgRA t4CT4' 9o 0K tZ INTERa 0TIognAL TELEVISI0 04123/84, 150.00

.,. eA T 7":R0 TRtEWT SALES RE.PRESENTATI[VE

* .',v";)o RECEIPT FOR PIMAR~y
• "I', YuR( NY 123021 AGS F.GATE yeTeO 400.00

"O L,.y "E R. , EARL .o SEL,,a EM L0 TED 04/25/54 250.0
'"'11". S. *Tgn co C P ACC~tJNTANT

q,;VceT"),, WY 62501 AECEI'T FOR PRIMARlY
~~AGG= E ATE Y-T-D 350.00
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eIr o p:OAC0RtE INCo 24010084 250. 0

1 .' r~JsqtN AVENUE PRIESIDENT OIL FIELD E2UIPMlEN
' ,,'.1!AN )K 733&3 aE.CEIPT FOA1 PRMAqrY

AGGDF..ATc. yT°D 400o00

• ,3L..INS, .AEID )o DI&IL') ,, INC. 0',10?/13' ?0O0
41 xl. *ICnAR' S' AVE. ELE.CT'ICAL ENGSIIE s~
LA*N$OLE. "* 10,., 4EC [I:T FO8 PRIMqARY

,T*3E.AT. yoToD 5.3).3

~AGG': elTE. Y-TeD 250.33

S L.'J>2OdqE 'A l=O J WECEIP T FgaR poSIMARy 0e,*,3;

~~~AGGRc.3ATE Y-T-0 600.20eo Linda A. Payan, t' .
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LUCILLE PIEPER,

HAVING FIRST BEEN DULY SWORN, WAS

EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:

EXAMINATION

1

2

3

4

5

10

11

12

17

21

24

2$

RECORD?

WOULD YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR FULL NAME FOR THE

LUCILLE PI-'PER, LUCILLE E. PIEPER.

THAT WAS A "V ''?

""AS I;, E' LEN.

AND) YOUR ADDRESS?

Q K5. PIEPE , I'?' GOING TO ASK YOU A SERIES OF

CUESTIONS. IF v )u D(Or.'T UNiDERSTAND THE QUESTION AS I ASK IT,

PLEASE LET ME Kr ; A .) I wI' L REPHRASE IT OR REPEAT IT.

CTHERISE, I' _ ASSU* T-iT , ANSWER YOU'RE GIVING ME RESPO

TO THE OUESTIO,, ANID P~tflET ACCORDINGLY?

A OKAY.

Q AJ. v:jj AP;jA. IN, TODAY TO GIVE THIS DEPOSITION

VULUJ TAR I LY ?

A YE§.

Q I'D LIK '' ASK YOU SOKE QUESTIONS ABOUT MATERIA

THAT YOU SUBMITTED T( .-ThE FEDERZAL ELECTION COMMISSION. AND T

BEGIN WITH I'D LIKE YOU TO FOCUS ON WHAT I'M GOING TO ASK THE

ND S

LS

0

BY MR. MlMS"

Q



0 .. 0*i

1 REPORTER TO MARK AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION,

2 NO. 1.

3 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 1.

4WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

5 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

6 DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

07 BY MR. MIMS:

8 Q MRS. PIEPER, YOU WILL SEE THAT THIS IS A TWO-PAGE

9 EXHIBIT WHEREON THE FRONT PAGE OF THE EXHIBIT ARE PHOTOSTATIC

* l 0 COPIES OF THREE CHECKS AND ON THE SECOND PAGE OF THE EXHIBIT ARE

11 THE BACK PAGES OF THE THOSE THREE CHECKS IN THE SAME ORDER

12 RECEIVED ON THE FRONT PAGE. FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE RECORD I

13 HAVE NOTED NOS. 1,p 2, AND 3 FOR EACH ONE OF THE PHOTOSTATIC

14 COPIES ON EACH PAGE BEING SURE THAT THEY MATCH.

r 15 NOW WHAT I'D LIKE TO TALK TO YOU FIRST ABOUT IS THE

0
: 16 CHECK AT THE TOP. THE CHECK THAT I'VE NUMBERED FOR THE RECORD

17 NO. 1., WHICH APPEARS TO BE A CHECK DRAWN PAYABLE TO EXECUTIVE

18 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW ON DECEMBER 22, 1983 IN THE AMOUNT OF

*19 $5,000.

20 A UH-HUH.

21 Q HOW DID YOU COME ABOUT TO GIVE A CONTRIBUTION TO

0
22 THE EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW?

23 A WELL, I WAS CONTACTED BY PHONE BY LOUISE,, -ONBA-

24 AND -- OF COURSE, SHE STATED HER NEED -- THEIR NEED -- THE NEED

0
25 OF THE L.A. OR THE N.D.C.P. OR L.A.L.C. I DON'T KNOW; THEY ALL

0
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w1 SEEMED COMBINED.

2 Q CAN I INTERRUPT YOU FOR JUST A MINUTE TO ASK YOU

3 WHAT --

4 A L.A.L.C. IS THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE.

5 N.D.C.P. IS THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE.

6 Q THANK YOU. ALSO E.I.R. WAS I ASSUME --

07 A E.I.R. WAS ALL IN WITH THIS TOO, EXECUTIVE

8 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW.

9 Q WHEN MRS. ,..N CALLED YOU AND ASKED YOU FOR THIS

0 0 MONEY WAS THIS THE FIRST TIME THAT YOU HAD SPOKEN TO HER?

11 A THIS IS THE FIRST TIME I'D SPOKEN TO HER ALTHOUGH I

12 HAD BEEN TO -- I HAD READ SOME MATERIALS AND BEEN TO MEETINGS

13 BEFORE THAT -- SOME MEETINGS BEFORE THEN. BUT I NEVER MET HER.

14 I Q HOW DID SHE INTRODUCE HERSELF TO YOU?

r 15 A WELL, I'M NOT SURE IF SHE SAID SHE WAS FROM

S16 L.A.L.C. OR N.D.C.P. ALL I KNOW IS THAT SHE WAS FROM LOS

C 17 ANGELES AND PART OF THIS DEMOCRATIC -- WHAT DO YOU CALL IT

tl)

18 DEMOCRATIC -- WELL, I GUESS DEMOCRATIC --

*19 Q WAS THAT THE N.D.C.P. THAT YOU WERE REFERRING TO?

20 A YEAH. WELL, SHE -- I THINK SHE IDENTIFIED HERSELF

21 AS A N.D.C.P. MEMBER BUT -- BECAUSE I DIDN'T GET THE L.A.L.C.

0
22 CONNECTION THE FIRST TIME I TALKED TO HER.

23 Q NOW WHAT I'D LIKE TO DO IS TO WALK YOU BACK A

24 LITTLE BIT AND HAVE YOU. TELL ME HOW YOU THINK IT MIGHT HAVE COME

25 TO PASS THAT MRS. -O A EVEN KNEW ABOUT YOU IN THE FIRST PLACE.

PELLETIER g JONES



01 WHAT WAS, TO THE PEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, THE FIRST CONTACT

2 THAT YOU MIGHT HAVE HAD WITH THESE PEOPLE?

3 A WELL, THE FIRST CONTACT I HAD WAS WHEN I MET A LADY

04 OUTSIDE THE POST OFFICE WHO WAS GIVING OUT LEAFLETS AND

5 MATERIALS AND PUBLICATIONS IN REGARD TO N.D.C.P. AND LA ROUCHE

6 BUSINESS. SO SHE INVITED ME TO A MEETING. AND --

07 Q WERE THESE PEOPLE OUTSIDE THE P0ST OFFICE

8 SOLICITING CONTRIBUTIONS AT THE TIME?

9 A NO, THEY WERE JUST HANDING OUT MATERIALS. AND SHE

* C 10 INVITED ME TO A MEETING AT WHICH--I DIDN'T HAVE ANYTHING TO DO SO

11 I WENT TO THE MEETING THAT NIGHT.

12 Q WHO SPONSORED THE MEETING?

013 A AND IT WAS N.D.C.P.

14 l Q DO YOU RECALL WHERE THE MEETING WAS HELD?

15 A I THINK THE FIRST ONE THAT TIME WAS HELD IN MISSION

T 16 VALLEY. BEING ONE OF THE HOTELS IN MISSION VALLEY. A MEETING

17l ROOM.

18 Q AND THAT'S HERE IN SAN DIEGO?

19 A IN SAN DIEGO.

20 q WHAT WAS THE THEME OF THE MEETING IF YOU KNOW?

21 A TED ANDROMIDAS IS THE ONE WHO CONDUCTED -- HE

0
22 CONDUCTED ALMOST ALL THE MEETINGS THAT I EVER WENT TO. AND WHAT

23 HE DID WAS GIVE A BRIEFING ON THE POLITICAL SITUATION THROUGHOUT

24 THE WORLD AND THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY AND -- AND -- IT WAS MORE

25 OR LESS -- IT WAS QUITE A LONG MEETING. AND HE DID ALL THE

0
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6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

1.5

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

SO - -

A HE WAS TRYING TO GET CANDIDATES; THAT WAS HIS MAIN

PURPOSE I THINK AT THAT TIME.

Q I SEE.

A IN FACT HE WASN'T A SOLICITOR FOR CONTRIBUTIONS

EVER THAT I KNOW OF.

Q DID YOU MEET ANYONE ELSE ASSOCIATED WITH THIS

PELLETIER , JONES

,1p

TALKING AND IT WAS -- OH, I KNOW. IT WAS IN REFERENCE TO THE --

THEY WERE WORKING ON GETTING PEOPLE TOGETHER FOR THE PRIMARY

ELECTION. AND THEY WERE TRYING TO GET CANDIDATES -- AND -- TO

OFFER TO RUN FOR THE PRIMARIES. AND THERE WERE ONLY ABOUT -- I

DON'T THINK THERE WERE MORE THAN TEN PEOPLE AT THAT MEETING.

BUT ALMOST ALL OF THEM HE HAD WERE FAMILIAR WITH TED AND SO I

ASSUMED THEY WERE -- HE HAD BEEN ACTIVE FOR A WHILE ALREADY.

Q WHEN YOU TALK ABOUT THE PRIMARY, ARE YOU REFERRING

TO A PRIMARY ELECTION FOR STATE CANDIDATES?

A PRIMARY ELECTION FOR THE CITY. THEY WERE

INTERESTED IN THE PRIMARY FOR SAN DIEGO AT THE TIME, BUT I GUESS

THAT'S STATE.

Q DO YOU RECALL WHEN THIS MEETING TOOK PLACE?

A I THINK IT WAS IN JULY OR LATE SUMMER OF '83.

Q AT THIS MEETING DID MR. ANDROMIDAS OR ANYBODY WHO

APPEARED TO BE IN A POSITION REPRESENTING THE ORGANIZATION

SOLICIT CONTRIBUTIONS?

A NO, NOT AT THAT TIME.

WM)

N'o

C

tJ)

41 '



ORGANIZATION AT THAT MEETING?

A WELL, PEOPLE THAT WERE THERE.

Q ANYBODY IN AN OFFICIAL CAPACITY?

A NO.

Q SO IT WAS JUST MR. ANDROMIDAS?

A AND MEMBERS OF THE N.D.C.P.

Q AT THIS MEETING DID THEY ASK YOU TO SIGN ANY KIND

OF MEMBERSHIP -- SAY LET'S GET YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS?

A NO, NO, THEY DIDN'T. OH, I THINK THEY PASSED A

LIST AROUND JUST TO SIGN IN.

Q OKAY.

A JUST -- AND THAT'S ALL. I DON'T BELIEVE I GAVE MY

ADDRESS AT THAT TIME. WELL, MAYBE I DID BECAUSE THEY DID GET MY

NAME AND ADDRESS. SO MAYBE I DID AT THAT TIME. I MUST HAVE; I

CAN'T RECALL -- TOTALLY. IT'S KIND OF FAR BACK. I CAN'T RECALL

EVERYTHING I DID. BUT THEY PROBABLY DID GET MY NAME AND ADDRESS

THEN.

Q
DIRECTORY?

IS YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS LISTED IN THE TELEPHONE

A YES, Ut--HUH.

Q IN YOUR NAME?

A NO, IN MY HUSBAND'S NAME.

0 ARE THERE MORE THAN ONE PIEPER IN THE SAN DIEGO

D IRECTORY ?

A THERE'S MORE PIEPERS; NO OTHER ERNEST, WHICH IS MY

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 HUSBAND'S NAME.

2 Q DID ERNEST ATTEND THE MEETINGS?

3 A MY HUSBAND WAS DEAD; I'M A WIDOW.

04 Q NOW GOING BACK TO WHAT WE JUST POINTED OUT AND

5 DISCUSSED PREVIOUSLY, THE CHECK TO EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE

6 REVIEW. AFTER ATTENDING THIS MEETING WAS IT THAT YOU RECEIVED A

07 CALL FROM MISS e~?

8 A LET ME SEE. THAT WAS IN -- LET ME TAKE A LOOK AT

9 SOME OF OUR NOTES.

* 0 (OFF THE RECORD.)

11 (WHEREUPON, WITNESS REVIEWED HER

12 PERSONAL FILE. )

13 THE WITNESS: I BELIEVE LOUISE GO)N9A WAS THE FIRST -- OH,

14 l NO. THE FIRST ONE TO CONTACT ME WAS ALLAN LEVENSON. AND HE

,, 15 CALLED -- OH -- BACK AFTER THAT MEETING. SOMETIME AFTER THAT

* )" 16 MEETING TO ASK IF I WANTED TO TAKE SOME SUBSCRIPTIONS OUT FOR

17 SOME OTHER READING MATERIAL, LIKE THEIR NEWSPAPER AND THEIR

18 MAGAZINE. AND THEN THAT WAS CHARGED TO MY CREDIT.

19 Q THIS WAS BEFORE?

20 A THIS WAS BEFORE I TALKED TO LOUISE. THIS WAS AFTER

21 THE MEETING BUT BEFORE I EVER TALKED TO LOUISE.

0
22 Q WHEN YOU TALKED TO MR. LEVENSON, DID HE ASK YOU FOR

23 CONTRIBUTIONS TO PUBLICATIONS OR TO PURCHASE PUBLICATIONS?

24 A NOT AT THAT TIME. AT THAT TIME HE ASKED ME JUST TO

0
25 PURCHASE PUBLICATIONS, NOT FOR CONTRIBUTIONS.

11
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12
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16

17
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25

A

Q

A

TH INK I T

Q

A

DID YOU PURCHASE A SUBSCRIPTION FROM HIM?

YES.

AND --

ONE. I THINK IT WAS ONE FOR THE SOLIDARITY AND I

WAS ONE FOR -- NEWSLETTER OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT.

IS THAT A "NEW SOLIDARITY"?

YEAH, "THE NEW SOLIDARITY."

PELLETIER & JONES

'0

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHO HE REPRESENTED?

A YES.

Q WHO WAS THAT?

A L.A.L.C. OR N.D.C.P. EITHER ONE THEY ALWAYS WERE

CONFUSING TO ME BECAUSE IT WAS -- SEEMED THEy'RE ONE AND THE

SAME THING TO ME.

Q WHEN HE CALLED YOU AND YOU ANSWERED THE TELEPHONE,

BY WAY OF INTRODUCTION HOW DID HE GET THE CONVERSATION STARTED?

DID HE TELL YOU FOR INSTANCE HOW HE GOT YOUR NAME?

A TOLD ME WHO HE WAS, NO. BUT HE TOLD ME WHO HE WAS

AND WHERE HE WAS FROM AND I GUESS -- I IMAGINE IT WAS N.D.C.P.

BECAUSE THAT'S WHAT I KNEW TED AS, A N.D.C.P. MEMBER. AND HE

DIDN'T TELL ME WHERE HE GOT MY NAME. BUT I DIDN'T EVEN QUESTION

THAT. I FIGURED THAT HE GOT IT FROM THE, YOU KNOW, THE MEETING

SOMEWHERE.

Q SO YOU ASSUMED THAT IT CAME --

A YEAH, I ASSUMED.

Q -- FROM WHAT YOU SIGNED AT THE N.D.C.P. MEETING?

• . ,, 7 ,. , ,, , ,.
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S1 Q DID YOU USE YOUR CREDIT CARD FOR A PAYMENT?

2 A YEAH, HE ASKED ME FOR IT. IN FACT I THINK AT THAT

3 TIME HE CALLED ME FROM NEW YORK. ALTHOUGH LATER ON HE WAS

0
4 AFFILIATED WITH THE LOS ANGELES PEOPLE.

5 Q WHAT MAKES YOU THINK HE CALLED FROM NEW YORK?

6 A BECAUSE I KNOW THIS WAS ONE TIME HE CALLED ME WHEN

7 HE SAID HE WAS CALLING FROM NEW YORK. AND I -- OF COURSE, HE

8 WAS PROMOTING THE E.I.R. PUBLICATIONS SO HE MIGHT HAVE BEEN

9 WORKING IN NEW YORK AT THAT TIME.

10 Q WAS HE PROMOTING THE E.I.R. PUBLICATIONS DURING

11 THAT TELEPHONE CALL OR LATER?

r 12 A YES, DURING THAT PHONE CALL, YEAH.

S13 Q MAYBE BECAUSE IT'S NOT CLEAR IN MY MIND I WOULD

14 I LIKE TO ASK YOU THE QUESTION IN A LITTLE DIFFERENT WAY. IF WHEN

15 MR. LEVENSON CALLED AND HE ASKED YOU TO TAKE OUT A SUBSCRIPTION

* ~ 16 TO NEW SOLIDARITY AND THE NEWSLETTER; CORRECT?

17 A YES.

18 Q HE ALSO TALKED ABOUT E.I.R., EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE

19 REVIEW?

20 A WELL, YES, I BELIEVE I HAD SEEN SOME OF THOSE.

21 WELL, I HAD SEEN SOME OF THOSE PUBLICATIONS AT THIS TIME. I

0
22 FIRST MET THIS LADY AT THE POST OFFICE. I LOOKED OVER SOME OF

23 THEM. SHE GAVE ME THE NEWSPAPER, IN FACT, TO READ. AND SO I

24 GUESS -- I IMAGINE HE WAS TRYING TO SELL ALL, YOU KNOW, ANY

0
25 PUBLICATION I COULD TAKE.

• 13
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1 Q DID YOU PURCHASE ANYTHJNG?

2 A YES.

3 Q OTHER THAN --

04 A THROUGH THE VISA. I DON'T KNOW -- DID I EVER GIVE

5 YOU THAT?

6 Q DID YOU JUST PURCHASE THIS SUBSCRIPTION TO THE

07 NEWSLETTER AND NEW SOLIDARITY?

8 A I DON'T THINK I PURCHASED THE NEWSLETTER AT THAT

9 TIME. I THINK I PURCHASED THE NEW SOLIDARITY AND I THINK I

0
1O 0 PURCHASED E.I.R. PUBLICATlON, WHICH IS A MAGAZINE.

11- l Q NOW THIS CONVERSATION WITH ALLAN TOOK PLACE PRIOR

S 12 TO THE TIME THAT YOU WROTE A CHECK PAYABLE TO E.I.R. FOR

13 $5,000.?

14 A YES.
'0

15 Q so THAT WOULD HAVE PUT IT AT LEAST BEFORE DECEMBER

16 22, 1983?

C 17 A YES, UH-HUH.

L 18 Q THE EARLIEST CREDIT CARD TRANSACTION STATEMENT THAT

*19 YOU HAVE PROVIDED US IS DATED FEBRUARY 22, 1984.

20 A WELL...

21 Q SO WE DON'T HAVE THAT.

0
22 A WELL, I DIDN'T PROVIDE YOU WITH THAT BECAUSE THAT

23 WAS FOR PUBLICATIONS -- THE LEGITIMATE PUBLICATION. AND THAT

24 WAS BACK IN JULY OR AUGUST. SO I JUST DIDN'T MAKE A COPY OF

0
25 THAT.

Q 14
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Q
A

Q

AND SEND

A

Q

OTHER WOR

A

BUT YOU HAVE IT AT HOME?

UH-HUH.

I WOULD LIKE TO ASK IF YOU WOULD MAKE A COPY OF IT

IT TO ME --

OKAY.

-- SOMETIME AFTER THIS DEPOSITION.

CAN YOU RECALL WHO THE CHARGE CAME IN PAID TO? IN

DS, WHO APPEARED ON THE STATEMENT?

THEY DON'T HAVE THE NAME ON THE STATEMENT ON THE

VISA STATEMENTS.

Q WHEN YOU GET YOUR VISA STATEMENT --

A I THINK I HAVE SOME IN HERE.

Q -- I BELIEVE THAT IT DOES SHOW WHO THE COMPANY IS

THAT GETS THE PAYMENT?

A YEAH, E.IR. PUBLICATIONS. IT WAS CHARGED TO

E.I.R. PUBLICATIONS OR PAID TO E.I.R, PUBLICATIONS.

Q DO YOU RECALL HOW MUCH THAT WAS? WHAT AMOUNT WE'RE

TALKING ABOUT?

A ONE WAS A HUNDRED TWENTY-FIVE AND ONE WAS ONE A

HUNDRED SEVENTY-FIVE, I BELIEVE.

Q OKAY.

A MY MEMORY IS A LITTLE -- YOU'LL HAVE TO EXCUSE ME

ME. MY MEMORY IS A LITTLE BIT DULL SOMETIMES IN TRYING TO

RECALL THESE THINGS.

Q YOUR MEMORY SEEMS TO ME TO BE PRETTY GOOD. IS THAT

PELLETIER & JONES
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1 THE LAST YOU HEARD OF MR. LEVENSON BEFORE YOU TALKED TO LOUISE

2 A

3 A I THINK THAT WAS THE LAST I HEARD BEFORE I TALKED

04 TO LOUISE. AND LOUISE CONTACTED ME IN DECEMBER.

5 Q NOW WHEN LOUISE TALKED TO YOU IN DECEMBER, SHE

6 ASKED YOU FOR A CONTRIBUTION TO OR A LOAN TO THE EXECUTIVE

7 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW?

8 A SHE ASKED ME TO CONTRIBUTE -- FIRST WHENEVER SHE

9 CALLED SHE STARTED OUT EITHER -- ANY ONE OF THEM THAT CALLED

* C) 10 STARTED OUT THE CONVERSATION THAT THEY WERE GOING TO GIVE ME A

11 BRIEFING, YOU KNOW, CATCH ME UP ON WHAT'S GOING ON. AND THEN

12 THEY TALKED FOR A LONG TIME. AND FINALLY THEY ASKED FOR A

13 CONTRIBUTION. AND, OF COURSE, THEY STRESSED THEIR NEED FOR --

O14 HELPING OUT WITH THEIR ACTIVITIES. SO THEY USUALLY -- THEY

: 15 USUALLY TORE ME DOWN A LITTLE BIT. I MEAN I WAS ABLE -- NOT

016 TORE ME DOWN, BUT THEY USUALLY -- WELL, TALKED ME DOWN OR

S 17 SOMETHING. AND I'D END UP GIVING A CONTRIBUTION. I TOLD THEM 1

18 COULDN'T AFFORD A CONTRIBUTION OF $5,000., SO SHE SAID HOW ABOUT

19 A LOAN.

20 Q AT ANY TIME DURING YOUR CONVERSATIONS LEADING UP TO

21 THIS ONE WITH LOUISE DID ANYBODY EVER ASK YOU HOW MUCH MONEY YOU

S
22 HAD, WHAT YOUR NET VALUE WAS OR ANYTHING LIKE THAT?

23 A NO, I THINK THEY FISHED AROUND FOR IT BUT I NEVER

24 TOLD THEM EXACTLY WHAT I HAD.

0
25 Q WHAT DO YOU MEAN YOU THINK THEY FISHED AROUND FOR

5 16
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S1 IT?

2 A WELL THEY -- I THINK BY ASKING FOR -- YOU KNOW,

3 LIKE ASKING FOR HOW ABOUT A CONTRIBUTION OF $10,000. OR, YOU

04 KNOW, SOMETHING LIKE THAT. I'D SAY, WELL NO I DON'T HAVE THAT

5 KIND OF MONEY TO GIVE. I SAID SO -- THEN THEY WOULD SAY, WOULD

6 A CONTRIBUTION -- I MEAN, WOULD A LOAN BE ALL RIGHT.

* 7 Q SO WE GOT INTO THAT CONVERSATION WITH LOUISE WHEN

8 SHE ASKED YOU FOR A LOAN TO THE EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW.

9 AND SHE ASKED YOU --

1- 0 A NOW, NO SHE DIDN'T ASK FOR -- FOR THE EXECUTIVE

11 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW. SEE, I GOT IT WRONG. I COULDN'T

12 DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN L.A., L.A.L.C., E.I.R. AND N.D.C.P. I

13 ASSUMED THEY WERE ALL ONE AND THE SAME THING. AND SO WHEN SHE

14 l ASKED FOR THIS LOAN, I MADE OUT THE CHECK TO E.I.R. THEY WERE

; 15 EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW. AND WHEN SHE GOT THE CHECKS, SHE

0ig- 1: 6 CALLED ME BACK AND SAID I SHOULD HAVE MADE IT OUT TO L.A.L.C.

17 AND I DIDN'T KNOW. BUT THEN SHE SAID IT'S OKAY IT WILL GO

18 THROUGH ANYWAY.

19 Q NOW SHE SAID, "IT'S OKAY, IT WILL GO THROUGH

20 ANYWAY"I?

21 A SHE SAID, I'S OKAY; THAT SHE WOULD TAKE CARE OF

0
22 IT."

23 Q DID SHE GIVE YOU ANY IDEA WHAT SHE'D DO?

24 A NO, I JUST ASSUMED THEY WERE ONE AND THE SAME

0
25 ORGANIZATION.

O 17
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9
1 Q SO SHE ASKED YOU FOR MONEY FOR THE L.A.L.C3 AND YOU

2 WROTE OUT A CHECK PAYABLE TO EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW; YOU

3 SENT IT TO HER; SHE CALLED YOU AND SAID THAT'S WRONG IT SHOULD

S4 HAVE BEEN MADE OUT TO L.A.L.C. BUT THAT'S OKAY BECAUSE WE CAN

5 STILL USE IT?

6 A SHE SAID SHE WOULD TAKE CARE OF IT OR SOME --

7 SOMETHING TO THAT EFFECT.

8 Q AND LOOKING AT PAGE TWO OF EXHIBIT ONE IS THE BACK

9 OF THAT CHECK AND IT SAYS PAID TO THE ORDER OF CAMPAIGNER

* 10 PUBLICATIONS, INC., CHEMICAL BANK. AND THEN IT SAYS EXECUTIVE

11 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW. SO THAT CHECK CAME BACK, CLEARED YOUR

12 ACCOUNT, AND WAS PAID; CORRECT?

13 A YES.

"O14 Q NOW YOU MARKED ON HERE -- WELL, I SHOULD ASK YOU IS

F} 15 TH[S YOUR HANDWRITING ON THE MEMO LINE?

"" 16 A UH-HUH.

17 Q AND DOES IT SAY "LOAN"?

18 A IT SAID LOAN.

19 Q DID YOU YOU EVER RECEIVE A PROMISSORY NOTE FROM

20 E.I.R. FOR THAT $5,000.?

21 A NOW THIS FIRST CHECK I ASKED FOR A PROMISSORY NOTE

0
22 IF I WAS GOING TO MAKE A LOAN TO THEM. AND THEY SENT ME A

23 PROMISSORY NOTE -- ABOUT A WEEK LATER. ANDTHA GcWAS RAID.

24 YOU DON'T HAVE THAT, BY THE WAY.

0
25 Q I DON'T HAVE THAT PROMISSORY NOTE?

O 18
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1 A THAT PROMISSORY NOTE WAS MADE OUT FOR I THINK 12

2 PERCENT INTEREST. AND II WAS TO BE PAID IN SIX MONTHS.

3 Q WHO WAS IT TO BE PAID BY?

4 A IT WAS TO BE PAID BY E.I.R. I THOUGHT IT WAS

5 E.I.R.

6 Q DO YOU RECALL --

7 A BUT IT WAS L.A.L.C. IN FACT, YOU KNOW I NEVER MADE

8 A COPY OF THAT PROMISSORY NOTE BECAUSE I DESTROYED IT LATER

9 BECAUSE THEY CONSOLIDATED A BUNCH OF LOANS INTO ONE AND THEY

• I1 0 TOLD ME TO DESTROY THE FIRST PROMISSORY NOTE. BUT I DO STILL

11 HAVE THE ENVELOPE THAT THEY SENT THAT TO ME IN. THIS WAS THE

12 ENVELOPE BUT IT DOESN'T HAVE THE NOTE IN THERE. AND THEY HAD --

13 LOOK AT THIS -- E.I.R. WITH THEIR RETURN ADDRESS FROM L.A.

14 l Q MAY I HAVE THIS TO MARK AS AN EXHIBIT AND WE WILL

; . 15 MAKE A COPY OF IT AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL TO YOU --

" 16 A OKAY.

11 Q -- AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE DEPOSITION. THEN I'D

18 LIKE THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR

19 IDENTIFICATION, NO. 2.

20 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 2

21 WAS SQ MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

0
22 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

23 DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

24 MR. MIMS: FOR THE RECORD, THIS IS AN ENVELOPE THAT BEARS

0
25 AN EXPRESS MAIL STICKER THAT SAYS THAT IT IS SENT FROM E.I .R.,
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1

2

3

oI

*

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

ADDRESS 711 SOUTH VERMONT, NO. 207, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA NINE

THOUSAND -- EXCUSE ME, 90005. AND DOES HAVE A POSTMARK OF LOS

ANGELES, CALIFORNIA DECEMBER 23, 1983, A DAY LATER THAN THE DATE

THE CHECK WAS ISSUED BY MISS PIEPER THAT IS REFERRED TO IN

F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 1 PAYABLE TO EXECUTIVE

INTELLIGENCE REVIEW FOR $5,000.

Q NOW, JUST SO I UNDERSTAND IT AND HAVE IT RIGHT,

THIS ENVELOPE CONTAINED A PROMISSORY NOTE?

A YES.

Q AND IS IT TRUE THAT THE PROMISSORY NOTE SAID THAT

L.A.L.C. OWED YOU $5,000.?

A YES, IT WAS L.A.L.C.

Q DO YOU RECALL WHO SIGNED THE PROMISSORY NOTE?

A THE SAME ONE WHO SIGNED THE OTHER PROMISSORY

NOTE -- WHAT'S HER NAME ANDROMIDAS -- ANDROMIDAS. WHAT'S HER

NAME? HER FIRST NAME.

Q IF YOU HOLD FOR JUST ONE MINUTE. LET THE RECORD

SHOW THAT I AM GOING TO SHOW MRS. PIEPER A DOCUMENT THAT SHE

SUBMITTED TO US THAT I WILL SUBMIT, TOO, FOR THE RECORD AT A

LATER TIME.

(WITNESS REVIEWS DOCUMENT.)

THE WITNESS: DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

BY MR. MIMS:

Q DID I UNDERSTAND YOU CORRECTLY TO SAY THAT YOU HAVE

DESTROYED THAT NOTE?
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A YES, I DESTROYED THAT NOTE WHEN THEY SENT ME THE

OTHER ONE, THE LATER NOTE..

Q AND THE LATER NOTE THAT SHE SENT YOU WAS THIS NOTE?

A YES.

Q THEN I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THIS DOCUMENT MARKED

F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 3.

(WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 3

WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED

TO THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

BY MR. MIMS:

Q NOW I'M SHOWING THIS DOCUMENT TO MRS. PIEPER AND IT

APPEARS TO ME -- CORRECT ME IF I'M WRONG -- THIS IS A PROMISSORY

NOTE DATED MARCH 1ST, 1984, AND IT SAYS FOR VALUE RECEIVED, THE

UNDERSIGNED AGREES TO PAY LUCILLE PIEPER THE PRINCIPAL SUM OF

$28,800. AND IT'S SIGNED BY DOROTHY ANDROMIDAS.

A RIGHT.

Q FOR THE L.A.L.C. IS IT CORRECT THAT THE

FIVE-THOUSAND-DOLLAR NOTE THAT WAS ISSUED FOR THIS CHECK TO

EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW IS INCORPORATED IN THIS PROMISSORY

NOTE DATED MARCH 1?

A YES, THEY INCORPORATED A BUNCH OF THE LOANS THAT I

MADE INTO ONE. NOW WE'RE NOT FINISHED WITH THAT YET.

Q OKAY.

A I DIDN'T SEND YOU THIS OTHER -- THIS OTHER. FIRST

PELLETIER & JONES



01 THEY INCORPORATED -- FIRST AFTER SEVERAL OTHER LOANS THEY SENT

2 ME ANOTHER PROMISSORY NOTE FOR TWENTY THOUSAND SOMETHING.

3 (OFF THE RECORD.)

04(WHEREUPON THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

5 PERSONAL FILE.)

6 THE WITNESS: HERE IT IS. AFTER THEY HAD -- AFTER I HAD

7 MADE A NUMBER OF LOANS THEY SENT ME ANOTHER NOTE, PROMISSORY

8 NOTE, TO REPLACE. SO THAT IS -- THIS IS THE SECOND TO REPLACE

S9 THE FIRST PROMISSORY NOTE AND INCORPORATING OTHER LOANS INTO IT.

0 1 0 S0 THIS IS THE ONE ACTUALLY THAT INCORPORATED THE OTHER. BUT

11 THIS WAS FOR TWENTY THOUSAND.

12 BY MR. MIMS:

13 Q OKAY WHY DON'T YOU HOLD ON TO THAT AND WE'LL

14 DISCUSS THAT IN A MINUTE. BECAUSE I WANT TO GO INTO EXHIBIT 3

S 15 IN GREATER DETAIL A LITTLE LATER.

S 16 A OKAY.

17 Q THE NEXT THING I'D LIKE YOU TO FOCUS ON IS AN ITEM

L 18 THAT I'M GOING TO ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR

or>
19 IDENTIFICATION, NO. 4.

20 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 4

21 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

S
22 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED

23 TO THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

24 MR. MIMS: NOW THIS EXHIBIT IS A PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF WHAT

0
25 APPEARS TO BE A CASHIER'S CHECK OR BANK CHECK ISSUED ON THE

0 22
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1 NORTH ISLAND FEDERAL CREDIT UNION IN SAN DIEGO PAYABLE TO THE

2 ORDER OF L.A.L.C. AND IT SAYS AT THE BOTTOM RE: LUCILLE

3 PIEPER. AND IT'S IN THE AMOUNT OF $15,000. AND IS DATED JANUARY

4 5TH, 1984.

5 Q MRS. PIEPER, CAN YOU TELL ME A LITTLE BIT ABOUT HOW

6 YOU CAME TO HAVE THIS CHECK ISSUED?

07 A WELL, LOUISE CONTACTED ME ABOUT ANOTHER LOAN AND --

8 WELL, FIRST THEY ALWAYS ASK -- ASK FOR CONTRIBUTIONS. WHEN I

9 SAID "NO, I CAN'T GIVE MY MONEY AWAY," THEN THEY'D ASKED FOR

I". 10 LOANS. SO SHE ASKED FOR ANOTHER LOAN IN -- WELL, A MUCH GREATER

11 AMOUNT THAN $15,000. AND I SAID NO. FINALLY CAME DOWN TO

12 15,000. AND SO SHE HAD -- SHE WAS IN QUITE A HURRY TO GET THAT.

13 50 SHE ASKED IF I WOULD -- TRY TO SEND IT AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

",O 14 50 1 WENT OUT TO THE CREDIT UNION THE FOLLOWING DAY AND MADE OUT

S 15 THIS CASHIER'S CHECK.

" 16 Q AND YOU SENT IT TO L.A.L.C.

C 1 A AND I SENT IT TO L.A.L.C., YEAH.

L!) 18 Q WHEN YOU TALKED TO MRS. &QrNOA, WHAT DID SHE SAY WAS

19 THE REASON THEY NEEDED $15,000. ON SUCH SHORT NOTICE?

20 A I NEVER PINNED HER DOWN AS TO SAY JUST EXACTLY WHAT

21 THESE LOANS WERE FOR. BECAUSE IT WAS TO HELP THE ORGANIZATION

0
22 S0 SHE NEVER -- I MEAN, SHE NEVER TOLD ME SPECIFICALLY THAT THE

23 LOANS WERE FOR ANY CERTAIN ONE THING. JUST HAD TO HELP THE

24 ORGANIZATION AND THEIR TV -- WELL THEY WERE GOING TO HAVE A LOT

0
25 OF TV PROGRAMS AND SHE TALKED A LOT ABOUT TV BROADCASTS. SO I

~23
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1 SORT OF UNDERSTOOD THAT MOST OF THIS WAS TO HELP THEM OUT IN

2 PAYING FOR THE TV BROADCASTS.

3 Q DID L.A.L.C. HAVE A TV SHOW FOR --

4 A NO. LA ROUCHE HAD A BUNCH OF TV SHOWS ON THE

5 NATIONAL BROADCASTING SYSTEM.
Lyoo~

6 Q IS THAT -t--,D LA ROUCHE?

7 A tYLO LA ROUCHE.

8 Q WHAT DID YOU UNDERSTAND WAS THE PURPOSE BEHIND

9 ---- LA ROUCHE MAKING TELEVISION APPEARANCES?

* €: 10 A TO -- WELL, HE WAS -- HE WAS -- WANTED TO BE

11 PRESIDENT -- RUN FOR PRESIDENT, OF COURSE. AND HE WAS UP FOR --

12 I MEAN, HE INTENDED TO RUN FOR PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

*13 UNDER THE DEMOCRATIC TICKET.

" 14 Q AND DID MRS. .GQNDA TELL YOU THAT THIS MONEY THAT

" 15 YOU WERE GIVING TO L.A.L.C. OR LOANS TO L•A.L.C. WAS GOING TO

S 16 HELP PAY FOR THOSE TV SPOTS?

S 17 A PAY FOR THE EXPENSES FOR THE TV SPOTS THEY WE'RE

18 GOING TO HAVE.

*19 Q TV SPOTS THAT MR. LYNDON LA ROUCHE APPEARED ON

20 SAYING WHY PEOPLE OUGHT TO VOTE FOR HIM AS PRESIDENT?

21 A I GUESS. THEY WERE POLITICAL SO I DON'T KNOW IF

22 HE -- I DIDN'T SEE THEM ALL. I ONLY SAW TWO OF THEM.

23 Q YOU DID SEE TWO OF THEM?

24 A YES. AND THEY WERE -- THEY RAN -- THEY DISCUSSED A

S
25 LOT OF THINGS BESIDES THE POLITICS OF THIS COUNTRY. THEY

5 24
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EXCUSE ME.
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(WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

PERSONAL FILE.)

THE WITNESS: NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE.

YEAH, NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE. I IMAGINE THAT'S

WHO PAID FOR IT. NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE OR IT

COULD HAVE BEEN -- WHAT OTHER ORGANIZATION DID HE SAY LA

ROUCHE -- NO -- PAID FOR LA ROUCHE. I DON'T KNOW. I DON'T

KNOW. I DON'T RECALL EXACTLY WHAT THEY SAID AT THE END. OH,

I'VE GOT SOMETHING HERE -- MIGHT --

(WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

DISCUSSED TROUBLE ALL OVER THE WORLD. AND OF COURSE ONE OF THE

BIG THINGS THEY DISCUSSED WAS THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE.

THAT'S WHAT GOT ME INTO THIS WHOLE THING IN THE FIRST PLACE.

BECAUSE I BELIEVE IN GETTING THAT ON THE BOARD AND THAT HE WAS

SO MUCH FOR THAT. AND SO THAT'S WHY I WENT ALONG WITH A LOT OF

THESE THINGS.

Q WHEN YOU WATCHED THIS PAID POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT

IN WHICH MR. LA ROUCHE APPEARED DID YOU WATCH IT ALL THE WAY

THROUGH TO THE END?

A YES, UH-HUH.

Q DO YOU RECALL SOME STATEMENT BEING MADE AT THE END

AS TO WHO PAID FOR IT?

A PAID FOR -- IT WASN'T PAID FOR -- IT WASN'T PAID B'

L.A.L.C. IT MUST HAVE BEEN N.D.C.P. OR -- WELL, IN FACT --



1 PERSONAL FILE.)

2 THE WITNESS: WELL, I'M NOT -- I CAN'T SAY FOR SURE. I

3 IMAGINE IT WAS THE NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE THAT

4 PAID FOR THIS. IT WASN'T EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW.

5 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT MRS. PIEPER IS

6 LOOKING AT WHAT APPEARS TO BE A CAMPAIGN FLIER THAT --

0 Q I WOULD LIKE TO ASK IF YOU WOULD PART WITH THIS SO

8 WE CAN HAVE IT MARKED AS AN EXHIBIT?

9 A CAN I GET A COPY OF IT BACK?

* 10 Q CERTAINLY.

- 11 A OKAY, 'CAUSE THAT'S THE ONLY ONE I HAVE.

"-,7
12 Q SO MARK THAT AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION,

*13 NO. 5.

14 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 5

! 15 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

-Q 16 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

17 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

Lf) 18 MR. MIMS: F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 5 IS A

* 9 TWO-PAGE DOCUMENT. AND IT HAS A HEADING THAT SAYS DEMOCRAT

20 LA ROUCHE TO APPEAR ON THREE HALF-HOUR NETWORK BROADCASTS: MAY

21 31, JUNE 1ST, AND JUNE 2ND.

22 Q NOW I'D LIKE TO ASK MRS. PIEPER IF SHE WOULD LOOK

23 AT THE SECOND PAGE, THE VERY BOTTOM LINE, AND READ ME WHAT IT

24 SAYS? THE VERY BOTTOM LINE.

025 A "WASHINGTON, D.C., AUTHORIZED AND PAID FOR BY THE

0 26
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1 LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN." OKAY, THAT'S PROBABLY WHAT WAS ON THE

2 TELEVISION BROADCAST THEN.

3 Q THE BROADCAST THAT THEY'RE REFERRING TO HERE -- MAY

,4 31, JUNE 1ST, AND JUNE 2ND. WERE ONE OF THESE BROADCASTS OR

5 MORE OF THESE BROADCASTS THE ONES THAT YOU WATCHED?

6 A WELL, YES, I THINK I WATCHED AT LEAST ONE OF THOSE.

07 IF THEY RAN IN SAN DIEGO. ALL OF THE BROADCASTS THAT WERE

8 RUNNING fROM SAN L EGO WEREN'T SHOWN IN SAN DIEGO.

9 Q AND SO IT'S BROADCASTS LIKE THIS THAT MRS. ,.O N{A

-- 10 TOLD YOU THE MONEY THAT YOU GAVE TO L.A.L.C. WAS GOING TO BE

S 11 USED TO HELP FINANCE; IS THAT CORRECT?

12 A I ASSUMED SO, YEAH.

*13 Q DID YOU EVER TALK TO LOUISE ABOUT THE BROADCASTS?

14 I A OH, SHE WOULD CALL AND ASK HOW I LIKED THEM OR IF I

P : 15 ENJOYED THEM OR IF I SAW THEM. AND IF I DID, I'D SAY YES. AND

iO " 16 SOME OF THEM WERE QUITE REVEALING AND QUITE GOOD.

- 17 Q AND AFTER YOU TOLD HER THAT, YOU GAVE A POSITIVE

LO 18 ASSESSMENT, DID SHE SAY WE COULD USE MORE MONEY FROM YOU TO

19 HELP?

20 A OH, YES THERE WERE ALWAYS MORE COMING UP. I TALKED

21 TO HER A LOT OFTENER THAN WHAT THE LOANS SHOW. BECAUSE SHE

0
22 CALLED ME AN AWFUL LOT -- A LOT OF TIMES WHERE I WAS INTERRUPTED

23 OR I JUST COULDN'T TALK ANY LONGER. AND SO SHE DIDN'T GET LOANS

24 FROM ME AT THOSE TIMES. SO SHE WOULD KEEP ME ON THE PHONE FOR

0
25 A -- QUITE A LONG TIME EACH TIME SHE CALLED.
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1 Q NOW, THIS CHECK THAT IS F.E.C. EXHIBIT FOR

2 IDENTIFICATION NO. 4. DID YOU TELL ME EARLIER THAT YOU MAILED

3 THAT TO L.A.L.C.?

S 4 A I BELIEVE I MAILED THIS ONE. SEE, I'M NOT CERTAIN

5 ABOUT IT BECAUSE I THINK MOST OF THESE CHECKS WERE PICKED UP AT

6 MY DOOR. SO I'M NOT CERTAIN BUT I BELIEVE I MAILED THIS ONE TO

07 LOS ANGELES.

8 Q THE NEXT THING I'D LIKE TO HAVE YOU LOOK AT WITH ME

9 1S F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 6.

C' LJ 10 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 6

S 11 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

12 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

*13 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)
04I

S 14 BY MR. MIMS:

S 15 Q NOW EXHIBIT NO. 6, MISS PIEPER, IS THIS A COPY OF

0 " 16 YOUR BANK AMERICAN CARD STATEMENT --

S 17 A YES.

Lt) 18 Q -- FOR THE PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 21ST, 1984?

*: 19 A YES, HHH

20 Q AND THIS IS SOMETHING THAT YOU RECOGNIZE AS HAVING

21 SUBMITTED TO US; IS THAT CORRECT?

522 A YES, UH-HUH.

23 Q IT SHOWS THAT THERE WERE TWO CHARGES PLACED ON

24 HERE. ONE THAT APPEARS TO BE AS REPORTED BY THE BANK ON JANUARY

25 26TH, THE POSTING DATE IN THE FAR LEFT COLUMN.

tip 28
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1 A UH-HUH.

2 Q AND FEBRUARY 11TH. THERE IS ALSO A TRANSACTION

3 DATE OF JANUARY 18TH AND FEBRUARY 13TH RESPECTIVELY. BUT THERE

S4 ARE TWO PAYMENTS HERE THAT WENT TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION IN NEW

5 YORK. ONE WAS $2500. AND ANOTHER ONE WAS $300. WHAT CAN YOU

6 TELL ME ABOUT THOSE TWO CHARGES.

S7 A ALLAN LEVENSON CALLED ME ABOUT THESE AND HE ASKED

8 IF I COULD -- I DON'tT KNOW IF HE ASKED IF I COULD MAKE A LOAN OR

9 A CONTRIBUTION. BUT IT ENDED UP THAT THE TWENTY-FIVE HUNDRED

* f 10 WAS SUPPOSED TO BE A LOAN. AND I -- I TOLD HIM IT WOULD BE A

11 LOAN. AND SO HE CHARGED IT. I DIDN'T KNOW WHO - I NEVER KNEW

12 WHO HE WAS GOING TO CHARGE IT TO. WHEN IT CAME OUT -- WHEN I

13 GOT MY BILL I NOTICED IT CAME OUT CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS.

14 SO -- BUT IT WAS STILL SUPPOSED TO BE A LOAN AND IT WAS

S 15 INCORPORATED IN MY OTHER LOANS.

S 16 Q SO BY THAT TIME FRAME YOU HAD TALKED TO ALLAN

i" 1 LEVENSON AND YOU GAVE HIM SOME MONEY -- PURCHASED SOME

tf)
18 SUBSCRIPTIONS. AND THEN YOU TALKED TO LOUISE AND LOUISE HAD

*19 ASKED YOU TO LOAN L.A.L.C. $20,000. TOTAL. AND THEN YOU HEAR

20 FROM ALLAN AGAIN. WELL, EARLIER YOU SAID THAT ALLAN WAS IN NEW

21 YORK. WAS HE STILL IN NEW YORK WHEN HE CALLED YOU THIS TIME?

22 A WELL, I'M NOT SURE IF HE WAS IN NEW YORK OR LOS

23 ANGELES. BECAUSE I KNOW HE DID WORK OUT OF THE LOS ANGELES

24 OFFICE LATER ON. BECAUSE I MET HIM. WELL, I MET HIM IN L.A.

525 ONCE WHEN I WENT UP TO A MEETING, A BIG MEETING, WHEN LA ROUCHE
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1 GAVE A SPEECH UP THERE. I THINK IT WAS IN -- I DON'T KNOW WHAT

2 MONTH IT WAS IN. BUT IT WAS IN THIS PERIOD OF TIME. AND SO HE

3 WORKED OUT OF BOTH OFFICES. HE TOLD ME THAT; YOU KNOW, AT ONE

S
4 TIME HE CALLED ME HE SAID HE WAS CALLING FROM NEW YORK.

5 Q WHEN HE ASKED YOU --

6 A BUT THEN HE'S ALSO -- I KNOW HE WAS IN LOS ANGELES

0
7 TOO. SO ME wORKED OUT OF BOTH OFFICES.

8 Q WHEN ALLAN ASKED YOU FOR THIS MONEY, DID HE ASK YOU

9 TO GIVE IT TO HIM ON YOUR CREDIT CARD?

• ,- 10 A YES.

11l Q DID HE TELL YOU WHAT YOU WERE GOING TO BE USING THE

12 MONEY -- EXCUSE ME -- WHAT THEY WERE GOING TO BE USING THE MONEY

13 FOR?

14, I A I NEVER PINNED THEM DOWN. IT WASN'T FOR

.: 15 PUBLICATIONS. IT WAS THE USUAL LONG LINGO ABOUT THEIR NEEDS FOR

g 16 MORE MONEY FOR HELPING OUT THEIR CAMPAIGN AND SO I DON'T KNOW.

"- 17 I JUST ASSUMED THAT IT WAS -- I DIDN'T ASK WHAT THEY WERE GOING

t/")
18 TO PUT IT ON. I JUST ASSUMED THAT THEY WERE GOING TO USE IT TO

19 THE BEST ADVANTAGE AND IN THEIR CAMPAIGN.

20 Q DID HE ASK YOU FOR YOUR CREDIT CARD NUMBER AGAIN?

21 A NO, HE HAD IT.

S
22 Q HE HAD IT?

23 A UH-HUH. HE HAD SAVED IT.

24 Q DID HE TELL YOU THAT WAS NOT NECESSARY?

S
25 A HE SAID HE HAD SAVED IT FROM THE PREVIOUS CREDIT
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1 CARD TRANSACTION.

2 Q WAS THIS THE FIRST TIME THEN THAT YOU HAD SEEN A

3 CHARGE APPEAR ON YOUR CHARGE CARD THAT SHOWED THAT PAYMENTS WERE

4 MADE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS?

5 A NO, THAT VERY FIRST CHARGE THAT I -- THAT WAS MADE

6 BACK IN JULY WAS MADE TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS.

0
7 Q MR. LEVENSON CALLS AND ASKS FOR MONEY FOR SEVERAL

8 DIFFERENT THINGS; IS THAT CORRECT?

9 A YES, THIS WAS ONLY THE SECOND TIME THAT HE ASKED

10 t FOR -- WELL, NO, HE HAD ASKED FOR MONEY BEFORE. I CAN'T

f ... 1I REMEMBER WHICH TIME.

12 Q WHEN YOU GOT YOUR CREDIT CARD BILL, DID THE

13 APPEARANCE OF CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATION ON THIS RAISE ANY QUESTION

O 14 IN YOUR MIND AS TO WHAT THE MONEY WAS BEING USED FOR?

K.F. 15 A YES, BUT I ASSUMED THAT THEY KNEW WHAT THEY WERE

z 16 DOING. I ASSUMED THEY WERE HONEST AND KNEW WHAT THEY WERE

S17 DOING. SO IT WAS SUPPOSED TO BE PART OF MY LOAN WHICH WAS

18 AGREED.

19 Q DID YOU EVER GET A PROMISSORY NOTE -- FROM

20 CAMPAIGNER?

21 A THAT MONEY WAS INCLUDED IN MY -- WOULD BE IN THAT

9
22 TWENTY-THOUSAND PROMISSORY NOTE WHICH THEY LATER MADE OUT FOR

23 ALL THE DIFFERENT LOANS.

2L. p ALL RIGHT. I'D LIKE -- MRS. PIEPER, IS IT POSSIBLE

9
25 THAT THE MONEY THAT CAMPAIGNER OWES YOU IS COVERED IN THE

0
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- 1 PROMISSORY NOTE DATED MARCH 1ST, 1984?

2 A UH-HUH.

3 Q F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 3?

4 A UH-HUH.

5 Q THE ONE FOR FOR $28,800.?

6 A YEAH -- WAIT -- YEAH, THE ONE FOR $28,000.

0
1 Q THE MONEY THAT YOU ARE OWED BY CAMPAIGNER THEN IS

8 IN YOUR MIND THE MONEY THAT THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE NOW

9 SAYS THEY WILL PAY YOU?

OO10 A YES.

11 Q DID YOU TALK TO ALLAN ABOUT THAT? DID THAT SEEM TO

12 RAISE ANY QUESTIONS IN YOUR MIND AS TO WHY --

13 A NO, BECAUSE I HAD TRUSTED HIM, YOU KNOW. I FIGURED

~14 THAT IT WAS A LOAN AND WAS GOING TO BE PART OF THIS BIGGER ONE

15 HERE.

- 16 Q DID YOU EVER RECEIVE ANYTHING MORE FROM CAMPAIGNER

C 17 PUBLICATIONS OR ANY KIND OF PUBLICATIONS AFTER MAKING THIS

18 ADDITIONAL LOAN OF TWENTY-EIGHT HUNDRED?

19 A WELL, YES, I'VE BEEN GETTING THE -- THESE

20 SOLIDARITY -- THE NEW SOLIDARITY. AND I WAS GETTING THE E.I.R.,

21 THE EXECUTIVE -- YOU KNOW, THE E.I.R. MAGAZINE. I'VE BEEN

0
22 GETTING THAT -- I WAS GETTING THAT FOR A LONG TIME. OVER A

23 YEAR, I THINK.

24 Q DO YOU KNOW WHO PUBLISHES THE NEW SOLIDARITY?

*9
25 A OH, HERE; I'VE GOT IT RIGHT HERE.
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S1 (WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REFERRED TO HER

2 PERSONAL FILE.)

3 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT MRS. PIEPER IS

4 SHOWING US AN ISSUE OF THE NEW SOLIDARITY WEEKEND EDITION VOLUME

5 NO. 16, NO. 31, DATED JUNE 24, 1985.

6 THE WITNESS: SOME OF THESE PUBLICATIONS COME OUT OF NEW

S7 YORK.

8 (OFF THE RECORD.)

9 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE LAST PAGE OF

N ,,. 10 THIS PARTICULAR EDITION, PAGE NO. 8, ASKS THAT REQUESTS FOR

' 11 SUBSCRIPTIONS TO NEW SOLIDARITY BE SENT TO CAMPAIGNER

12 PUBLICATIONS IN WASHINGTON, D.C. ADDRESS.

13 THE WITNESS: OH.

,O14 MR. MIMS" I DON'T THINK WE NEED TO INTRODUCE THIS INTO

15 EVIDENCE.

" 16 THE WITNESS" IT WAS NEW YORK.

C 17 MR. MIMS: JUST FOR THE PURPOSE OF CLARIFICATION THIS

18 EDITION DATED JUNE 24, 1985, IS AFTER WE BELIEVE CAMPAIGNER

19 RELOCATED IN THE WASHINGTON, D.C. AREA.

20 Q THE NEXT THING I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU TO LOOK AT,

21 MRS. PIEPER, IS WHAT I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK F.E.C.

0
22 EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 7.

23 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 7

24 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

25 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO
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4
1 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

2 MR. MIMS: FOR THE RECORD F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 7 IS A

3 PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF THREE CHECKS, FRONT OF EACH CHECK ON ONE

4
4 PAGE AND BACK OF EACH CHECK ON ONE PAGE. AND I HAVE NUMBERED 1,

5 2, AND 3 ON BOTH PAGES 50 THAT THE FRONT AND BACK WOULD MATCH.

6 Q I'D LIKE TO ASK MISS PIEPER TO LOOK AT THESE AND

1 ASK HER WHETHER THESE ARE COPIES OF CHECKS SHE SUBMITTED TO

8 US -- TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION?

9 A YES.

* cO 10 Q MRS. PIEPER, AT THE TOP OF THE PAGE 15 CHECK NO.

11 103, THAT IS PAYABLE TO THE ORDER OF L.A.L.C. FOR $500., DATED

12 FEBRUARY 11, 1984. DO YOU RECALL MAKING THAT -- WRITING THAT

. 13 CHECK?

.O14 A WELL, I KNOW IT'S MY WRITING. THIS IS ONE THAT

1' 5 PUZZLED ME. I DON'T REMEMBER IF ALLAN CALLED ME ABOUT THAT OR

° 16 IF LOUISE CALLED ME ABOUT THAT. AND I NOTICE THAT I DIDN'T

17 WRITE "LOAN" ON THE BOTTOM. WHICH I'D BEEN DOING ON MOST THE

18 OTHER CHECKS THAT WERE CONSIDERED LOANS. AND SO I HAD A FEELING

19 IT WAS LIKE A CONTRIBUTION THAT I JUST MADE OUT.

20 Q DO YOU RECALL ANYTHING ABOUT HOW IT WAS SOLICITED?

21 A OVER THE TELEPHONE; ALWAYS OVER THE TELEPHONE.

22 Q HOW DID MISS G 4OA ASK YOU FOR THE MONEY? WHAT DID

23 SHE SAY IT WAS GOING TO BE USED FOR?

24 A I NEVER CAN REMEMBER WHAT -- ANY SPECIFIC THING

25 THEY WERE SUPPOSED TO BE USED FOR. SO -- I WANT THAT
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O 1 UNDERSTOOD. BECAUSE THE CONVERSATIONS WERE ALWAYS SO LONG AND

2 WE TALKED ABOUT EVERYTHING UNDER THE SUN AND ALL THE WORLD

3 SITUATIONS AND ALL -- EVERYTHING THAT'S HAPPENING IN THE

O
4COUNTRY. AND WHAT'S HAPPENING WITH THE ELECTIONS, WHAT'S

5 HAPPENING WITH LA ROUCHE AND HIS -- ACTIVITIES. THAT I DON'T

6 KNOW -- I NEVER -- JUST ASSUMED IT WAS ALL JUST TO HELP THE

1 ORGANIZATION.

8 Q SO THEN WOULD YOU SAY THAT IF YOU HAD TO

9 CHARACTERIZE THE CONVERSATION THAT IT WAS PRETTY MUCH THE SAME

(Z 10 AS CONVERSATIONS YOU HAD PREVIOUSLY HAD WITH HER?

11 A YES, YES.

12 Q THE NEXT THING I'D LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT IS WHAT I'D

13 LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR

C"4
14 I IDENTIFICATION, NO. 8.

O 15 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 8

" 16 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

S 11 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

U') 18 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

19 MR. MIMS" NO. 8 IS A PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF THREE CHECKS,

20 FRONT AND BACK SIDES, TWO-PAGE EXHIBIT, NUMBERED 1, 2, AND 3 TO

21 MATCH THE FRONT WITH THE BACKS.

O
22 Q WHAT I'D LIKE YOU TO FOCUS ON ARE THE SECOND TWO

23 CHECKS ON THIS PAGE PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C. ONE IS FOR THREE

2h4 THOUSAND; ONE IS FOR TWO THOUSAND; CHECK NUMBERS 1651 AND 1652

0
25 RESPECTIVELY; DATED FEBRUARY 28, 1984; MEMO ENTRY LINE SAYS
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*

1 "LOAN". DO YOU RECALL WRITING THESE TWO CHECKS TO L.A.L.C.

2 A YES.•

3 Q NOW WHY I'M ASKING YOU ABOUT THESE TWO CHECKS IS

p
4 THEY'RE DATED ON THE SAME DAY AND THEY'RE CONSECUTIVELY NUMBERED

5 CHECKS FOR TWO AND THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS. WHAT WAS IT THAT

6 PROMPTED YOU TO WRITE THESE TWO CHECKS? CAN YOU RECALL?

17 A IT WAS A CALL FROM LOUISE. AND SHE WAS TALKING

8 LIKE THEY WERE IN DESPERATE NEED RIGHT -- FOR SOMETHING. I

9 THINK IT WAS FOR A TELEVISION PROGRAM BROADCAST THAT WAS COMING

010 UP THAT THEY NEEDED MONEY RIGHT NOW. AND SO I DON'T REMEMBER

11 WHY I WROTE ONE. FIRST I WROTE A CHECK FOR THREE THOUSAND AND

12 THEN THEY CALLED BACK AFTER SHE GOT IT. SOMEBODY PICKED IT UP

13 AND BROUGHT IT UP TO LOS ANGELES. AND THEN SHE CALLED WHEN THEY

14 GOT IT, WHEN SHE GOT IT, AND ASKED IF I COULD MAKE ANOTHER TWO

: 15 THOUSAND. THEY WERE IN NEED AND SO I DID.

S 16 Q SO THE CHECK FOR $3,000., IS IT CORRECT, WAS PICKED

S 11 UP BY SOMEONE AT YOUR HOUSE?

18 A YES.

19 Q SOMEONE WHO CAME DOWN FROM LOS ANGELES?

20 A I THINK IT WAS SOMEBODY FROM SAN DIEGO. THEY HAD

21 SEVERAL PEOPLE IN -- WELL, SOME OF OUR MEMBERS IN SAN DIEGO
*10

22 WOULD PICK UP THE CHECKS AND MAKE A TRIP UP TO L.A. THE SAME

23 NIGHT.

24 Q DO YOU KNOW WHO THAT PERSON WAS?

I
25 A I'M -- THERE WERE SEVERAL DIFFERENT PEOPLE. NOW,
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0
1 SOMETIMES I LEFT THE CHECK OUTSIDE UNDER MY MAT. AND THEY

2 PICKED IT UP, YOU KNOW, lID GONE TO BED. IT MAY HAVE BEEN JIM

3 WYRICK. HE USED TO LIVE IN SAN DIEGO.

4Q CAN YOU SPELL HIS LAST NAME?

5 A W-Y-R-I-C-K.

6 Q HOW DO YOU KNOW JIM WYRICK?

0
7 A I MET HIM AT THE MEETING -- SOME OF THE MEETINGS.

8 Q DID HE WORK FOR --

9 A HE HAD A MEETING AT HIS HOUSE ONE TIME. HE WORKED

S
"-- 10 FOR -- YEAH -- HE WAS A N.D.C.P. MEMBER. AND SO HE BECAME QUITE

C 1 ACTIVE IN THE ORGANIZATION. SO HE WOULD COME SOMETIMES AND PICK

12 THE CHECKS UP AND BRING THEM UP TO L.A. AT NIGHT. HE USED TO

*
13 CALL ME MOST OF THE TIME AT NIGHT. AND IT WOULD BE REAL LATE

(NJ
14 ] WHEN THEY COME PICK THE CHECKS UP.

-'' 15 Q HOW LONG WAS IT AFTER JIM LEFT WITH THE

" 16 THREE-THOUSAND-DOLLAR CHECK OR WHOEVER PICKED UP THE CHECK WITH

17 THE THREE-THOUSAND-DOLLAR CHECK BEFORE LOUISE CALLED AND ASKED

18 YOU FOR THE TWO-THOUSAND-DOLLAR CHECK?

19 A I THINK IT WAS A COUPLE HOURS LATER.

20 Q SO IT WOULD HAVE EASILY GIVEN SOMEBODY ENOUGH TIME

21 TO GET TO LOS ANGELES?

S
22 A YEAH, YEAH.

23 Q WHAT DID YOU DO WITH THE SECOND CHECK? HOW DID YOU

2. GET IT TO THE --

S
25 A I THINK SOMEBODY MUST HAVE PICKED THAT ONE UP TOO.

S
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1 BECAUSE I VERY SELDOM -- I CAN'T REMEMBER ACTUALLY MAILING THESE

2 CHECKS. I THINK SOMEBODY PICKED THAT ONE UP TOO. BUT I DON'T

3 THINK I WOULD HAVE WAITED UP FOR THEM. I PROBABLY STUCK IT

4 UNDER THE MAT.

5 Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT LOUISE SO DESPERATELY NEEDED

6 THIS $5,000. FOR SO MUCH SO THAT SOMEBODY WOULD HAVE TO MAKE A

0
1 TRIP FROM SAN DIEGO TO LOS ANGELES WHICH I BELIEVE IS ABOUT A

8 HUNDRED MILES?

9 A THE USUAL THING. THEY SAID THEY WERE ALWAYS IN

1 0 NEED OF MONEY. THEY WERE ALWAYS ACTING LIKE THEY WERE DESPERATE

11 AND THEY'RE BEGGING FOR HELP.

12 Q I'D LIKE TO HAVE ANOTHER EXHIBIT MARKED F.E.C.

13 EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 9.

14 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 9,

? 15 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

" 16 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

¢17 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

18 MR. MIMS" NOW FOR THE RECORD, EXHIBIT 9 15 A TWO-PAGE

19 DOCUMENT; PHOTOSTATIC COPIES OF THREE CHECKS FRONT AND BACK;

20 EACH PAGE OF CHECKS MARKED 1, 2, AND 3 BY ME FOR COMPARISON ON

21 THE FRONT AND BACK SIDES OF THE CHECKS.

0
22 Q MRS. PIEPER, THE LAST CHECK ON THAT PAGE, CHECK

23 NO. 1657 APPEARS TO ME TO BE A CHECK PAID TO THE ORDER OF

2L. L.A.L.C., DATED MARCH 5TH, 1984, IN THE AMOUNT OF A THOUSAND

0
25 DOLLARS. THE LINE SAYS "LOAN." IS THAT YOUR CHECK?

• 38

PELLETIER & JONES



1 A YES.

2 Q DO YOU RECALL THE CIRCUMSTANCES BEHIND YOU MAKING

i.3 THIS LOAN SOME SIX DAYS LATER THAN ALREADY HAVING GIVEN THEM

4 $5,000.?

5 A I DON'T RECALL WHY. I MEAN -- THAT ALL HAPPENED IN

6 A PERIOD OF ABOUT SIX MONTHS. AND THEY JUST BOMBARDED ME WITH

1 TELEPHONE CALLS. I THINK I WAS ALSO MIXED UP ALREADY BY THAT

8 TIME. AND I DON'T RECALL WHY I GAVE IT. MUST HAVE BEEN BECAUSE

9 THEY NEEDED IT FOR THEIR USUAL THING. THEY WERE IN NEED OF

*t f,- 10 MONEY AND THEY, OH, THEY BEGGED FOR MONEY SO. BUT I MEAN ALL OF

11 THESE THINGS ARE ALL SORT OF MIXED UP TOGETHER NOW IN MY MIND.

12 IT'S LIKE A BAD DREAM.

13 Q DID THEY -- WAS THERE SOME COMMON THEME TO LOUISE'S

i 14l REQUEST FOR THE MONEY?

" ,, 15 A OH, YES THEY APPEALED TO MY PATRIOTISM. THAT WAS

*!i - 16 ONE OF THE BIG THINGS.

11 Q BUT OTHER THAN THAT IN ASKING YOU FOR THE MONEY WAS

18 THERE SOMETHING THAT THEY IMPRESSED UPON YOUR MEMORY THAT SAID

19 THIS IS HOW THIS MONEY IS REALLY GOING TO HELP US? FOR

20 INSTANCE -- WAS IT TO DISTRIBUTE LITERATURE, WAS IT TO FLY

21 LA ROUCHE AROUND THE COUNTRY OR ANYBODY ELSE TO MAKE

0
22 APPEARANCES, WAS IT FOR THE TV SPOTS?

23 A JUST TO DEFRAY EXPENSES FOR WHATEVER THEY WERE

24 INVOLVED IN. SO MOST OF THE TIME SHE TALKED ABOUT TV

25 BROADCASTS. THAT WAS THE BIG THING THAT WAS GOING ON AT THAT
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'0
1 TIME. AND THAT WAS VERY EXPENSIVE. SO -- I THINK MOST OF THE

2 TIME IT WAS TOWARDS TV BROADCASTS.

3 Q THE NEXT THING I'D LIKE YOU TO FOCUS ON IS WHAT I'D

0
4 LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR

5 IDENTIFICATION, NO. 10.

6 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 10

7 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

8 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

9 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

* ~ 10 MR. MIMS" FOR THE RECORD, EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION

11 NO. 10 15 A TWO-PAGE DOCUMENT CONTAINING PHOTOSTATIC COPIES OF

12 THE FRONTS AND BACK SIDES OF THREE CHECKS EACH MARKED BY ME 1,

S 13 2, AND 3 FOR EASE OF COMPARING THE FRONT AND BACK SIDES.

14 I Q MISS PIEPER, IF YOU LOOK AT THE CHECK IN THE MIDDLE

S 15 OF THE PAGE. THIS APPEARS TO ME TO BE A CHECK PAID TO THE ORDER

* ' 16 OF L.A.L.C., IN THE AMOUNT OF $5,000., ON A LOAN OF JUNE 4TH,

11 1984. DO YOU RECOGNIZE THAT AS BEING YOUR CHECK?

18 A YES, UH-HUH.

19 Q AND THAT AGAIN IS IT CORRECT THAT CHECK IS ONE OF

20 THE CHECKS YOU SUBMITTED TO THE COMMISSION?

21 A YES.

S
22 Q THERE WAS APPARENTLY SOME PERIOD OF TIME BETWEEN

11
23 YOUR LAST CONTRIBUTION OR LOAN TO L.A.L.C. OF MARCH AND JUNE?

24 A YEAH, I -- IN THAT PERIOD OF TIME BETWEEN THE MONTH

25 OF MAY I WAS -- IVD PLANNED A TRIP TO EUROPE WITH THIS NEIGHBOR
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1 OF MINE FOR OVER A YEAR BEFORE I EVER HEARD OF N.D.C.P. OR

2 L.A.L.C. AND SO I -- I DIDN'T DIVULGE THAT INFORMATION TO THEM.

3 1 ALWAYS FELT GUILTY THAT I WAS NOT GIVING THE MONEY. THEY MADE

4 ME FEEL GUILTY FOR NOT GIVING EVERYTHING I HAD. SO I NEVER

5 DIVULGED THAT INFORMATION TO THEM AT THE TIME, YOU KNOW, RIGHT

6 AWAY. AND THEN -- BUT SHE DID FIND OUT I WAS IN EUROPE. LOUISE

0l CALLED WHILE I WAS GONE AND DID FIND OUT. AND I THINK I HAD

8 MENTIONED TO HER ONE TIME THAT I WOULD LOVE TO TAKE A TRIP TO

9 EUROPE AND SHE DISCOURAGED ME COMPLETELY FROM TRYING TO GO TO

10 EUROPE. THAT WAS BEFORE. BUT ANYWAY THEY THEN CONTACTED ME

11 FIRST OF THE MONTH OF MAY.

12 Q WHY DID SHE TRY TO DISCOURAGE YOU FROM GOING TO

13 l EUROPE?

"O 14 A TOO DANGEROUS. THE TERRORISTS WERE ALL OVER AND

J 15 SHE JUST -- I THINK SHE -- I DON'T KNOW. THAT WAS -- SHE JUST

* ~ 16 KEPT SAYING THERE IS SO MUCH TERRORISM OVER THERE AND WE WERE

17 GOING TO HAVE A MONETARY COLLAPSE. AND I, YOU KNOW. SHE ALWAYS

18 MADE ME FEEL GUILTY FOR SPENDING MONEY OTHER THAN CONTRIBUTING

19 TO THEM. SO WHEN I CAME BACK FROM EUROPE I THINK I HAD A GUILT

20 TRIP. AND I -- WHEN SHE ASKED FOR THIS LOAN, THIS LAST LOAN, I

21 SAID OKAY, YOU KNOW, I'D GIVE THEM THAT LOAN. AND THAT -- IN

0
22 THE MEANTIME BEFORE THIS LOAN SHE HAD -- LET'S SEE -- I'D GOTTEN

23 THIS, OH, BEFORE THIS LOAN SHE HAD ASKED ME FOR THIS $1,000.

24 LA ROUCHE -- NOT LA ROUCHE. SHE CONTACTED ME FOR CONTRIBUTIONS

25 ON MY VISA. AND --

41

PELLETIER & JONES



QLET'S NOT DIGRESS FOR JUST A MINUTE. I'LL GET TO

THAT?

WROTE

TOO.

A

THAT

SO ANYWAY

CHECK OUT.

I THINK I WAS ON A GUILT TRIP WHEN I

AND THAT WAS THE LAST CHECK I WROTE OUT

1

2

3

'4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

WITH LOUISE

A

ABOUT WHAT

Q

-?

NO, NO, MY DAUGHTER DIDN'T HAVE MUCH KNOWLEDGE

WAS GOING ON.

HAS SHE GIVEN ANY MONEY TO --

A NO.

-- ANY ORGANIZATIONS LOUISE REPRESENTS OR ALLAN

LEVENSON?

A NO, SHE WASN'T INVOLVED AT ALL, NO.

Q WHEN LOUISE CALLED AFTER YOU GOT BACK FROM EUROPE

AND ASKED FOR THIS THOUSAND-DOLLAR LOAN, DID SHE SAY ANYTHING TO

YOU THAT WAS ANY DIFFERENT FROM THE WAY SHE SAID THE MONEY WAS

GOING TO BE USED THAT YOU'D GIVEN HER BEFORE?

PELLETIER & JONES

C

.

Q WHO -- SO DID SHE CONTACT YOU AS SOON AS YOU GUI

BACK FROM EUROPE?

A YEAH, UH-HUH.

Q HOW DID SHE KNOW YOU WERE IN EUROPE?

A SHE CALLED MY DAUGHTER. SHE CALLED THE HOUSE

AND -- WELL, I -- I DID -- I THINK I MUST HAVE -- I THINK SHE

GOT IT FROM MY DAUGHTER WHEN SHE CALLED THE HOUSE.

0 HAS YOUR DAUGHTER HAD A NUMBER OF CONVERSATIONS



1 A YEAH, SHE SAID, OH, SHE SAID SHE FOUND OUT THAT

2 MORE THAN ONE PERSON IN THE FAMILY COULD GIVE A THOUSAND DOLLARS

3 TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. FIRST SHE ASKED MY IF I'D GIVE A

4 THOUSAND TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. I SAID NO, I'VE ALREADY

5 GIVEN -- MADE OUT A CHECK FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. AND SHE

6 SAID SHE FOUND OUT THAT MORE THAN ONE PERSON IN THE FAMILY COULD

0
7 GIVE TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. SO SHE SUGGESTED MY DAUGHTER

8 GIVE TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AND I -- AND IT WOULD BE CHARGED

9 ON THE VISA. AND I SAID NO, THAT I WOULDN'T LET ANYBODY CHARGE

* 10 ON MY VISA AND I WOULDN'T LET MY DAUGHTER CHARGE ON MY VISA.

11 SHE SAID WELL THEN MAKE IT A LOAN FOR A COUPLE DAYS UNTIL AFTER

12 THE NORTH DAKOTA PRIMARY. I REMEMBER THAT NORTH DAKOTA PRIMARY.

C 13 AND SHE SAID WELL THEy'LL PAY ME BACK RIGHT AFTER THE NORTH

14 DAKOTA PRIMARY AND IT WILL JUST BE A LOAN. AND WHEN IT CAME OUT

V 15 FROM THE VISA IT WAS FOR LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AND THAT WAS OF

016 COURSE AFTER -- I FIND THAT OUT AFTER I MADE THIS CHECK THIS

k
17 FIVE-THOUSAND-DOLLAR CHECK. I DIDN'T GET MY VISA STATEMENT

18 UNTIL LATER AFTER THAT CHECK.

19 Q DID LOUISE ASK YOU TO MAKE A CONTRIBUTION FOR YOUR

20 DAUGHTER.

21 A WELL, SHE SAID -- WELL SHE IMPLIED THAT. NOW I

0
22 DON'T KNOW -- I MEAN SHE WAS ASKING FOR A LOAN ON MY VISA OR I

23 MEAN MONEY FOR THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. SO SHE IMPLIED THAT IT

24 WOULD BE FOR MY DAUGHTER THEN. BUT I SAID NO.

0
25 Q I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS AS F.E.C.
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EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 11.

(WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 11

WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

BY MR. MIM,:

Q I'M GOING TO SHOW THIS DOCUMENT TO MRS. PIEPER AND

ASK HER IF THIS IS A COPY OF YOUR BANK STATEMENT FOR THE PERIOD

ENDING JUNE 21ST, 1984?

A YES.

Q DOES THAT SHOW THAT THERE WAS A CONTRIBUTION --

EXCUSE ME -- A DEBIT MADE AGAINST YOUR CREDIT FOR PAYMENT TO THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN OF A THOUSAND DOLLARS?

A YES.

Q AND IS THIS THE THOUSAND DOLLARS THAT YOU BELIEVE

THAT MRS. G)t'4.A WAS ASKING YOU FOR IN THIS CONVERSATION WE'RE

TALKING ABOUT NOW?

A WELL, SHE ASKED ME FOR A LOAN THEN. BUT lT CAME

OUT ON MY VISA AS THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

Q DID YOU TELL HER THAT YOU WOULD NOT GIVE A LOAN?

A I TOLD HER I WOULD GIVE A LOAN. I DID -- I MEAN I

TOLD HER I'D GIVE A LOAN ON MY VISA.

Q OF A THOUSAND --

A OF A THOUSAND, YEAH.

Q ISN'T IT TRUE THAT YOU HAD ALREADY GIVEN A THOUSAND
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I

TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A YES, YES, I HAD A CHECK MADE OUT SO...

Q IF THE REPORTER WOULD MARK THIS AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT,

FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 12.

(WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 12

WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

THE WITNESS: WE SHOULD REMEMBER THIS PAYMENT WAS PAID

BACK TO ME. THEY ADMITTED THAT THEY WERE WRONG; BUT OF COURSE

THAT WAS MONTHS LATER BEFORE THEY PAID ME BACK THAT THOUSAND

DOLLARS.

MR. MIMS: FINE. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT EXHIBIT NO. 12. I'D

LIKE YOU TO TAKE A LOOK AT IT. FOR THE RECORD, THIS IS THE

TWO-PAGE DOCUMENT THAT CONTAINS THE FRONT AND BACK SIDE OF CHECK

NUMBER 102.

THE WITNESS: THAT'S THE SAME ONE.

PHOTOST

ASK HER

COMMI1SS

(OFF THE RECORD.)

MR. MIMS: WHICH IS A TWO-PAGE DOCUMENT THAT CONTAINS

ATIC COPIES OF THE FRONT AND BACK SIDE OF THIS CHECK.

Q AND SHOWING THIS CHECK TO MRS. PIEPER I'D LIKE TO

IF THAT COULD BE A COPY OF A CHECK THAT YOU GAVE THE

ION THAT IS A PAYABLE TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

A YES, YES.

Q IN THE AMOUNT OF A THOUSAND --
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1 A A THOUSAND, YEAH.

2 Q -- DATED JANUARY 11,a 1984?

ii3 A UH-HUH.

4Q THERE'S A NOTATION ON THE LOWER LEFT-HAND CORNER ON

5 THE MEMO LINE THAT SAYS L.A. IS THAT YOUR WRITING?

6 A IT MUST HAVE BEEN THAT I KNEW IT WAS GOING TO L.A.

0
7 Q THAT --

8 A THAT MIGHT BE ONE THAT I MAILED; THAT'S VERY

9 POSSIBLE THAT THAT'S THE ONE I MAILED.

eQC
10 Q MAILED TO WHOM?

11 A MAILED TO L.A. TO L.A.L.C.

12 Q WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THIS TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

CO. 13 THAT TOOK PLACE SOMETIME IN THE MONTH OF JUNE, 1984, AFTER YOU

14, GOT BACK FROM EUROPE IN WHICH MRS. GOB ASKED YOU TO MAKE A

b 15 CONTRIBUTION TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. NOW EXHIBIT 12 SHOWS

*16 THAT JANUARY 11, 1984, YOU HAD MADE A-THOUSAND-DOLLAR

17 CONTRIBUTION TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN. WAS THAT CONTRIBUTION
I") & *o,,t.. ,r ,,

18 SOLICITED BY MRS. flk l?

* C-, Nor
19 A BY MRS. GO.A, YES.

20 Q DID MRS. 3ON{A TELL YOU WHY SHE WAS NOW ASKING YOU

21 TO MAKE A CHECK PAYABLE TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN AFTER --

S
22 A WELL, APPARENTLY SHE ACTED AS THOUGH -- SHE SOUNDED

23 AS THOUGH IT -- IT SKIPPED HER MIND OR SHE'D FORGOTTEN ABOUT IT.

2L+ AND WHEN I HAD TO REMIND HER THAT I MADE THAT CHECK I --

25 Q BUT DIDN'T MISS -=aONDA ALSO TELL YOU DURING THAT
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1 PHONE CONVERSATION IN JUNE THAT SHE HAD DISCOVERED THAT AN

2 INDIVIDUAL COULD GIVE A THOUSAND DOLLARS BUT THAT SOMEBODY ELSE

3 COULD ALSO GIVE A THOUSAND?

A MEMBERS OF THE FAMILY COULD AL.SO GIVE A THOUSAND

5 DOLLARS.

6 Q AND DID SHE ASK YOU TO GIVE A CONTRIBUTION TO THE

1 LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN FOR YOUR DAUGHTER?

8 A WELL, IT SORT OF IMPLIED -- SHE SORT OF IMPLIED

9 THAT. BUT I CAN'T SAY THAT SHE ASKED ME TO MAKE IT FOR MY

10 DAUGHTER WHEN I OBJECTED SO STRENUOUSLY.

11 Q BUT ISN'T THE FACT THAT -- ISN'T IT A FACT THAT SHE

12 DID CHARGE IT AGAINST YOUR CREDIT CARD?

13 A SHE DID CHARGE IT AGAINST MY CREDIT CARD, YES, SIR;

14 FOR LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN.

S 15 Q ACCORDING TO THE CHARGE STATEMENT THE TRANSACTION

*"16 DATE WAS JUNE 12TH, 1984. AND THE STATEMENT DATE WAS JUNE 21ST,

C-
11 1984. HOW LONG DID IT TAKE BEFORE THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN GAVE

18 YOU YOUR THOUSAND DOLLARS BACK?

19 A THINK IT WAS IN NOVEMBER. IT WAS IN NOVEMBER OF

20 1984, WHEN I GOT MY THOUSAND DOLLARS.

21 Q WHEN DID YOU FIRST TELL LOUISE THAT YOU OBJECTED

S
22 TO --

23 A I CALLED HER RIGHT AFTER I GOT THIS STATEMENT AND I

24 WAS QUITE UPSET. I CALLED HER A LIAR. AND OF COURSE I -- THAT

25 SHE WAS WRONG ALL ALONG. AND, WELL, I USED A LOT OF'+AS+WORDS.
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1Q WHAT DID SHE SAY?

2 A SHE~ DEFENDED HERSELF AND SAID SHE WASN'T -- SHE

3 DIDN'T KNOW WHAT WAS GOING ON. WELL, SHE DIDN'T SAY THAT. SHE

4 SAID SHE WASN'T A LIAR AND THAT EVERYTHING SHE SAID WAS TRUE AND

5 THEN I HUNG UP. AND AFTER THAT WHEN I TRIED TO CONTACT HER SHE

6 WAS NEVER IN. I CALLED L.A. MANY TIMES AFTER THAT AND COULD

7 NEVER GET ANYBODY TO TALK TO ME. THEY WERE ALWAYS OUT. SO I --

8 THAT'S WHEN I STARTED CONTACTING THE NEW YORK OFFICE.

9 Q SO IT TOOK FROM JUNE TO NOVEMBER BEFORE THIS LITTLE

10 MISTAKE WAS CORRECTED?

11 A YES, YES; RIGHT.

12 Q AND LOUISE NEVER CALLED YOU AND NEVER TOLD YOU

1q 3 THAT?

'0) 14 A SHE NEVER CALLED ME AGAIN AFTER THAT FOR ANYMORE

15 CONTRIBUTIONS EITHER.

16 Q I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS AS F.E.C.

C
17 EXHIBT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 13.

',f)
18 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 13

I
19 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

20 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

21 DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

I
22 BY MR. MIMS"

23 Q I'M GOING TO SHOW MRS. PIEPER THIS DOCUMENT AND ASK

24 HER IF SHE WOULD IDENTIFY THAT FOR ME. FIRST IS THAT SOMETHING

I
25 THAT YOU SUBMITTED TO THE COMMISSION?
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1 YES.•

2 Q AND WHAT IS IT?
13

3 A IT'S AN ACKNOWLEDGE -- HE IS -- ACKNOWLEDGES THE LA

4 ROUCHE CAMPAIGN LOAN THAT WAS REPAID BY THIS LETTER.

5 Q LET ME ASK YOU IF YOU CAN CLARIFY THAT. DOES IT

6 SAY THAT WE ACKNOWLEDGE THE DEBT FOR A LOAN MADE ON JUNE 12TH,

07 1984 --

8 A YES. THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN ACKNOWLEDGES IT'S

9 INDEBTEDNESS TO ME WHICH IT SHALL REPAY.

10 Q AND IS THAT NOTE IN YOUR MIND LINKED TO THE PAYMENT

11 MADE TO THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN ON YOUR CREDIT CARD THAT WE

O P '-:  12 DISCUSSED IN F.E.C. EXHIBIT 11 OF THE SAME DATE, JUNE 12?

' 13 A YEP, YES, YES.

14 Q AND JUST TO REFRESH MY RECOLLECTION IS THIS

i r 15 THOUSAND-DOLLAR CHARGE ON YOUR VISA CARD SOMETHING THAT YOU TOLD

o 16 MISS "Ot4)A NOT TO DO?
r-

S17 A NO, I AUTHORIZED THE $1,000. FOR A LOAN.

18QOtYUfRDI)AD

18Q O ORCEI AD

19 A ON MY CREDIT CARD, YES. BUT NOT FOR A LA ROUCHE

20 CAMPAIGN FUND.

21 Q WHAT DID YOU AUTHORIZE IT FOR?

0
22 A FOR A LOAN.

23 Q TO WHOM?

24 A TO -- TO THE ORGANIZATION. I DIDN'T EXPECT IT TO

0
25 BE THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN FUND.

0
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1Q DOES IT MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

2A WELL, IF I'D ALREADY MADE A LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN

3 FUND -- THAT'S THE ONLY OTHER CHECK I EVER MADE OUT TO THE LA

0
4 ROUCHE CAMPAIGN WAS THAT ONE -- THE LOAN WAS SUPPOSED -- I

5 ALWAYS FIGURED A LOAN WAS A LOAN AND A CONTRIBUTION WAS A

6 CONTRIBUTION. THE TWO THINGS ARE SEPARATE. I HAD NO IDEA -- I

7 HAD NO IDEA THERE WAS A LIMITATION ON LOANS MADE TO YOU BY

8 PEOPLE RUNNING FOR OFFICE.

9 Q OKAY.

10 A AND SO I AUTHORIZED A LOAN WHICH WAS TO BE USED

11 APPARENTLY FOR THE -- UNTIL AFTER THE NORTH DAKOTA PRIMARY TO

12 HELP IN SOME WAY WITH THE NORTH DAKOTA -- HELP SOME WAY WITH

i:= ( 13 THAT CAMPAIGN THERE.

14 l Q SO YOU REALLY DID NOT OBJECT TO --

S 15 A I DIDN'T OBJECT TO THE LOAN, NO, NO. I SAID I

*16 AUTHORIZED IT, ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS. BUT IT WAS TO BE A LOAN.

17 Q OKAY A LOAN TO LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

18 A NOT -- WELL, YEAH. I SUPPOSE; YEAH.

19 Q OKAY.

20 A I MEAN THEY'RE THE SAME THING I GUESS.

21 Q PRIOR TO THIS TIME IN JUNE, 1984, WERE YOU AWARE OF

S
22 ANY LEGAL LIMITATION ON HOW MUCH MONEY YOU COULD GIVE A

23 POLITICAL CAMPAIGN?

24 A NO, OH, PRIOR TO WHAT DATE DID YOU SAY?

S
25 Q THIS TRANSACTION DATE IS JUNE 12, 1984.
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1 A WELL, YES, I HAD BEEN -- I READ SOMETHING SOMEWHERE

2 THAT YOU COULD NOT GIVE MORE THAN A THOUSAND DOLLARS

3 CONTRIBUTION SO I WAS AWARE OF THAT. AND WHEN SHE ASKED ME FOR

0
4 THAT, OF COURSE, I REMINDED HER OF THE THOUSAND DOLLARS I GAVE

5 HER.

6 Q AND WHAT DID SHE SAY TO OVERCOME THIS. DID SHE

7 SUGGEST THAT A LOAN WASN'T A-CONTRIBUTION OR SOMETHING LIKE

8 THAT.

9 A NO. SHE JUST SAID WELL THEN WOULD YOU CONSIDER A

10 LOAN AND JUST UNTIL THE -- AFTER THE NORTH DAKOTA PRIMARY.

11 Q IS THAT THE SAME CONVERSATION THAT SHE SUGGESTED

12 THE POSSIBILITY --

. 13 A YES.

,O 14 Q -- THAT MAYBE YOUR DAUGHTER WOULD LIKE TO GIVE A

> 15 CONTRIBUTION?

16 A YES.

17 Q I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS F.E.C.

18 EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 14

0
19 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 14 WAS

20 S0 MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE NOTARY

21 PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

0
22 DEPOSITON TRANSCRIPT.)

23 THE WITNESS: YOU KNOW SHE HAD NEVER CHARGED ON MY VISA

24 BEFORE SO MAYBE SHE WASN'T FAMILIAR WITH THE PROCEDURE. ALLAN

0
25 APPARENTLY CHARGED TO CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS WHEN I MADE LOANS.

0
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1 AND THIS IS THE FIRST TIME SHE CHARGED ANYTHING ON MY VISA.

2 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT I'M SHOWING MRS.

3 PIEPER F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 14.

0
4Q AND AS WITH THE OTHER EXHIBITS I'VE SHOWN YOU

5 TODAY, IS THIS AN EXHIBIT THAT -- EXCUSE ME -- A DOCUMENT YOU

6 SENT TO US?

7 A YES, YES, UH-HUH.

8 Q WOULD YOU TELL ME A LITTLE ABOUT WHAT THIS IS?

9 A THIS IS THE LAST LOAN THAT I MADE TO THEM. AND AT

*10 THE TIME I REMEMBER NOW THEY WERE SO DESPERATE FOR MONEY SHE

11 SAYS -- YOU CAN ASK FOR ANY PERCENT -- ANY PERCENT YOU WANT.

_12 ANY INTEREST RATE YOU WANT. BUT WE NEED THE MONEY RIGHT NOW.

0O
• 13 AND SO I SAID WELL 12 PERCENT WOULD BE ALL RIGHT. I REMEMBER

'0 14 THAT PART HAVE IT.

S 15 Q OKAY.

*16 (OFF THE RECORD.)

C
17 BY MR. MIMS:

18 Q THIS NOTE THEN, MR. PIEPER, DOES THIS RELATE TO THE

19 CHECK THAT I SHOWED YOU ON F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION,

20 NO. 10.

21 (OFF THE RECORD.)

0
22 BY MR. MIMS:

23 Q MRS. PIEPER, ON F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION,

24 NO. 10, DO YOU RECALL WAS THERE A PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF THREE

0
25 CHECKS AND THE MIDDLE CHECK REFERRED TO A PAYMENT TO L.A.L.C. OF

0
52

PELLETIER £ JONES



0

1 $5,000. ON JUNE 4, 1984?

2 A UH-HUH.

3 Q AND IS IT TRUE THAT THIS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR

0
4 IDENTIFICATION, NO. 14 RELATES TO THAT PARTICULAR CHECK --

5 A YES.

6 Q -- OF JUNE 4TH?

0
7 A YES.

8 Q NOW HAVE YOU GOTTEN ANY PAYMENT BACK FROM L.A.L.C.

9 ON THESE VARIOUS LOANS THAT THEY SENT YOU THE TWO NOTES?

* 10 A JUST IN THIS MAY. LET'S SEE, OVER THIS -- OVER --

,...- 11 SEE, THE FIRST PROMISSORY NOTE WAS DUE -- NO THIS PROMISSORY

12 NOTE WAS DUE IN DECEMBER. WAS A SIX MONTH.

13 Q OKAY.

14 A AND I NEVER RECEIVED A THING BACK FOR THAT.

3' 15 Q DECEMBER WHEN, 1984?

16 A DECEMBER 1984 IT WAS DUE. AND WE SHOULD HAVE

17 GOTTEN FIVE THOUSAND BACK PLUS 12 PERCENT. AND I DIDN'T RECEIVE

18 ANYTHING UNTIL I STARTED MAKING MANY, MANY PHONE CALLS AND

19 WRITING LETTERS TO THE NEW YORK OFFICE. AND THEY FINALLY SENT

20 ME $500. IN MAY 31ST, 1 THINK IT WAS.

21 Q THE NEW YORK OFFICE OF WHOM?

0
22 A THE NEW YORK OFFICE OF EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE

23 REVIEW; E.I.R. OFFICE.

24 Q WHY WOULD YOU WRITE LETTERS TO THE EXECUTIVE

0
25 INTELLIGENCE REVIEW IF THE NOTES YOU HAVE SAID THEY WILL BE PAID

0
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EXECUT IVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW?

A WITH E.I.R., YEAH. HE WAS A NEW YORKER.

Q DO YOU HAVE THlL IELLLHUNt NUMD K rVK inlKc rc'JrLL

THAT YOU CALLED?

A NO. HOWEVER, IT DOESN'T MATTER BECAUSE THEY HAVE

MOVED THEIR OFFICES TO WASHINGTON NOW.

Q WHO'S THE NEXT PERSON ON THE LIST?

A WELL, I TALKED TO DIANE OLIVER.

Q ANYTHING SPECIAL ABOUT THAT CONVERSATION?

A DIANE OLIVER -- WELL, THE GIRLS WERE VERY NICE AND

POLITE AND THEY SAID THEY WOULD REFER -- THEY WOULD TRY. I

FIRST TRIED TO GET AHOLD OF ED SPANNAUS, THE TREASURER. I NEVER

COULD FIND HIM IN.

Q ED SPANNAUS IS THE TREASURER OF WHAT?

A ED SPANNAUS IS THE TREASURER OF THE N.D.C.P. THE

LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN TREASURER.

Q WHY WOULD YOU CALL ED SPANNAUS FOR LOANS THAT WERE

OWED TO YOU BY THE LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE?

A I DIDN'T KNOW WHO ELSE TO CONTACT. NOBODY AT THE

PELLETIER £ JONES
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CONVERSATION?

A WELL, THEY ALL WERE VERY EVASIVE. BUT -- THE --

LET'S SEE NOW, I TALKED TO RICH WELCH. AND HE SEEMED A LITTLE

MORE FRIENDLY. AND HE ACKNOWLEDGED THAT, YOU KNOW, I -- THAT

THEY OWED ME THAT.

Q MR. WELCH IDENTIFIED HIMSELF AS BEING WITH



LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE COULD GIVE ME ANY INFORMATION.

Q DID YOU EVER SPEAK TO MR. SPANNAUS?

A NO, HE WAS ALWAYS OUT WHEN I TRIED. SO THEN I

WOULD TALK TO --

Q JUST FOR ONE SECOND. WHEN YOU TRIED TO CALL MR.

SPANNAUS DID YOU CALL HIM AT THE SAME NUMBER YOU WERE CALLING

THESE OTHER PEOPLE?

A YES, THE NEW YORK OFFICE.

Q THE NEW YORK OFFICE OF --

A OF EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW.

Q AND THEY TOLD YOU THEY WOULD PUT YOU IN TOUCH WITH

MR. SPANNAUS?

A THEY WOULD LEAVE THE MESSAGE. BUT HE NEVER,

APPARENTLY, NEVER GOT IT OR NEVER ANSWERED. SO I'VE TALKED TO

THESE VARIOUS OTHER PEOPLE WHO WERE HELPFUL IN SO FAR AS TALKING

TO ME. BUT THEY WOULDN'T -- THEY WOULD ALWAYS REFER ME TO

SOMEBODY ELSE OR TELL ME THAT THEY WOULD LEAVE A MESSAGE FOR

WHOEVER I WAS TRYING TO CONTACT.

Q SO WHO ELSE WAS ON THE LIST THEN?

A RICH WELCH. I TALKED TO HIM.

Q WE SPOKE ABOUT MR. WELCH; RIGHT?

A YES. I WAS FINALLY GIVEN THE NAME OF WAYNE HINTZ.

Q HOW DO YOU SPELL THAT?

A WAYNE HINTZ, H-I-N-T-Z. AND HE'S THE ONE WHO SAID

FINALLY -- I THINK IT WAS -- IN -- WELL, IN FACT, I HAVE LETTERS

PELLETIER £ JONES
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0
1 HERE TO HIM. I HAVE A LETTER I WROTE TO HIM. YOU WANT ME TO

2 SHOW YOU.

3 Q MAY I SEE IT, PLEASE.

0
4A SURE.

5 (WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER RECORDS

6 AND PRESENTED A DOCUMENT FOR EXAMINATION.)

7 BY MR. MIMS:

8 Q MRS. PIEPER, AS WITH THE OTHER DOCUMENTS THAT YOU

9 HAVE PROVIDED US WITH TODAY MAY I ALSO ASK THAT WE USE THIS AS

0
-" 10 AN EXHIBIT AND THEN RETURN A COPY TO YOU?

11 A I MADE ACOPY OF IT.

12 MR. MIMS: THEN ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS AS F.E.C.

13 EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 15.

14, l (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 15

; 15 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

0 16 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

17 DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

18 THE WITNESS: THIS WAYNE HINTZ SAID HE HAD JUST TAKEN

19 OVER. I THINK THAT WAS SOMETIME IN THE LATTER PART OF LAST

20 YEAR. HE SAID HE WAS JUST TAKING OVER THE ACCOUNTS AND THAT HE

21 WAS GOING TO TRY TO HELP ME. AND -- WELL, HE WAS GOING TO HELP

S
22 ME HE SAID. AND HE ADMITTED THAT THEY OWED THIS MUCH. HE KNEW

23 WHAT THE AMOUNT WAS. AND HE SAID THEY WOULD TRY TO SEND A

24 THOUSAND DOLLARS A MONTH. AND SO I THOUGHT I WAS FINALLY GOING

25 TO GET A LITTLE ACTION. BUT THEN A MONTH WOULD GO BY AND lID
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1 HEAR NOTHING AND TRY TO CONTACT -- WELL I CALLED HIM MANY TIMES

2 AND NEVER GOT AHOLD OF HIM. HE WAS ALWAYS OUT OR SOMETHING AND

3 SO I DIDN'T. AND THEN WHEN I DID GET AHOLD OF HIM HE MADE

0 4 FURTHER PROMISES THAT HE WAS GOING TO COME UP WITH SOME MONEY

5 SOON, VERY SOON. MAYBE THE NEXT WEEK. BUT I DIDN'T GET A -- I

6 FINALLY GOT A FIVE-HUNDRED-DOLLAR PAYMENT IN MAY OF '85.

1 BY MR. MIMS:

8 Q WE'LL GO TO THAT IN A MOMENT.

9 A YES.

* C 10 Q THIS DOCUMENT, F.E.C. EXHIBIT 15, COULD YOU TELL ME

11 ,JUST BASICALLY WHAT THIS IS?

12 A IT'S A LETTER TO -- WRITTEN TO MR., WAYNE HINTZ OF

13 THE E.I.R. OFFICE IN NEW YORK.

•,C 14 Q AND THE LETTER IS DATED WHEN?

P 15 A THE LETTER IS DATED JANUARY 18TH, 1985.

0: 16 Q NOW THIS IS -- IS THIS A LETTER THAT YOU SENT TO

C 17 MR. HINTZ?

"f)

18 A YES.

19 Q BECAUSE OUR COPY IS UNSIGNED. SO YOU DID MAIL IT;

20 15 THAT CORRECT?

21 A YES, I MAILED IT; YES.

S
22 Q THE LAST PARAGRAPH OF THE LETTER SAYS THAT: "I

23 SYMPATHIZE WITH THE LEGAL PROBLEMS YOU ARE FACING AT THIS TIME,

24 BUT I DON'T THINK IT'S UNREASONABLE TO ASK FOR SOME VERBAL OR

0
2.5 WRITTEN COMMUNICATION FROM YOU REGARDING THESE LOANS."
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Q~~~

AM I CORRECT IN ASSUMING THAT BY THIS TIME YOU HAD

SEVERAL CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. HINTZ?

A OH, YES I HAD SEVERAL CONVERSATIONS WITH HIM. BUT

THEN THEY'D KIND OF PUT ME OFF. EVERY TIME I CALLED THEY'D SAY

HE WAS AT A MEETING OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT.

Q WHAT DID HE TELL YOU ABOUT HIS LEGAL PROBLEMS?

A WELL, THE -- THE LA ROUCHE ORGANIZATION IS INVOLVED

IN SEVERAL LEGAL PROBLEMS WITH N.B.C. AND I DON'T KNOW. THEY'VE

GOT SUITS WITH SEVERAL DIFFERENT PEOPLE.

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHAT THAT HAD TO DO WITH E.I.R.

A WELL, E.I.R. -- LA ROUCHE IS THE FOUNDER OF E.I.R.

AND I GUESS EVERYTHING THAT HAPPENS TO LA ROUCHE AFFECTS THEM.

Q YOU ALSO M AKE REFERENCE IN THE SECOND PARAGRAPH

FIRST SENTENCE: "ACCORDING TO THE NOVEMBER 6TH FLIER."

A OH, YES.

Q DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF THAT FLIER?

(WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

PERSONAL RECORDS AND PRESENTED A DOCUMENT FOR

EXAMINATION.)

BY MR. MIMS:

Q MAY I ALSO HAVE --

A I DON'T HAVE AN EXTRA COPY OF THAT THOUGH.

Q AS WITH EVERYTHING WE'LL BE GLAD TO GIVE YOU COPIES

OF THESE. AND IF THE REPORTER WOULD MARK THIS TWO-PAGE DOCUMENT

AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 16.



1 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 16

2 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

3NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

0
4DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

5 MR. MIMS: WOULD YOU LIKE TO TAKE A BREAK?

6 THE WITNESS: YES, PLEASE.

1 (BRIEF BREAK.)

8 BY MR. MIMS:

9 Q BEFORE WE WENT OFF THE RECORD YOU HANDED ME A FLIER

10 THAT YOU HAD OBTAINED FROM -- WAS IT FROM THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN

11 THIS ONE DAY, NOVEMBER 6, 1984?

12 A IT CAME IN THE MAIL. I GUESS IT WAS FROM THE LA

13 ROUCHE CAMPA IGN.

14 Q OKAY.

r 15 A I DON'T THINK I SAVED THE ENVELOPE FOR THAT.

S 16 Q THIS FLIER TALKS ABOUT SOME PROBLEMS THAT THE

17 INDEPENDENT DEMOCRATS AND LA ROUCHE AND THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN

tf)
18 SEEM TO HAVE BEEN HAVING WITH CHARGEBACKS OF CONTRIBUTIONS MADE

19 BY CREDIT CARD. ALLEGING AMONG OTHER THINKS THAT A CERTAIN

20 STING OPERATION WAS BEING CONDUCTED BY CERTAIN GOVERNMENT

21 AGENCIES. AND IT'S SIGNED BY OR APPEARS TO BE SIGNED BY

22 ONLA ROUCHE.

23 NOW IN YOUR LETTER TO MR. HINTZ, JANUARY THIS YEAR

24 1985, YOU MAKE REFERENCE TO THIS FLIER INDICATING THAT YOU

0
25 BELIEVE THAT EVERY LOAN DEPOSIT AUTOMATICALLY GENERATES A

0
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CONFIRMATION LETTER MAILED TO THE LENDER. IN THE LAST PARAGRAPH

WHEN YOU SPEAK OF "THE LEGAL PROBLEMS THAT YOU ARE FACING" --

THAT IS MR. WAYNE HINTZ -- DO YOU MEAN TO BE SAYING THE LEGAL

PROBLEMS THAT ARE DISCUSSED IN THIS NOVEMBER 6, 1984, FLIER?

A YES. AND WHAT I HAVE READ ABOUT IN THE SOLIDARITY

NEWSPAPER.

Q WELL, YOU KNOW THE NOVEMBER 6TH, 1984, FLIER

DOESN'T SAY ANYTHING ABOUT EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW. HOW

DO YOU THINK THAT EXECUTIVE INTELLIGENCE REVIEW MIGHT BE

SUFFERING FROM A LEGAL PROBLEM AS INDICATED IN THIS FLIER? WAS

IT SOMETHING MR. HINTZ SAID THAT MADE YOU BELIEVE THAT?

A NO, THE LEGAL PROBLEMS -- WELL, LIKE, I ALWAYS

ASSUMED THESE -- THESE ASSOCIATIONS ARE ONE AND THE SAME THING.

SO I ASSUMED THAT ANY LEGAL PROBLEMS THAT LA ROUCHE WAS GOING

THROUGH WERE AFFECTING ANYBODY IN THE E.I.R.

Q DID YOU HEAR FROM ANYBODY AGAIN AFTER YOU SENT THIS

LETTER JANUARY, 1985?

A NO, THEY DIDN'T ANSWER THE LETTER UNTIL MUCH LATER

WHEN THEY FINALLY -- WAYNE CONTACTED ME AND TOLD ME -- THAT THE

MAN WHO WAS TAKING CARE OF THIS BUSINESS WAS THE WEST COAST

REPRESENTATIVE AND HIS NAME --

(WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

PERSONAL FILE.)

THE WITNESS: -- SHOULD I TELL YOU?

BY MR. MIMS:
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1 Q PLEASE. t
GLUAI A Z.

2 A PAUL ,G 9M-Z HE IS THE WEST COAST REPRESENTATIVE.

3 Q PAUL G4E-?

4 A -4LM-Z, G-L-O-M-E-Z.

5 Q DID YOU EVER SPEAK WITH HIM?

6 A SEATTLE OFFICE. YES, I CONTACTED HIM. I DON'T

67 KNOW WHEN THE FIRST TIME WAS BUT I CONTACTED HIM AND HE WAS VERY

16
8 NICE. AND HE GAVE ME HIS PHONE NUMBER TO KEEP CALLING HIM. AND

9 HE MADE A PROMISE THAT HE WOULD SEND -- ONE -- HE'D SEND A

* '0 10 THOUSAND DOLLARS MONTHLY, REGULARLY. I COULD NEVER PIN THEM

11 DOWN TO PUTTING SOMETHING IN WRITING AS TO THIS DEBT.
' ; - L -L /1'4 ' L

12 Q YOUR FIRST CONVERSATION WITH MR..-4QEZ WAS

13 INITIATED BY YOU; IS THAT CORRECT?

• 14 A YES.

!:b) 15 Q ON THE ADVICE OF MR. HINTZ?

- 16 A WAIT A MINUTE. I THINK -- I THINK MR. -G.LME.Z-

C 17 CALLED ME FIRST AND SAID HE WAS FROM THE SEATTLE OFFICE AND HE

if)

18 WAS A DISBURSING OFFICER.

19 Q AND SO HE KNEW ABOUT THE NOTES THAT HAD BEEN --

20 A YES.

21 Q -- TO L.A.L.C?
6

22 A YES.

23 Q DID HE IDENTIFY HIMSELF AS SPEAKING IN THE CAPACITY

2/4 AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF E.I.R.?

6
25 A WELL, HE'S UP WITH THE SEATTLE OFFICE OF N.D.C.P.

6
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1 LET'S SEE.

2 (WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

3 PERSONAL FILE.)

4 THE WITNESS: EXCUSE ME, THE NEW SOLIDARITY PRESS SERVICE

5 LISTS ALL THESE OFFICES HERE.

6 MR. MIMS: MRS. PIEPER, AGAIN, IS REFERRING TO THE NEW

7 SOLIDARITY NEWSPAPER. AND AGAIN THIS IS THE ONE DATED JUNE 24,

S 1985. POINTING OUT 0?, PAGE SIX THAT THE NEW SOLIDARITY

9 tI\<TERNATIONAL PRESS SERVICE IS -- HAS OFFICES ON THE WEST COAST.

N. 10 IAN4D ONE5 OF THE OFFICES IS IN SEATTLE WASHINGTON AT 8618

11 ROOSEVELT WAY, NORTHEAST SEATTLE 98115. THERE'S A TELEPHONE

12 iNUMBER ON HERE SAYS

13 Q 15 THAT THZ TELEPHONE NUMBER THAT YOU USED TO REACH

3 15 A YES, THAT'S THE TELEPHONE NUMBER I USED.

Q D'I HE CALL YOU? IS THAT WHAT YOU SAID?

17 A I bELIEVE ME CALLED ME AFTER I TALKED TO WAYNE

!Ufl
H flITZ MANY TIMES.

19 Q SO NOW MR. .GLOMEZ SAYS THAT AFTER YOU SPEAK WITH

20 HIM THAT YES WE DO OWE YOU THE MONEY, THAT IT DOESN'T MAKE ANY

21 DIVFERENCE -- IS THAT C')RRECT? THAT IT SAYS L.A.L.C. ON THE

22 N OTE -- THAT WE'RE GOIlkc TO PAY IT?

23 A I NEVER ASK E) HIM THAT. I ASSUMED THEY OWED ME THE

24 MONEY AND THEY ADMIT -- I MEAN THEY ADMIT TO THE DEBT.

25 Q -OW DC) THEY ADMIT TO THE DEBT? BECAUSE HE SAID

~?~-:) (~



w1 THEY'D PAY?

2 A WELL, THEY TELL ME THEY KNOW THE AMOUNTS AND

3 EVERYTHING. THEY -- AND THEY PROMISED TO MAKE PAYMENT ORALLY.

4 Q DID YOU EVER RECEIVE A PAYMENT FROM MR. GONE-Z?

5 A YES, MAY 31ST. I GOT -- HE PROMISED A THOUSAND

6 DOLLARS; I GOT $500. ON MAY 31ST.

S7 Q I'D LIKE TO HAVE THE REPORTER MARK THIS AS F.E.C.

8 EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 17.

9 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 17

*10 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

S 11 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO

12 THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

5('4 13 BY MR. MIMS"

O14 Q EXHIBIT 11 1S A PHOTOCOPY OF ONE SIDE OF A CHECK

15 THAT -- MRS. PIEPER, TAKE A LOOK AT. I'D LIKE HER TO TELL ME

*16 WHETHER THAT IS THE COPY OF A CHECK SHE SENT TO US?
C

17 A YES.

S 18 Q AND THAT CHECK WHICH IS CHECK NO. --

19 A THAT'S ME.

20 Q -- NO. 2458 IS DRAWN ON THE ACCOUNT OF CAUCUS

21 DISTRIBUTORS, INC., 304 WEST 58TH STREET, FIFTH FLOOR, NEW YORK,

0
22 NEW YORK; DATED 5-31-85; PAID TO THE ORDER OF LUCILLE PIEPER;

23 $500. AND THE MEMO ENTRY LINE SAYS PARTIAL LOAN REPAID ON

24 33,000 PLUS. I'D LIKE TO ASK MRS. PIEPER IF YOU HAVE MADE ANY

0
25 NOTATIONS AT ALL ON THIS CHECK?
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A

Q

NOTATION

CORRECT?

A

Q

WAS DRAWN

A

Q

A

NO. NO, THAT'S THEIR NOTATION.

THEIR NOTATION. WHEN YOU RECEIVED THE CHECK THE

DOWN HERE ON THE MEMO LINE WAS THEIR NOTATION; IS THAT

YES, RIGHT.

NOW AS I JUST MENTIONED, MRS. PIEPER, THIS CHECK

iON THE ACCOUNT OF CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS?

U H-HUH.

WHO IS CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS?

IT'S ANOTHER ORGANIZATION THAT THEY'RE AFFILIATED

1

2

3

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

11

18

19

20

21

22

23
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WITH.

Q HAVE YOU EVER HEARD OF CAUCUS?

A YEAH, A CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS IS IN LOS ANGELES.

THAT'S THE PEOPLE I CONTACTED WHEN I TRIED TO CALL L.A. IN

REGARD TO WHAT THEY OWED ME.

Q I THOUGHT YOU TOLD ME YOU TRIED TO CONTACT --

A LOS ANGELES LABOR COMMITTEE. I CALLED BOTH. WELL,

YEAH, BUT THEY CHANGED TO CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS.

Q SAME TELEPHONE NUMBER?

A NO, I GOT THE NUMBER OF THE CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS

FROM TED ANDROMIDAS.

Q WHEN THEY ANSWERED THE TELEPHONE WHAT DID THEY SAY?

A THEY DON'T. THEY ALWAYS SAY HELLO. THEY DON'T SAY

ANYTHING; THEY NEVER SAY WHO THEY ARE. THEY SAY HELLO.

Q WHAT WAS IT? START AGAIN. DID YOU SAY THAT THE

O '0

C
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TELEPHONE NUMBER FOR CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS WAS NOT THE SAME OR TI

TELEPHONE NUMBER YOU TRIED TO REACH LOUISE GOD ON?

A I TRIED TO REACH LOUISE GOND, OH -- EARLY LAST

YEAR AND Tt-E OPERATOR SAID THAT PHONE WAS DISCONNECTED. THE

NUMBER I HAD BEEN CALLING. SO THEN I FOUND OUT FROM TED -- IN
p4E l!/

ONE OF THE MEETINGS -- I FOUND OUT -- THAT -I WAS WORKING FROM

CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS INCORPORATED. NOW I DON'T KNOW IF LOUISE

AND THE REST OF THE GROUP ARE THERE OR NOT BUT I ASSUME THEY

ARE.

HE

Q I THOUGHT YOU SAID EARLIER TED WAS N.D.C.P.?

Q WELL, HE WAS WITH N.D.C.P.

Q BUT WHAT?

A BUT HE IS AT THEIR PLACE, CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS.

Q WHAT IS CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS; DO YOU KNOW?

A WORKED FOR -- I THINK THEY'RE WORKING FOR -- ON THE

CAMPAIGN FOR LA ROUCHE. BUT SEE WHEN THEY HAD CHANGED TO CAUCUS

DISTRIBUTORS I NEVER GOT ANYMORE PHONE CALLS BECAUSE THAT WAS

AFTER I QUIT MAKING ANY CONTRIBUTIONS. I GOT PHONE CALLS FROM

L.A. NOTIFYING ME OF MEETINGS. BUT I DON'T KNOW IF THEY CALLED

FROM CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS -- WHERE THEY CALLED FROM.

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TO THE OFFICES OF CAUCUS OR

L.A.L.C. OR N.D.C.P. IN LOS ANGELES?

A NO, I HAVEN'T.

Q DO YOU KNOW WHAT THE ADDRESS OF THE CAUCUS

DISTRIBUTORS IS?

PFLLFTIER £ JONES
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1 A YEAH. WELL, I DON'T KNOW IT OFFHAND. I THINK IT

2 WAS ON ONE OF THE ENVELOPES.

3 (WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS REVIEWED HER

4 PERSONAL FILE.)

5 BY MR. MIMS:

6 Q WOULD YOU RECOGNIZE IT IF YOU SAW IT?

7 A THESE. LEESBURG, VIRGINIA. THAT'S WHERE MY LAST

8 CHECK CAME FROM. WAIT A MINUTE NOW. WAIT A MINUTE. THIS

9 ENVELOPE SAYS NEW YORK POST OFFICE BOX 20550. THIS WAS WHERE

10 THE FIRST CHECK CAME FROM. FROM NEW YORK.

11 Q THE CHECK DATED MAY 31ST --

12 A YEAH.

13 Q -- 1985?

14 A IT CAME FROM NEW YORK. ACTUALLY IT CAME FROM --

15 THE POSTMARK IS NORTHERN VIRGINIA.

16 Q MRS. PIEPER, MAY I HAVE THE COPY OF THE ENVELOPE

17 THAT THAT CHECK CAME IN TO INCLUDE AS PART OF EXHIBIT 11?

18 EXHIBIT 17 -- ONLY HAS A PHOTOCOPY OF ONE SIDE OF THE CHECK

19 DATED MAY 31ST, FROM CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS.

20 A ALL RIGHT; I DON'T HAVE A COPY OF THE ENVELOPE THAT

21 THAT CHECK CAME IN. OH, HERE.

22 Q I'D LIKE THE RECORD TO INCLUDE THIS PARTICULAR PAGE

23 AS PAGE TWO OF F.E.C. EXHIBIT, FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 17.

24 //

25 11
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1 (WHEREUPON, SAID DOCUMENT WAS S0 MARKED

2 PAGE TWO OF F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 17, FOR

3 IDENTIFICATION, BY THE NOTARY PUBLIC, AND

4SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

5 BY MR. MIMS:

6 Q HAVE YOU RECEIVED ANY OTHER PAYMENTS AFTER THAT

1 DATE?

8 A YES, I JUST RECEIVED A CHECK. I JUST RECEIVED A

9 CHECK DATED AUGUST 1ST, 1985. WHEN I HAD TALKED TO HIM DURING

*10 JUNE AND JULY AND HE --

11 Q WHO IS "HIM"? '1

%12 A I HAD TALKED TO PAUL -- PAUL 'GLOM DURING JUNE AND

(4 13 JULY. AND THEY -- HE KEPT SAYING THAT HE WAS GOING TO SEND ME A

14 CHECK. HE WAS GOING TO SEND ME A CHECK THE NEXT WEEK. WELL, IT

S 15 TOOK TWO MONTHS AND I GOT ANOTHER $500.

*16 Q IF I COULD HAVE THIS MARKED --

17 A IT -- IT DOESN'T HAVE ANYTHING -- DOESN'T HAVE

18 ANYTHING IN THERE.

19 Q IF I COULD HAVE HAVE THAT MARKED AS F.E.C. EXHIBIT,

20 FOR IDENTIFICATION, NO. 18?

21 (WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 18

0
22 WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

23 NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

2L. DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

0
25 THE WITNESS: THEY HAVE MY NAME SPELLED WRONG.

0
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1 BY MR. MIMS:

2 Q MRS. PIEPER, F.E.C. EXHIBIT FOR IDENTIFICATION

3 NO. 18 -- WOULD YOU TELL ME ABOUT WHAT THAT REPRESENTS?
'0

4A THAT'S A CHECK FROM -- AS A RESULT OF TALKING TO

5 PAULGL.QM Z. CHECK FOR $500. ON PAYMENT -- FOR PAYMENT ON MY

6 LOAN.

7 Q THERE'S ALSO A PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF -- EXCUSE ME --

8 OF AN ENVELOPE ON THAT PAGE. IS THAT THE ENVELOPE THE CHECK

9 CAME IN?
Or't)

10 A YES, YES.

11 Q SO WE HAVE TWO CHECKS NOW. ONE DATED MAY 31ST AND

12 ONE DATED AUGUST 1ST 1985; EACH IN $500.; DRAWN ON THE ACCOUNT

0'
13 OF CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS; FIRST AMERICAN BANK OF NEW YORK. BOTH

* 14 OF THESE CHECKS, IS IT CORRECT ,TO SAY, WERE THE RESULT OF YOUR
LU Z.-A

15 CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. ,G O& IN SEATTLE?
*

16 A YES, IN SEATTLE.

17 Q IT'S YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THE THOUSAND DOLLARS

18 THAT YOU'VE RECEIVED FROM CAUCUS DISTRIBUTORS IS TOWARDS PAYMENT

19 OF THE LOANS THAT YOU'VE EXTENDED TO THE LOS ANGELES LABOR

20 COMMITTEE; IS THAT CORRECT?

21 A YES.

0
22 Q ONE THING. I'D LIKE TO BACK UP AND ASK YOU ABOUT

23 IN RETROSPECT. WHEN YOU TALKED WITH MRS. ONA ABOUT MAKING

24 CONTRIBUTIONS ON YOUR VISA CARD, DID YOU GIVE HER YOUR CREDIT

25 CARD NUMBER?

0
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1 A NO, I DON'T THINK I DID. THEY MUST HAVE STILL HAD

2 IT. I DON'T THINK I -- I DON'T REMEMBER GIVING IT TO HER.

3 Q SO IS IT -- AM I SAFE IN SAYING THAT WHEN YOU SAY
0I

4 "OKAY, GO AHEAD; USE MY CREDIT CARD," THAT WAS THE END OF IT?

5 THEY HAD THE CREDIT CARD NUMBER?

6 A YES, YES.

0
1 Q SO THE ONLY TIME BEFORE THAT YOU'D GIVEN A CREDIT

8 NUMBER WAS TO MR. LEVENSON?

9 A MR. LEVENSON.

10 Q AND THAT WAS FOR CAMPAIGNER AND CAUCUS; RIGHT?

11 A CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS.

O :  12 Q I BEG YOUR PARDON, CAMPAIGNER PUBLICATIONS. THANK

t13 YOU. r

"O14 AND NOW MRGM- HAD YOUR CREDIT CARD NUMBER FOR

' 15 THE LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN?

* ~ 16 A YES. I WOULD LIKE TO SAY SOMETHING. PRIOR TO
c GzaMAz ?

17 RECEIVING THIS LAST CHECK I DID TALK TO PAUL -OMC- AND HE
Ir)

18 SAID -- HE SAID THAT HE WAS PLANNING TO SEND ME A WRITTEN

19 DOCUMENT OF SOME KIND STATING HOW THEY WOULD PAY THIS LOAN. BUT

20 I NEVER GOT THE WRITTEN DOCUMENT. INSTEAD I GOT THIS CHECK.
18 G W z /

21 Q IN ANY OF YOUR CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. fYLOM'EZ -- MR.
*~ ' ,

22 HINTZ, MISS ? eN{)A, AL LEVENSON HAS THE SUBJECT COME UP OF THE

23 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION AT ALL?

24 A JNO, THEY'VE NEVER MENTIONED IT. I MENTIONED IT TO
* L~~

25 PAUL .GLM Z WHEN I TALKED TO HIM. I SAID I WAS GOING TO GO TO

I
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1 THE F.E.C. I SAID I PUT IN A COMPLAINT TO THE F.E.C. ABOUT

2 THIS. AND HE SAID WELL -- HE SAID DO WHAT YOU THINK IS RIGHT.

3 Q WAS THAT BEFORE OR AFTER THIS LAST CHECK?

4 A THAT WAS BEFORE THIS LAST CHECK.

5 Q so YOU DID RECEIVE A PAYMENT AFTER YOU TOLD THEM

6 THAT?

0
7 A UH-HUH.

8 Q HAVE YOU -- HAVE YOU DISCUSSED --

9 A I HAVEN'T TALKED WITH HIM SINCE THE LAST CHECK.

• 10 Q HAVE YOU DISCUSSED ANY OF THE CONVERSATIONS THAT

11 I'VE HAD WITH YOU WITH ANYBODY ELSE?

12 A NO.

13 Q OKAY. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.

14 A (WITNESS SHAKES HEAD.)

S 15 Q I THINK THEN AT THIS POINT, MRS. PIEPER, WE ARE

O 0 16 PROBABLY ABOUT READY TO CLOSE THE DEPOSITION. WHAT I WOULD LIKE

17 TO ASK YOU THOUGH IS -- I NOTICE THAT YOU BROUGHT A SERIES OF

I,j'
18 DOCUMENTS AND THINGS BUT BEFORE WE GO OFF WOULD YOU OBJECT TO ME

19 LOOKING THROUGH THOSE TO SEE IF THERE IS ANYTHING ELSE I MIGHT

20 WANT TO ASK YOU ABOUT WHILE THE DEPOSITION IS STILL OPEN?

21 A MAY I INTERRUPT.

O
22 Q DO YOU WANT OFF THE RECORD?

23 A OFF.

2 (OFF THE RECORD.)

0
25 MR. MIMS: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT MRS. PIEPER HAS GONE
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THROUGH SOME DOCUMENTS SHE HAS AND SUGGESTED THAT THERE IS

ANOTHER CHECK THAT WE SHOULD LOOK AT.

Q AND ARE YOU WILLING TO LET ME MARK THIS FOR

IDENTIFICATION AND THEN WE'LL TALK ABOUT IT?

A I CAN'T TELL YOU MUCH ABOUT IT BECAUSE I DOESN'T --

Q OKAY. ASK THE REPORTER TO MARK THIS AS F.E.C.

EXHIBIT NUMBER 19.

(WHEREUPON, F.E.C. EXHIBIT NO. 19

WAS SO MARKED, FOR IDENTIFICATION, BY THE

NOTARY PUBLIC, AND SUBSEQUENTLY ATTACHED TO THE

DEPOSITION TRANSCRIPT.)

MR. MIMS: SHOWING THE DOCUMENT TO MRS. PIEPER IT APPEARS

TO ME THAT IT'S ONLY THE PHOTOSTATIC COPY OF ONE SIDE OF A CHECK

NO. 1700; DRAWN ON ACCOUNT OF MISS PIEPER.

Q MRS. PIEPER, WHO IS THAT CHECK PAYABLE TO?

A THAT CHECK IS PAYABLE TO L.A.L.C.

Q IN THE AMOUNT OF $400.?

A IN THE AMOUNT OF $400.

Q DATED MAY 7TH, 1984?

A YES.

Q NOW THIS IS A CHECK THAT YOU HADN'T PREVIOUSLY

SUBMITTED TO US?

A NO.

Q IS THERE SOME REASON YOU THOUGHT THIS WAS DIFFERENT

IN YOUR MIND FROM --



1 A IN FACT, I DIDN'T EVEN LOOK BACK -- I DIDN'T EVEN

2 LOOK FOR IT UNTIL JUST LATELY. AND I GOT TO LOOKING AT SOME OF

3 MY NOTES THAT I HAD MADE ON THE MONEY THEY'D BORROWED AND I SAW

4 THIS $400. ON HERE. THIS IS ONE -- SOMETHING I TYPED UP A WHILE

5 BACK.

6 Q WAS THIS A CONTRIBUTION OR A LOAN?

7 A AND I THINK -- AND I LOOKED IN MY CHECKBOOK AND MY

8 LITTLE NOTATION I MAKE -- MARKED THAT DONATION. BUT I DIDN'T

9 MARK THE MEMO PART THERE. SO I CAN'T EVEN REMEMBER IF IT WAS

I',. 10 MADE FROM -- TO ALLAN LEVENSON OR TO OR IF -- I MEAN IF ALLAN

; 11 CALLED ME ABOUT IT OR IF LOUISE CALLED ME ABOUT IT. BUT IT WAS

12 MAY 7TH.

13 OKAY. NOW THEN OFF THE RECORD FOR A MINUTE.

Co~J
14l (OFF THE RECORD.)

O :' 15 BY MR. MIMS:

: 16 Q MRS. PIEPER, I THINK I ASKED YOU ALL THE QUESTIONS

S 17 THAT I HAVE IN MIND. WOULD YOU --

18 A THESE ARE YOURS.

19 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY -- ANYTHING ELSE THAT YOU WOULD

20 LIKE TO SAY FOR THE RECORD WHILE WE'RE HERE?

21 A WELL, I -- I FEEL THAT -- I DON'T KNOW IF I'M DOING

S
22 THE RIGHT THING OR NOT BY DOING THIS. BUT I FEEL I HAVE -- I

23 HAVE BEEN MISUSED. SO BECAUSE -- EVEN THOUGH I STILL BELIEVE IN

24 ALL-- IN MOST OF THE THEORIES AND BELIEFS THAT MR. LA ROUCHE

S
25 EXPOUNDS I -- I'M DOING THIS SORT OF RELUCTANTLY. AND YET I
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1 F~'Lt I'VE BEEN USED AND i'VE BEEN MADE A FOOL OF. AND THAT'S

2 WHY I'M COMING FORWARD WITH THIS.

3 Q LET ME ASK YOU A QUESTION. YOU'RE SAYING YOU'RE

4 DOING THIS RELUCTANTLY. DO YOU IN ANY WAY FEEL PRESSURED BY US

5 HERE TODAY?

6 -" A NO, BUT I AM MAD ENOUGH -- I FEEL LIKE I'VE BEEN

7 MADE SUCH A FOOL OF AND I DID MAKE SUCH A FOOL OF MYSELF. AND

8 50 THAT'S WHY II,'M COMING FORWARD WITH THIS. BECAUSE THEY

9 HAVEN'T BEEN TOTALl.Y HONEST WITH ME. THAT ORGANIZATION SHOULD

cC 0 HAVE -- IF THEY CAN'T PAY ME, IF THEY COULDN'T PAY ME BACK MY

" " 11 CHECKS, THEY SHOULD COME FORWARD AND TALK TO ME HONESTLY INSTEAD

12 OF TRYING TO EVADE MY PHONE CALLS AND GIVING ME THE RUN-AROUND

13 WITH FALSE PROMISES. SO --

CM
14 Q OKAY.

;' 15 A THAT'S THE WAY I FEEL.

0
r 16 Q I THINK THE LAST ONE WE NEED TO COVER IS THE

S 17 QUESTION OF SIGNATURE. IT IS A ROUTINE MATTER WHEN YOU HAVE A

'J) 18 DEPOSITION LIKE THIS FOR THE WITNESS TO BE AFFORDED AN

19 OPPORTUNITY TO INSPECT THE TRANSCRIPT AND DECIDE IF YOU WOULD

20 WANT TO SIGN THAT TRANSCRIPT.

21 YOU CAN WAIVE SIGNATURE AND WE CAN SEND YOU A COPY

S
22 OR YOU CAN HAVE THAT OPPORTUNITY TO READ IT. IF THE REPORTER

19
23 HAS MADE A MISTAKE -- IN SOME WAY BY TRANSPOSING A WORD OR

2h4 SOMETHING LIKE THAT THEN YOU HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE A

S
25 LINEATED CHANGE BEFORE SIGNING IT. DO YOU WISH TO HAVE THAT

0 7
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" ~ 1 OPPORTUNI1TY ?

2 A YES, I'D LIKE TO HAVE THAT OPPORTUNITY.

3 Q THEN I'fLL ASK THE REPORTER TO WHEN YOU SEND HER THE

4 COPY SEND HER A COPY THAT SHE CAN KEEP WITH A COPY OF ALL THE

5 EXHIBITS WE USED ON HERS. AND AT THE SAME TIME THAT YOU MAIL

6 HER HER COPY SEND US AN UNSIGNED COPY TO WORK WITH.

7 THEN THIS DEPOSITION IS CLOSED AND ON BEHALF OF THE

8 COMMISSION I WOULD CERTAINLY LIKE TO EXTEND OUR THANKS FOR YOUR

9 COOPERAT ION .

1, 0 -000-

'N12 1, LUCILLE PIEPER, DECLARE UNDER PENALTY

13 OF PERJURY, UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, THAT

14 THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Md 15

LUC ILLE PIEPER
tf 18

19

20

21

0
22

23

24

0
25
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )) ss.
2 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

3
0

4 I, DEBBY WHITE , CSR*# 6649

5 A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE, STATE

6 OF CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

7 THAT PRIOR TO BEING EXAMINED, THE WITNESS NAMED IN

8 THE FOREGOING DEPOSITION, TO WIT, LUCILLE PIEPER...

9 WAS BY ME DULY SWORN TO TESTIFY THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH

C 10 AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH;

11 THAT SAID DEPOSITION WAS TAKEN DOWN BY ME IN SHORTHAND

12 AT THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN NAMED AND THEREAFTER REDUCED TO

13 TYPEWRITING UNDER MY DIRECTION.

o14

O v 15 1 FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NOT INTERESTED IN THE

16 EVENT OF THE ACTION.

C 11

'.O 18 WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL THIS ,-. "DAY OF

19 AUGUST , 1985.

20

21

S
22

23 '
NOTARY PUB V1,C IN AND FOR THE COUNTY

24 OF ORANGE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

, OFCA EE Debby Marie Wie
Px I im'.NOTARY PU EIIC.CALIFOPRtA •

' H Com~msson Eiptres Oct 6. 19865
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S
PROMISSORY NOTE

Date: March 1. 1984

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

LUCILLE PIEPER

the principal sum of $_28,800.00 ( Twenty eight thousand eight hundre dollars)

24 (Twenty four ) months from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION. the undersigned agrees to pay the noteholder interest

at an annual rate of 10 Z Ten percent )0 in quarterly

,payments of $_720.00 (Seven hundred twenty dollars ).

rTHIS NOTE SUPERCEDES ALL PREVIOUS NOTES.

No

The Los Angeles Labor Committee is a political association with its

) eadquarters located at 711 South Vermont Avenue. Suite 207.

qLos Anceles., California 90005

pt.

Signed for the LALC,

D.':S Y M. WHI1TE N. P.
• , --
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Dsnmocraj Rouche*To Appear on Thre
Half-Hour Network
Broadcasts: May 31,
June 1 and June 2
Between MaY 31 and June 2, Democratic pres-Didential candidate Lyndon H. Lafouche, Jr.
will conduct the most intensive television camn-
paign in the history of politics, including three
separate, half-hour network television broad-

casts, and, on a number of local television sta-
tions, a two-and-a-half-hour TV special.

On Thursday night, May 31. LaRouche will

address an ABC-TV network audience on the
subject of "The Ominous Crisis In US. Defense
Policy," immediately following Ted Koppel's
nightly news feature. On Friday night, June 1,
he will address a CBS-TV network audience on
the subject of "Stopping the Present Spiral of

World-Wide Financial Collapse," immediatly
following the eleven o'clock ( EDT) news. On
Saturday afternoon at 1:30 P.M. (EDT), he will
address an NBC-TV network audience on the
subject of "Ending The Catastrophe In USq. For-

eign Policy."
In his two-and-a-half hour television spe-

cial, to be broadcast on selected television chan-
nels, Laflouche will present an up-to-date form
of the economic theories of the United States'
Founding Fathers. This pre-recorded television
broadcast has been produced to inform the cit-
izens of the economic policies which wuld go

into effect beginning the minute he were sworn
in as the new Presid€ent of the United States.
This TV special is released at the same time as
LaRouche's just-printed textbook on the ABCs
of economnic science, So, You Wish To Learn All
About Economics? Home-video editions of the
TV special will also be produced and circulated,
and are recommended as a televised senees of

~Watcl

-. Thursday,
in,-,  Friday, JL

,r - Saturday,

All listings ]
exact time ii

Dmocvuga p~tsdzna. condsd,\Lyndoa H. LaZouch. Jr.

classroom lectures for students of the new text-
book.

The additional purpose of issuing the TV
special at this time, according to the candidate,
is "to give my fellow-citizens the opportunity
to see the inner workings of my mind." As he
has stated at numerous press-conferences
around the nation, "Many voters voted for John-
son because they feared Goldwater. Many of the
citizens who had voted for Johnson voted for
Nixon because they were sick of the Johnson
Administration. Many of the same citizens later
voted for Carter because they were reacting to
Watergate. Many of the same citizens voted for

Reagan because they refused to tolerate an-
other Carter-Mondale Administration. Now,
many are voting for Mondale because of anger
at the misery associated with the Reagan mon-
etary and economic policies.

"It would appear that as many assa majority
of voters are surprised by the performance of
the men they elect to office. Were Mondale to
be elected, for example, the same pattern would
repeat itself all over again. I defy anyone to
take the entirety of the content of Mondale's
and Hart's press conferences and televised de-
bates and find in that mass of paper and video-

" recordings anything that resembles either a
competent description of any domestic or for-
eign problem our nation is facing, or any defi- I

nite policy-commitments on any of the crises
now facing the nation. Too many votet
for the misleading packaging of thecadats j
and far too few voters stop to ask themselves,
'Wrhat would this bum actually do if he wereto

C-,tJ

LaRouche on Television%
,May 31--12:00 Midnight on ABC 'mne 1--11:30 P.M. on CBS ,
June 2--1:30 P.M. on NBC "' ' "" .o.'"

Eastern Daylight Time. Check your local listings for

ni your area.

1



hoigPresident' M~voters choose candi-detin with les can tblsupemarket shop-
per select a brand of b kas cereal.

"M y prdcn this TV special not only gives
the votrs a look deep inside my own mind. I
hope those voters, seeing my TV special, will
demand that the other presidential candidates
aogive the .voters at peek at the actual content

- of the pakg being peded."
TeTV spe:ial, ntitled, 'The Power of La-

-bo, shows that all of the fundamental prin-
ciples of economic science are derived from the
famous TWenty-Eights Verse of the First Chap-
tsr of the Book of Genesis. LaRouche says, "In
that heritage of JudeoChristian western civi-
lization, a scientifically competent economic
policy and a moral policy of practice of govern-
ment are so inseparable from one another that
they must be considered as only different facets
of the same jewel."

The TIV special is otherwise notable be-
cause a large section of the broadcast uses com-
puter-generated animation graphics to a degree
never used for broadcast up to this time. In
order to make the mathematics of economic sci-
ence clear to a lay audience, LaRouche has used

the geometrics~lodela of the key formulas, in-stead of algbo~rmulas. After viewing hi
broadcast, mam7'students and parent will
rightly demand that the same techniques be
used in television and film materials for science
classrooms in public schools. Using such ani-
mated geometrical models, students can learn
very much more, in far less tine, and with much
greater and deeper comprehension than with
teaching methods generally used in schools to-
day.

Unlike the other presidential candidates,
La.Rouche's 1984 campaign has used the tele-
vision medium to present the voters with an in-
depth background on each of The major long-
range issues and breaking developments ofU.S.
national policy. This is consistent with La-
Rouche's purpose, of building a grass-roots cit-
izens' movement within the Democratic Party,
a well-informed grass-roots movement of citi-
zens working to take back control of the Dem-
ocratic Party, and to make the party once again
a power for the rights and opportunities of the
individual, consistent with the purpose for which
our republic was founded and our Federal Con-
stitution composed.

Vote The LaRouche Democrat Slate
* California Primary June 5 *.

*President Lyndon H. LaRouche

2dC.-Merton Short
Si C.D.-Evelyn Lanta

6lt C.-Brian Lantz
8t C.-.-Fred Lehmkuhl
10th .D.-Lyn Fooks
11t5 C...--Jr.y Schenk"
12Mm C.D.-ichazd Mattoo
2 d C..-wanda Dastg
214th C.-.-Mary Platt
255h C.D.-Tim Pike
27th CJ.-.-Rod Sabel
31st C.-Ron Smith
32nd C J.--Dave Schweitzer
33rd C..-PauI Jeffrey

34th CAD.-Frances Kelepecz
37hC.-.-Galen Walker
38th C.--Ruth Step~enson
39th.C-Art Hoffman
41st C.I.-Inda Carlston
43rd.C-Kevin Schmidt
44th .D.-Nter Cariston
465 CA-so key

* State Sumate
DIst. 1--Jack Hornisby
01st. 3--Judy Hul'man
01st 5--Anu Loop
0ist. 13--Laura Pike
0ist. 23--Carol Ruckert
Dist. 31---Marion Hundley

* Stat Asmbly
01st. 11-Dan Leonard
01st 17-Mike Hodgkiss
0ist. 19--David Kilber
D1st. 44--Kevin Zondervan
0s.45--Scott Gaulke
01st. 55--Maureen Pike
01st.-Eugene Hunt

* san.lo~M ayo
--Jim Wyrick

Baltimore (301) 243-4585 * Boston (6171 265-1206 S Chicago (312) 463-,5910@ Dalia-. Worth (817) 26146128
Erie, PA. (814) 459-9169 • Houston '713l 988-5841 * Lou Angeles (213) 389-7512 e New York (212) 304-2694

Oiford, OH (513) 529-5712.• Philadelphia 215) 557-1900 * Pittsburgh (412) 372-6485
San Francis'o ,415',661-0209 * Seattle 1206) 322-0006

Washington. D.C. ,202k 95.5-5930 * Youngstown, OH (216) 755-1326

Authm'ia4 and Paid lot be. Th La€ncr Campagu

cO .
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TeLaRouche Campaigni' P.O. Bcx 2250. G.P.O
)New York, N.Y. 10116

LUCILLE E PIEPER

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges that on 06/22/84
the abcve individual loaned SlO00.O0 to The LaRouche Campaign,
located at 304 West 58th Street, 5th Floor, New York, New York.

The LaRouche Campaign acknowledges its indebtedness to
-- LUCILLE E PIEPER only, in the amcunt of tl000.00,

which it shall repay to LUCiLLE E PIEPER by
\ ; 07/18/84. This obligation of the LaRouche Campaign to
~LUCILLE E PIEPER shall not be assigned,

transferred, or discounted.

~Edward Spannaus
,'-) Treasurer

- The LaRouche Campaign -- --

_ EXHIBIT I

DESSY M. WHITE, N. P.

.. j , / I - _ -. ,



S
PROMISSORY NOTE

Date: Jue428

7OR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned agrees to pay to

- - LUCILL.E. PIEPER

the principal sum of $ 5,000.00 Five thousand and .no/l00 dollars

6 (Six ) months from the date of this note.

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agrees to pay to the noteholder
interest at an annual rate of 12 z (?delve percent ),

, for a total interest payment of $ 300.00( Three hundred dollars )*

• its headquarters located at 711 S. Vermont Ave., suite 207, Los
Angeles, CA 90005.

Signed for the LALC,

E-.

\ . EXHIBT-'

DEBBY M. WHITE, N. P.

... _ _ _ _

Q



January 16, 1985

hlr. 1Jayne Ilintz
Li F.
304 V'. 5bth St., 5t!h Flovr
:cow Yorh, IFY 1001

Dear I~avnue;

To reaclh you l y phouce has been fruitliess,* and as a
suppor'-er of your ca; !,ign/orjganization I feel entitled to
so.:e co~r.,ufication :t you.

AccordinL to th~e 'toy. bth flyer to all supporters,
:ir. La~ouclle wrrote that ce-cry loan dc[.osit autoiaticaliy
gencrstec a confirrutivn zmailed to the lender. Outside of

~tih proitissory notcs I have never received an~y such con-
firmation, £ck in October you told rno you w'ould see that

" I 'zet sor, u pay, nent on* i.y loan withiul a week.. Over a week
, . later you told we i shiould Cet so.,ethilng in another 2 weeks.

Sincc that titim you hevez,'t been it to 13y calls. These
"< Icans, totalin:: S35,OG| %.cre r.y husba:id's savings of our

37 ye;tir. of r~.zrz in. ] It: havi:z. &ore ,..euical probit..s and
c .o~uid jI-reciate so:.e rcLa/f~Lit at this tir.c to tide r:e over.

kD i s~yLuatL.Lz.- wi' t:L,. lr:al I.robler'.s ycu are facein& at
: ? is til.e, Lut I t. '. t.1n:, it's u reasonoble to ask for

cw.e v.a=i.al or wr~tten, cor:.ur.catioz, fromr you regardin3
" :- hese loans. Uly audr. s is atbove; ry ;hone nuL-,ber is

(u19) 222-273C.

Lucille Pieper

cc: Lyi~don i . LaT~ouc .e
L-'d~ard Spannau!:



S

Nov. 6. 1984

Dear Supporter:

On ,,cseral successive day,, the National Broadc.a.tinc Cornm-
pan s Boston affiliate. W BZ-TV. broadca. t fake inlotrmrion
co)ncernig the finances of rn) presildential campaign, and. on
these broadcast,., bragged that it. v ith aid of thit. lane mt or-
maimon. had prompted governmental agencies, to open an in-
vestigationof mx campaign's finances The insestig~ation s hich
W;BZ-T\V claimed to hase prompted by aid of the flse, intor-
mation it broadcast became the pretext for unleashing ma,'e. .
"' atergate-st) lc dirty tnck(' against the campaign dunng the

" period immediatel., follov, ing those WB/-TV hroa,.at,
Approximatel) the end of September and the be'gnning: t

" October 198,4. letters to me from suppo~rters who had conmnb-
ueed loans to the campaign led to my di,,covery of a targeting

S of both contnibuto~r, and the campaign', hinan-e.s lbs somne out-
%I deorgani/ation or organization,, On receipt of the first ,,uch

etefrmalender. I con,,ulted vbith the c;ampaign', treasurer.
-,- and .e ,ointi} reque.,ted a comre'hensis~e insestigation

l-oriunatelx. at the beginning of the campaign. the campaign
o trgani/ation had retained the ser' ices of a daLa-rmessi, ng: fi
to pros ide a "'taiI-.ste'" automatic auditng: of esery sum con-

"'- trbuted or" loaned tot mx campaign-o~rganizalton. Th L.alotthc

Campaign. thi- s.tme program s as adot~ped and emnployed t'
m. sec:ond campaig:n organitilon. Indepe ndent [t'crats. Ito

:€ LakIt~oJhe L-secr's ctibtonllf or loan re-us-e cd hor ditk'.l ii'

the national campamgn is, c.ompletel% audited durnng .a prt
,,, cessing-csclc of appro~tmmately tss( o meeb,. from the time the

deposit occurs. In the instance of loans so the campaign. every"
deposit ausomaticalli generates a coitrultin mailed to the
lender There is a semi-automatic data-procesig m onrng
of credit-Gird "'charge-baks to the camrraign',, c.'ournts hk.h
acts, as, a metho d of quahmt} control oser fund-raising J.t' itic-,

by loc-al solunteer. in each and esers k :alt, in the nation
Special teams, of solunscers assci-ated 'uth the national c.am-
paign staffsfi. nance department act upon esers complaint
reported

Mr Spannaus. and I reque,,ted a comprehe-nsise aud it of all
records and related information of both campaign organida-
tions. ssith special attention to the category of loans, to either
campaign

While this audit s as in progress.. se receised information
from confidential sour'es to the effIect that entities, know&n to

be m} politcal adsersanes, were attmptmn a "stlnk o ptration

ag:ainst the campaign's finances We also received letters from
contnibutors stating that they had come under pressure by third
panics; telephone communications with these contributors tend-
ed to confirm the infofrmation received from confidential sources.
It vwas therefore requested that the audit focus its attention on
an\ es idence w'hich might lead to discover of an attempted
"'sting" Operation.

Later. on Wednesday. October 31. 1984. in consultation
V. ith counsel. I placed authority for investigation of WBZ-TV's
allegations against the Boston. Massachusetts local volunteers"
fund-raising to Mr Mel Klenetsky. I further requested that Mr.
Klenetsky act upon my delegated authonity to place the Mas-
sachusetts fund-raising activities in temporary receivership for
the period of the investigation of WBZ-TV's charges.

.As of October 31. 1984. prompted by new information
re.eised from confidential source, I requested that the cain-
jximn organization multiply its audit and investigations so search
most energetically to discover each and every instance in which
an,, of the symptoms of a "sting'" operation might be noted.

I have requested the following report of the results of that
audit to be circulated as efficiently as is physically possible.
to all contributors and lenders to both campaigns. with prionty
of dehiser to persons whose loans have been either recently
repaid or are awaitng repayment during the period ahead.

We are determined to track down this dityb political op-
eration against my campaign and its friends, and ! request your
assistance to aid me and my associates in uncovering and neu-
tr-alizing the lprrpetrators. If you have any information which
might fit into the pattern described to you here, please write
git

Audit Section
Independent D~mocrats for LaRouche
P0O Box 859. Radio City Station,
Ne York. Nes York 10101 " (_ LX,1

o)r to D~B.-Jy Nl, wMIE, N. P.

Audit SectionThe LaRouche Campaign I' ., ' "'j .
P0. Box 2l50,G.P.O I:<_, _ I: .,,."L 1 '" t"&- '.

New' York, New York I0116
Or contact our lo.-al or national offices by telephone.
If an,, person has approached you either to deliver defamatory

allegation, concerning our campaigns" finances, or to attempt



to threaten you to make staeme a would not make withoutbigsubjected £o such threats, please inform us.
We need information leading toward detection of agencies

mpqonsible for instances in which charges for my campaigns
have been made to an account, but in which no transfer to my
camnpaigns' accounts has occurred. If you have information
wihmight lead us to discover additional such cases, please
help by informing us of the person we might contact in aid of
our efforts to track diown the perpetraors.

Fortuately, our campaign finances as a who~le are very, very
clean. Except for our scramble to repay Ioan% a% rapidly a,,
possible, as a whole, we are pleased ith the re'.ul We are
displeased that about one percent of the total numbe~r of con-
tributors and lenders appear to have %uffered poht,:ahl hara. ,-
merit through our adversaries" acces'. to Federal Elc.tion Comn-
mission information, and that fale '.tatement'. ha'.e apparentl)

been extorted S handful of good-hearted contributors and
lenders. On these cases. I am much more angry than if the
same actions had been done against me directly: the most
painful and frustrating thing is to know that some third parny
caused injury to any person who had placed faith in me to the
extent of lending assistance to my campaign.

To the limit of my powers, ! shall not tolerate any among
you being abused. Help me to do .just that, by supplying my
campaign's Audit Section with any information you might pos-
sess which could assist us in tracking down the perpetrators.

Very truly yours.

If)

N.

C'4

'0

Baltimore i il, 7ZII !'u' Sl, • %J, ."'i , 4.' ,i22" B ltoa ,61lTi 287-00532 @ Chicao 1312) 463-5910
Dlim-Fi. ',A, th i'7 isAIT.Jml t( i 1 J.4A?.0 Lii uri g4, 459.91690 H eusto.tl 7I31 988-5841

L nA 2! r,nl AIq#J@%c .r5k 212t .J426'M@Ozford, OH €S13 523-4950

** 2(Ui t224IJI, 55inbmgg.., D.C. (202) 955-5930

Auth ,vmd and pait i,.r t,,, P LaR. uhc Campagn. Edward Spannaus. treasurer
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flL iAIN Iht' .e",4,'LMLwe It, PMUH h~i,ufhtuS

I Sank of America
BANKAPIERICARD VISA

LUCILLE PIEPER

. SEND BILITINGINQUIRIES TO •

08-22-83

STATEMEI,
BANK CARD CEN1
]101 S. NARENG(
PASADENA, CA

911,

PMVP1WMNUl

SU TOTAL

NFWOjANB

~IMIx~us 27"

PAYMENT DUE DA1'

09-1L-83

m~mmmmmm.
Um u ilsWmw

51313 l L U fill .

I~ 46007 X ITLNE SRHLOS ANGELES CA -,0723 125.00. -
1 ;27 40500007 EXC ZNTLGNCE RSRCH



nUJ Sank of America

BANKAMERICARD VISA

RETAIN THIS STATEMENT FOR YOUR RECORDSS NO BILLING

INQUIRIES TO I

LUCILLE PIEPER
1o-2i-83

STATEMENT
BANK CARD CENTEI
101 S. NARENGO :
PASADENA, CA

91122

Lm[
gm OTOTAL

NEW wu l

"YOW'"-"T~ ' L300.

PAYMENT DUE DATEi

11-15-83

ulnmimUic W

5313s 31 USrl~ iL 4

LOS ANGELES CA ioai 17. 0....
I5 40500010 EXC INTLGNCE RSRCH
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arninw SI40P.THAND flEPOI~1ERS

:: LUCILLE PIEPER SEPTEMBER 3, 1985

RE: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISION VS. LA ROUCHE CAMPAIGN

CASE NO.: MUR NO. 1852
FILE NO.: 5-650/OC

DEAR MS. PIEPER:

ENCLOSED ItCREWITH, PLEASE FIND THiE ORIGINAL TPANSCRLPT OF YOUR

OEPOSITION, REPORTED BY THIS OFFICE iN THE ADOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER.

P PLEASE REVIEW YOUR TRANSCRIPT AND MAKE ANY CHANGES OR CORRECTIONS

YOU rEEM NECESSARY. TO MAKE AODJTIl)NS, DELETIONlS OR CORRECTIONS,

""US PEN AN') INvK, A SINGLE LINE DqAWU TIIRO{IGH A WORD, SO THAT THE

,. UNDERLYING TYPED WORD IS NOT OBLITERATED, AND WRITING IN ABOVE THS

WORD ANY ADDITION OR CHANGE. EACH CORRECTION SHOUJLD bE INITIALED

' BY YOU. YOUR TRANSCRIPT SHOULD BE SIGNED ON PAGE 75 , AS FOLLOWS:

C (xx) UNDER PENIALTY CF PERJURY

"C) C ) BEFORE AtIY NOTAR~Y PUCLIC WhICH SHOULD BE AVAILABLE

+. AT YOUR DANK. THE NOTARY SHCULD COMPLETE ANI) SIGN

"PAGE _, LINES 4 THROUGH 24.

PLEASE RETURlN THE SIGNED TRANSCRIPT IN THE POSTAGE PREPAID ENVELOPE

THAT IS ENCLOSED. YOUR COOFERATICJ IN RETURNING THE TRANSCRIPT TO

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMITION WITHIN 30 (THIRTY) DAYS OF YOUR

> RECIEPT, WOULD BE GREATLY APPRECIATED.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION TO THIS MATTER.

S IN ERCLY,

3Y: CHERYL L. ASKINS

ENCLOSURES: ORIGINAL TRANSCRIPT
FREFAI9 ENV'ELOPE

cc: LUCILLE PIEPER
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISION

3138 S. RITA WAY * SANTA ANA. CALIF0PNIA 92704 * (714) 641-8451 * (213) 380-5077
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DEPOSITION OF LUCILLE PIEPER,
TAKEN AT POSADA INN, 5005 NORTH HARBOR DRIVE,

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA, COMMENCING AT 2:00 P.M.,

THURSDAY, AUGUST 15, 1985, BEFORE DEBBY WHITE,

CSR NO. 6649, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PURSUANTA-O NOTICE.

APP'EARANCE •

FOR THE FEDERAL
ELECTION COMMISSION STEPHEN MIMS

ANNE WEISSENBORN
1325 "K"' STREET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

PELLETIER & JONES
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL E

IN THE MATTER OF

CITI ZENS FOR FREEMAN,

The proposed

was taken on

at 10:00 a.m.

Attorney, 701

before Susanne

Wednesday,

et al.,

oi

F AME RICA

LECTION COMMISSI ON

C,

) Case No. MUR "1556 i .f

)

deposition of GEORGE CANNING

August 20, 1986, commencing

, at the offices of the United

Prince Street, Alexandria,

States

Virginia,

Quade, Notary Public.

I62S Eyet Streue. NW. Suite SIS
1202) 595.st0

Uftlpnwi Suppm't Suvics • Ccu't pfhu * VksoIng ° Prcess Service AeIltaV 73J6405Roci. IPlM 13011 ?51-95-0
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4ON BEHALF OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMITTEE::

5 THOMAS J. WHITEHEAD Esquire

6 Assistant General Counsel

7 and

8LAURENCE E. TOBEY, Esquire

9 Federal Election Commission

10 999 E Street, N.W.

"11 Washington, D.C. 20463

15 (Index appears following the transcript.)

16

~17!

18

19~

20

21

22~

A 23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning 4

Distributors.•

Let the record further reflect that Mr.

Canning's testimony would have been in connection

with the solicitation of contributions by Caucus

Distributors, Inc. to the campaign committee of

Debra, D E B R A, H. Freeman, F R E E M A N4, a

candidate for Congress for the third congressional

district of Maryland during 1982.

Let the record further reflect that it is

now 10:50 A.M., and Mr. Canning has failed to appear

pursuant to the duly authorized subpoena of the

Federal Election Commission.

I would now ask Mr. Tobey to make a

statement for the record.

MR. TOBEY: Let the record further reflect

that a telephone conversation took place on August

19th, 1986 between myself, as an attorney for the

Federal Election Commission, and Herbert Rubinstein,

R U B I N S T E I N, attorney for Caucus

Distributors, Inc..

Let the record further reflect that during

this conversation Mr. Rubinstein stated that Caucus

S

(202) 659-5180



,-1 Canning5

2 Distributors, Inc. had received the subpoena by

3 certified mail, that a receptionist employed by

4Caucus Distributors, Inc. signed for the letter, but

5that Caucus Distributors, Inc. takes the position

6that the receptionist was not authorized to sign for

7the letter and that Caucus Distributors, Inc. was

8returning the letter unopened to the Federal

9Election Commission.

10 Let the record further reflect that Mr.

11 Rubinstein stated to me that Mr. Canning would not

912 appear for this deposition.

13 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record show that

14 this deposition remains open until further notice

15 and that the subpoena to Mr. Canning remains in full

16 force and effect.

17 (Whereupon, at 10:52 A.M. , the deposition

18 was concluded.)

19

20

21

22J

0 23~
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2 CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

4I, Susanne Quade, do hereby certify that

5the foregoing proceedings were taken by me in

6stenotype and thereafter reduced to typewriting

7under my supervision; that I am neither counsel for,

Brelated to, nor employed by any of the parties to

9the action in which these proceedings were taken;

i10 and further, that I am not a relative or employee of

l -  11 any attorney or counsel employed by the parties

. 12 hereto, nor financially or otherwise interested in

13 the outcome of the action.
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2 APPEARANCES

4 ON BEHALF OF THE FEC:

5LAURENCE G. TOBEY, Esquire

6THOMAS J. WHITEHEAD, Esquire

7 Federal Election Commission

8999 E Street, N.W., Sixth Floor

9Washington, D.C. 20463

10
co>

.f,,.i:.:.: 11 ON BEHALF OF THE DEPONENT :

12 WILLIAM C. CAGNEY, Esquire

;.. . 13 Markey, Dailey & Cagney

14 25 East Salem Street

": •15 Hackensack, New Jersey 07601

C 16

tn
17 (Index appears following the transcript.)

18

19

20

21

22

23
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4 (FEC Exhibit Number 1 was marked for

5identification.)

6Whereupon --

7 GEORGE ROBERT CANNING

8a witness, called for examination, having been first

9duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows:

10 MR. CAGNEY: Before we begin, I would like

11 to place a matter on the record. It is my

*imB 12 understanding that prior to my appearing this

'.CW 13 morning with my client George Canning for this

" 14 deposition that a Mr. James Schoener representing

: 15 Debra Freeman and/or the Citizens for Freeman

.C° 16 campaign, one or both of which are targets of this

17 investigation, appeared. That is, Mr. Schoener

18 appeared and requested the opportunity to be present

19 during the course of this deposition which concerns

20 that investigation. He has been advised by counsel

21 for the FEC, both Mr. Whitehead and Mr. Tobey as

22 well as I believe --

23 MR. WHITEHEAD: Mr. Laurence Noble, who is

0,

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 the deputy general counsel.

3MR. CAGNEY: He was advised by them that he

4would not be allowed to be present during the course

5of the deposition nor would he be allowed to come

6into the deposition room and put a statement on the

7record. He was also advised that the FEC counsel

8would not agree to put any statement on the record.

9Therefore, I have agreed to do it as an officer of

10 the court and an attorney at law before the FEC as a

-,, 11 matter of general professional responsibility and

i 12 courtesy.

13 For the record on behalf of Mr. Canning

i:! ,  14 personally I have no objection and my client ha s no

i . 15 objection to Mr. Schoener's presence during the

SC 16 course of this deposition. For the record I intend

17 to advise Mr. Schoener later on at the appropriate

18 time as to the conclusion of this deposition.

19 For the record, I would state on the record

20 that it is my understanding and I believe it is the

21 understanding of the FEC that Mr. Schoener objects ,

22 to the conducting of this deposition in his absence

23 because of the fact that he does represent Debra

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2Freeman and Citizens for Freeman which is the

3principal target and focus of this investigation.

4Next, for the record, I'm William Cagney.

5I represent Mr. Canning personally. Mr. Canning is

6appearing here today pursuant to a consent order

7that was filed in the District Court on January 13,

81987 in Docket 86-13993-A. The consent order

9concerns Mr. Canning appearing for this deposition

10 pursuant to a petition that was issued and filed

. 11 with the court by the FEC. I do not represent CDI.

12 They are represented by Mr. Herbert U. Rubinstein

13 who is not in attendance today although it is my

14 understanding that he was provided appropriate

r 15 notice by the FEC.

C 16 Before commencing the deposition of Mr.

U,
17 Canning, I met with counsel for FEC yesterday

18 afternoon for a discussion concerning today's

19 proceeding. I received representation from counsel

20 concerning the position of CDI and the position of

21 Mr. Canning vis-a-vis this particular investigation.

22 I would simply ask that they state for the record

23 what Mr. Canning's role is with the investigation,

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180



1 Canning6

2namely his status and that of CDI for which he is

3appearing today as secretary.

4MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect in

5connection with Mr. Schoener's request, the denial

6of having Mr. Schoener enter into the hearing room

7and make a statement for the record that the

8Commission relies on the Supreme Court of Securities

9and Exchange Commission versus O'Brien which is

'0
10 found at 104 SCT 2720 which holds that the targets

cC)
m. 11 of administrative agency investigations are not

i~i 12 entitled to notice where third-party witnesses are

'r 13 involved nor are they entitled to appear at

> 14 depositions of third-party witnesses. It was on the

15 strength of the SEC-O'Brien that the general counsel's

SC' 16 office of the Federal Election Commission denied Mr.

S tf)
17 Schoener admission to the hearing room and a

18 statement by him for the record which has been so

19 ably made by Mr. Cagney.

20 In connection with the representations made

21 at the meeting held informally yesterday between Mr.

22 Cagney, Mr. Tobey and myself, we of course are

-- 23 subpoenaing -- we have subpoenaed Mr. Canning as a

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning 7

witness and also as the secretary of CDI, Caucus

Distributors, Inc. It was Mr. Canning vho supplied

the answers to interrogatories and document requests

and it was he that we called to testify in

connection with both the document request, the

interrogatories and generally as to his involvement

as secretary and possibly as an employee of CDI.

That was the exchange that I recall that we had in

yesterday's meeting with Mr. Cagney.

I think that the consent order speaks for

itself. It is petitioned for by the Federal

Election Coumission. Of course it was agreed to by

both Mr. Cagney as counsel and Mr. Canning and with

that I think we can proceed into the deposition.

MR. CAGNEY: May I ask the status of CDI?

MR. WHITEHEAD: CDI has come through the

investigation up to the present time, its name has

come up as an organization which has done some work

for Citizens for Freeman and/or Debra Freeman. It

was CDI that was pointed to by fusion energy

Foundation as having done certain work in this case

which as I am certain will further be brought

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning 8

forward in the course of this deposition. Since Mr.

Canning is the secretary and an officer of CDI, of

course we anticipate asking him questions about CDI

from him as an officer.

MR. CAGNEY: Thank you very much.

~Do you have any questions?

(Witness confers with counsel.)

EXAM INAT ION

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. My name is Laurence Tobey and I am

representing the Federal Election Commission. This

is Tom Whitehead, he may also ask you some questions

during the deposition, but I will be asking you most

of the questions.

Would you please state your name and spell

it for the record.

A. George Canning, C A N N I N G.

0. Any middle name?

A. Robert.

Q. Would you please state your current mailing

address?

A.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (202) 659-5180
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14
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Q.

A.

Q.

for this

A.

Q.

A.

requests

Q.

That is correct.

Okay.

Did you review any documents in preparation

deposition?

Yes, I did.

Would you state what those documents were?

The interrogatories and the document

in petitioner's exhibit which I received.

Any other documents beyond that?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

A

O b

cO4

Q. Have you ever been oeposea Derore, Rr.

Canning?

A. Yes.

Q. I'm going to ask you a series of questions.

If at any time you do not understand a question that

I ask, would you please tell me that you don't

understand it and I will repeat the question or if

necessary I will rephrase it. If you don't tell me

that you don't understand a question, I will assume

that you have understood it and I will assume that

your answer responds to it. Is that clear?

A. If I don't tell you that I have

misunderstood it or not understood it?

Cr

cn

(202) 659-5180



1 Canning 10

2 A. No.

3 . Did you talk with anyone in preparation for

4this deposition?

5 . Yes.

6MR. CAGNEY: Objection. Can we exclude

7attorney/client conferences?

8MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

9 BY MR. TOBEY:

1 0 0. Other than your attorney, did you discuss

(N
11 your preparation of this deposition with an¥yzne?

.d 12 MR. CAGNEY: And people associated vith

13 legal counsel? I want to exclude any conferences

;r"' 1.4 covered by attorney/client privilege. That voto1d be

, 15 more just me personally.

C.: 16 MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

17 BY MR. TOBEY:

18 0. Other than your attorney or his staff, did

19 you discuss the deposition preparation with anyone?

20 A. Other than mentioning that it was occurring?

21 I may have mentioned that it was occurring with

22 friends. In terms of discussing it with anyone, no.

23 I Q. And you are represented here by counsel

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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11Canning

today?

A.

Q.

record?

A.

QO

George

A.

0.

tiQ .

A.

Q°

please?

A .

A.

0.

A.

0.

Yes.

Would
you state counsel's name for the

William Cagney.

Other than the name you have given us of

Canning, have you ever used any other names?

No.

What is your date of birth?

Where were you born?

What is your business address and telephone,

And the telephone?

It has recently changed.

What

I am

What

is your occupation?

the secretary of Caucus

is the highest level of

Distributors.

formal

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
(202) 659-5180
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1 Canning 12

2education you have completed?

3A. I received a bachelor of arts.

4 . Where did you receive that degree?

5A. What college?

6 . Yes.

7 A. I graduated from Brown University.

SQ. And you stated that you are the secretary

9of Caucus Distributors?

04
10 A. Yes, I am.

1L Q, For how long -- do you describe yourself as

Ei , , : 12 an employee of Caucus Distributors?

13. A. Yes, I am an employee of Caucus

14 Distributors.

15 Q. For how long have you been so employed?

.C: 16 A. I have served as an employee of Caucus

.tO
17 Distributors for slightly more than a year.

18 Q. Were you associated with Caucus

19 Distributors in any other way before that?

20 A. Yes, as a volunteer.

21 Q. As a volunteer, I see. Have you held any

22 other positions other than secretary within Caucus

23 Distributors?0

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2A. No, I have not.

3 Q. Were you associated with Caucus

I4 Distributors in 1982?

5A. Yes, I was.

6Q. Would you describe what you did for them?

7 A. I was secretary in an unpaid capacity.

8Q. Would you describe your duties as secretary

9of Caucus Distributors?

1' 0 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Could

.... ,11 we have a general statement on the order, henceforth

12 1 think you are getting into the specific scope of

. 13 the deposition, all of your questions relate to the

14 time frame, unless you specify otherwise, to the

i.... 15 time frame of March 1982 to December 1982 and then I

~16 wouldn't have to keep objecting and asking you to

to
17 state a specific time frame.

18 MR. TOBEY : Okay.

19 MR. CAGNEY: All questions relate to the

20 March 1982 to December 1982 time frame unless

21 otherwise framed in the question.

22 MR. TOBEY: Yes.

__ 23 MR. CAGNEY: Do you understand that, Mr.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. During 1982, what were your duties as

secretary of Caucus Distributors?

A. To attend any meetings of board of

directors as might occur, to coordinate the minutes,

sign the minutes, if necessary to get the minutes to

the directors for their signature, to sign various

documents on behalf of the corporation such as bank

documents and things of that nature.

Q. Did you in fact attend any such meetings as

secretary?

A. I don't recall vhether I did in 1982.

Q. Did this constitute your full time activity

during 1982? Were you fully occupied by your duties

with Caucus Distributors during 1982?

that is

full ti

guest io

activ it

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. I think

a tough question in terms of phraseology,

me activity as to anybody is just too broad a

n. Do you mean home life, professional

y? If you could select language that is

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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St ime?

S A.
Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

Foundatio

A.

Q.

Foundat io

A.

Q.

Found at io

correct?

A.

QO

A. No, I am not.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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easier for the witness to handle.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. You stated that your capacity with Caucus

Distributors was as a volunteer during 1982; is that

to

That is correct.

Did you have other employment during that

Yes, I did.

What was that employment?

I did bookkeeping.

For vbom?

Fusion Energy Foundation.

Were you a paid employee of Fusion Energy

n?

Yes, I was.

How long were you employed by Fusion Energy

Slightly more than five years, I believe.

Are you still employed by Fusion Energy

(202) 659-5180



S1Canning 16

2 . When did that cease?

3A. Approximately -- it was in the spring of

41985. I don't know the precise date.

5Q. Did your duties as secretary of Caucus

6Distributors involve filing of reports with any

7regulatory agency?

8 R. CAGNEY: Objection as to form and

9foundation.

10 THE WITNESS: Could I check a legal point

11 with counsel?

S12 MR. WHITEHEAD: Sure.

13 MR. TOBEY: Sure.

14 (Witness confers with counsel.)

15 MR. CAGNEY: My objection is to form and i

C". 16 foundation. Any regulatory authority raises some

tI'
17 problems in terms of giving an answer. Perhaps you

18 could specifically direct it to FEC or related

19 reports and narrow it down and then I think we could

20 get an answer.

21 BY MR. TOBEY:

22 Q. Is Caucus Distributors incorporated?

23 A. Yes.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 . Where is it incorporated?

3A. New York state.

4Q. In your position as secretary of Caucus

5Distributors did you file any reports with the New

6York Secretary of State's office?

7 . Only as to amendments to the certificate of

8incorporation as approved by the board of directors.

9I believe I may have signed them. If I didn't sign

10 them, I certainly took care of filing them with the

-.. 1 State of New York.

". i i v 12 Q. Did Caucus Distributors file an annual

iii.:,.13 report with the State of New York, the Secretary of

" 14 State during that period?

..... 15 A. I would like to speak to counsel again.

" 16 (Witness confers with counsel.)

to
17 THE WITNESS: I don't know whether CDI

18 filed any reports with the New York Secretary of

19 State.

20 BY MR. TOBEY:

21 0. Who would know?

22 MR. CAGNEY: Objection to form. The

23 Secretary of State would know.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 BY MR. TOBEY:

30. Within Caucus Distributors who would know?

4A. Conceivably the president.

5Q. And his name is what?

6A. J. Phillip Rubinstein.

7Q. In 1982 was Caucus Distributors

8incorporated in any states other than New York?

9A. No, it was not.

10 Q. At the present time now is it incorporated

11 in any states other than New York?

i 12 MR. CAGNEY: Objection.

13 MR. WHITEHEAD: Basis?

14 MR. CAGNEY: Scope for now. If you can

15 give me an idea where you are heading9 I think we

C 16 can deal with it. It is a matter of court record

Lf)
17 that Caucus Distributors is a currently indicted

18 defendant in the United States District Court for

19 the District of Boston, State of Massachusetts, and

20 I am concerned about questions that relate to more

21 current years than 1982 which is the direct focus of

22 your inquiring. If you can give me some proffer as

23 to why the latest stated question is material to

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2your investigation, then I think I can evaluat* it

3better.

4MR. TOBEY: Let me discuss that.

5(Pause in the proceedings.)

6MR. WHITEHEAD: Under the circumstances,

7correct me if I'm wrong, a proffer is necessary.

8This is a fact-finding deposition and we are not

9limiting ourselves. We have made an agreement to

10 stay within the year 1982. However, I think we are

. .11 entitled to ask questions about certain structural

ii : ,12 matters involving CDI and its current corpora'tion

ii" 13 and if the corporation is in the state of doing

i! ii 14 business in any other state. Therefore., I'm going

r 15 to let the question stand. You can advise what your

C ... 16 position is.

U)
17 MR. CAGNEY: Would you read the question.

18 (The record was read as requested.)

19 THE WITNESS: Can you clarify what you mean

20 by incorporation? Incorporation happens once, like

21 birth and I don't know what you mean by other states.

22 BY MR. TOBEY:

23 I Q. Has Caucus Distributors filed any

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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states.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

0.

record

with any

licensing

Canning 20

state regulatory bodies which

incorporations within any

applications

address the

other states

MR.

MR.

MR.

ask that we

it from ther

By

Q- Is

business in

(wi

THU

knovledoe we

BY MR. TOBEY:

Which states?

To my knowledge,

Any others?

Not that I recal

Thank you. Are

for Caucus Distrib

Virginia.

1.

you the keeper of the

utors at the present time?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

CAGNEY: That is a different question.

WHITEHEAD: Yes.

CAGNEY: That concerns licenses. Can I

start with a whole new question and take

e?

MR. TOBEY:

Caucus Distributors licensed to do

states other than New York?

tness confers with counsel.)

WITNESS: Not to my knowledge. To my

are licensed to do business in other

0
C

c

Li)

0
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'MR. WHITEHEAD:

that it

meaning

then of

to --

The court seemed to think

did.

MR. CAGNEY: When it is given a particular

in the context of a particular litigation,

course it does. I think all you are trying

MR.

MR.

MR.

deposition.

WHITEHEAD:

CAGNEY: I

WHITEHEAD:

Go ahead.

Let us ask a question.

understand.

We will conduct the

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Keeper

of the records means different things in every

single district in this country. Unless you can

define what you mean, I can't advise my client.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Keeper of the records has

been used in other connotations involving this

particular respondent, that is Caucus. It was also

involved in the case that you mentioned up in the

Boston area, that is the District of Massachusetts.

MR. CAGNEY: The problem that I have is it

is really not a term of art. It carries no legal

meaning.

m

ii i • ,,,' , ! !....

(202) 659-5180
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MR. CAGNEY: I think all you are looking to

do is to determine that Mr. Canning is indeed the

secretary of CDI who executed the answers to

interrogatories and the document response. If you

are asking him whether he is the keeper of the

records, then the question is too confusing to

answer because A, it relates to the present rather

than to 1982. B, it may relate to a question more

appropriately put to the board of directors rather

than Mr. Canning who is the secretary who is

appearing here today individually and because he

signed documents as the secretary.

MR. WiIITEHEAD: We vant to know what he as

secretary does as far as the records is concerned.

Did he consult records in '82, for example, to come

up with responses to the interrogatories and

responses to the subpoena request, what records did

he peruse, look at, how was he able to come up with

negative answers.

MR. CAGNEY: Then I would respectfully ask

that is how we put the questions. In the litigation

of Boston, the keeper of the records was a term

(202) 659-5180
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A.

Q-

A.

Q.

No.

Do you know who does keep such records?

In 1982?

At present now.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. CAGNEY: Objection to form and scop

3

e o

There i s a man named El1i ot Greenspan who i s

currently indicted right now for obstruction of

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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because there vas a subpoena directed to the keeper

of the records and the corporation designated a

keeper of the records. There has been no such term

utilized as far as I'm aware by the FEC to now to

ask Mr. Canning if he is the keeper of the records.

So, the question is confusing.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. As secretary of Caucus Distributors, what

records are you responsible for keeping?

A. Corporate minute book.

Q. Any others?

A. Not that I know of, no.

Q. Do your duties involve keeping records of

(202) 659-5180



2justice and related offenses. As I understand the

3indictment related to record keeping and record

4production type issues in the general time frame of

51984 to the present. I don't think -- I don't want

6my client to have to assert privileges in response

7to your questions because he is here to be

8cooperative, but if you can somehow relate the

9question more directly to the FEC investigation, we

10 won't have this problem. You are basically asking

cO 11 him to respond to questions that directly relate to

i 12 something that is a matter of an indictment right

13 now and there is an indicted person and CDI is

: t 14 indicting as well. The question is fraught with

ili r15 peril for my client.

C" 16 MR. WHITEHEAD: Are you advising him not to

LI)
17 answer?

18 MR. CAGNEY: I am objecting to form and

19 scope. Absolutely not.

20 MR. WHITEHEAD: We will rephrase to time

21 and scope and make it pertinent to the 1982 time

22 frame.

23 MR. TOBEY: My reason for asking the

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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A. NO.

Q. Do you know who would have kept record

employees during 1982?

A. What do you mean by employees? I don'

understand the term employees.

Q. Did Caucus Distributors have employees

during 1982?

A. In what sense do you mean employees?

Q. You stated earlier you were an employe

Caucus Distributors?

A. I am currently an employee of Caucus

Distributors.

Q. Are you the only such employee?

s on

t

e of

A. NO

Q. All right. Taking your status as an

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

'0

c>

L,:i CI

1

Canning 25

question was to lay a foundation. I appreciate your

concerns but there are reasons for the questions

being asked.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. Turning your attention to 1982, did your

position as secretary involve keeping records other

than the corporate minute book?

(202) 659-5180



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

11

22

13

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

!6

'0

cO

Canning 2

employee as the definition of employee, did Ca~ugu

Distributors have employees in 1982?

A. In 1982 we did not have employees in the

sense of which I am currently an employee of Caucus

Distributors.

Q. Who carried on the work of the corporation

if there were not employees?

A. Independent contractors serving as

political consultants and political organizers

carried out those activities.

Q. Were these people compensated for their

efforts?

A. To my knowledge they were. If I can

qualify that, if they requested compensation.

Q. Does that mean that some of them were

volunteers?

A. Yes, it does. Some were volunteers.

Q. And does it mean that others were paid for

their work?

A. Other were paid subsistence amounts which

is about what they would request.

Q. Were records kept during 1982 of the

'0

to

(202) 659-5180
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payments made to such individuals?

A. I would like to speak to counsel again.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

THE WITNBSS: Okay. What kind of records

are you referring to?

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. You have indicated that these individuals

were paid. Were they paid by check?

MR. CAGNEY: I think we might have to stand

outside and talk about this.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

MR. CAGNUT: Let's go off the record.

(A brief recess was taken.)

(The, record was read as requested.)

THE WITNESS: I respectfully decline to

answer and assert my Fifth Amendment privilege.

MR. WHITEHEAD: You are asserting the Fifth

Amendment privilege as the answer pertains to you

personally? I think the question is broad enough to

encompass others. You are not obviously taking the

Fifth Amendment privilege as to others. Were they

paid by check.

i, C "

tO

0
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• 2 my Fifth Amendment privilege.

3 . During 1982 did you report to a supervisor

4at Caucus Distributors?

5A. I don't understand what you mean by report.

6 Q Did anyone supervise your work during 1982

7at Caucus Distributors?

8A. To the extent I took minutes and wrote up

9minutes of meetings and according to my recollection

10 directors reviewed and signed the minutes, in that

11 respect the directors would have reviewed my work.

iO  12 My work vas very limited at that time. So, it was

13 limited to very minor -- episodic things of that

14 sort.

r15 Q. During 1982 who were the directors?

C16 A. I don't recall but I recall that they are

17 listed in our response to interrogatories.

18 Q. Did anyone supervise your volunteer work

19 during 1982?

20 (Witness confers with counsel.)

21 THE WITNESS: I didn't understand something.

22 My volunteer work in 1982 consisted of

23 acting as secretary of Caucus Distributors and I

0

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 inswezed that question earlier.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. If I have understood you correctly, your

function was nothing other than recording the

minutes of meetings?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Perhaps

you could rephrase and ask him what his function was

otherwise refer back to the record.
O

10 BY MR. TOBEY:

11 Q. Would you please state what your functions

12 were as secretary?

r. 13
#  A. I think I stated already that I would take

14 down minutes of any meetings and write up the

!!i ., '  15 minutes, circulate them to any officers or directors

16 to sign such minutes, file them to the minute book.

tr)
17 If the directors directed to amend any certificates

18 of incorporation or anything of that sort, I would

19 have taken care of getting that filed with the

20 Secretary of State in New York, and if there were

21 things that needed signing by the corporation, since

22 the corporation could not physically sign something,

23 more often I would be the person to sign it. I@

Bossard Associates, Inc. (202) 659-5180
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2don't recall if there were any such things in 1982

3 that I signed.

4O. Did you have any other functions during

5 1982 other than you have just stated?

6A. With Caucus Distributors?

7O. Yes.

8A. Not other than I just stated.

9Q. On the documents that you have signed, did

10 you sign contracts on behalf of Caucus Distributors?

cO11 A. Would you repeat that.

S12 Q. During 1982 did you sign contracts on

/ , , 13 behalf of Caucus Distributors?

. 14 A. I don' t recall.

!,  15 Q. Do you recall any instances where Caucus

iC: 16 Distributors entered into contracts during 1982?

17 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Oral

18 contracts, written contracts?

19 MR. WHITEHEAD: Either oral or written and

20 first we'll start with written.

21 THE WITNESS: I don't recall any such

22 contracts. To be --

_23 1 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me interrupt just

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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t

me on June 12, 1986 on your page 14 or my

Yes, I did sign those.

That is your signature?

A. Yes.

Q. Who prepared

interrogator ies?

MR. CAGNEY:

the answers to the

Objection as to form. Just

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

c
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sworn by

page 14.

Q.

32

briefly. Your testimony is that you don't recall?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. WHITEHEAD: It is possible that such

contracts do exist and were signed back in 1982 bu

you have no recollection of it?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. You

don't have to answer that. It is a possibility

question.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. Did you sign Caucus Distributors' answers

to the Commission's interrogatories?

A. The interrogatories that are contained in

the petitioner's exhibits?

Q. Yes.

A. Which were sworn to by me -- or in fact

(202) 659-5180
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with respect to the word prepare and legal

consultations. If you could Just break it down.

THE WITNESS: Excuse me, could I ask a

33
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MR. TOBEY: Sure.

THE WITNESS: A. I allowed to look at these?

MR. TOBEY: Yes.

THE WITNESS: Go ahead.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. I asked you who prepared the anavers to

them? Other than consulting with counsel, who

prepared the answers to the interrogatories?

• A. I did along with counsel and counsel's

representsatives.

0. Did you speak with anyone other than

counsel and counsel's representatives for their

preparation?

A. Yes.

Q. Who?

A. I specifically called Debra Freeman to ask

her, I believe it is the last question, to refresh

my memory as to whether she had served as consultant

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

question?
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A.

memory?

Canning

and she said that she had.

Did you speak with anyone else?

Could I review to see if it refreshes my
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question.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. In order to submit the answers which you

have stated that you submitted, other than counsel

or counsel's representatives, did you ask questions

of anyone else at Caucus Distributors to help you

prepare your answers?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

4 $

Qo Sure.•

(Pause in the proceedings.)

MR. CAGNEY: Before Mr. Canning answers, I

have an objection to form. When you say speak to

anyone else, you are excluding counsel and counsel's

representative?

MR. TOBEY: Yes.

THE WITNESS: I'm not sure what you mean by

speak to I realize that sounds silly but I don't

precisely know what it means.

MR. TOBEY: Let me try to rephrase the

(202) 659-5180

34
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MR. CAGNEY: Or legal services being

rendered. Actually, no, we are not talking about my

law firm. I represent Mr. Canning personally. Mr.

Rubinstein I think would agree it vas something

associated with the law firm directly or indirectly,

an attorney or paralegal.

MR. WHITEHEAD: I just wanted it cleared up.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. You indicated that you have not spoken with

counsel or counsel's representatives or Debra

Freeman in terms of preparing the questions?

A. Specific questions as to answers, no, I did

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

_ i" i . ,-m

:I Uo, I did not.
Q. You did not.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me clarify for the

record, if I may. What Mr. Cagney means by counsel's

representatives, are we talking about someone who is

a licensed attorney?

MR. CAGNEY: Or paralegal or secretarial

personnel in terms of typing up answers.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Connected with your law

firm.

Canning

(202) 659-5180
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3 Q. Was the basis of your answers your personal

4recollections of 1982's events?

5MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Only or

6among other things? Only his personal recollection.

7MR. TOBEY: Would the reporter read the

8question back.

9 (The record was read as requested.)

-- 10 BY MR. TOBEY:

i 11 Q. Was the basis of your answers limited to

12 your personal recollection of the events of 1982?

ii 13 A. No, it was not limited to my recollection.

lf. 1  14 Q. Other than your recollection, what else did

/ 15 you rely on in preparingL yOUr answers?

t 16 A. Phone bills which were I believe requested

" 17 somewhere along the way in terms of phone numbers

18 and that sort of thing. I spoke, as I mentioned I

19 spoke with Mrs. Freeman to confirm my recollection.

20 Why don't I just look through it and see if anything

21 else jogs my memory.

22 Q. Go ahead.

23 I(Pause in the proceedings.)

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning 37

THE WITNESS: Yes, there was also -- I

obtained copies of the -- where it -- the campaign/

you are investigating, I obtained copies of their

reports filed with the Federal Election Commission

and I consul ted those.

BY HR. TOBEY:

Q. Did you consult any other documents?

A. I'm still looking through it.

Q. Go ahead.

A. I consulted the corporate minute booksi

Caucus Distributors' minute book. That is all of

the documents that I recall.

Q. In your answers to interrogatories, you

stated that Caucus Distributors objects to naming

solicitors on the basis of the First Amendment.

Isn't it true that you have consulted records in

order to determine who those people vere?

A. First of all, could you point out where?

Q. Yes.

A. It has been a long time since I answered

that

Q. In your answers to interrogatories, page

(202) 659-5180
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.2 seven, it is interrogatory A. The part I'm

3referring to specifically at the top of page seven

4says solicitors.

5 . I'm sorry. Could you repeat the question.

6Q. You state that you objected to naming

7solicitors on the basis of the First Amendment.

8Isn't it true that you consulted some document to

9know who those solicitors were?

10 A. No, it is not true.

11 Q. At the time you prepared the

i:: 12 interrogatories, did Caucus Distributors have any

13 documents which would list such solicitors?

14 A. I don't understand what solicitors means.

: r 15 Perhaps I should have stated that in the

C 16 interrogatories. I don't know precisely what you

If)
17 mean by solicitors.

18 Q. We will come back to that and address the

19 definition of that.

20 You make the same claim of privilege on the

21 First Amendment grounds with respect to consultants?

22 A. Uh-huh.

23 Q. And I believe that is your term rather than

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning

ours. Isn't it true that Caucus Distributors has

some document which contains a list of those

sol icitors?

A. Solicitors?

Q. Excuse me, consultants.

A. I would like to speak with counsel again.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. CAGNEY: Would you read that 1

39

ast

question

Ry

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Fifth

First Am

answers

answers

(The record was read as requested.)

THE WITNESS: Could you define list?

BY MR. TOBEY:

A piece of paper with names on it.

A single piece of paper?

That or --

I respectfully decline to answer and

Amendment privilege.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Are you also assertii

endment privilege as you state in you

to interrogator ies?

MR. CAGNEY: If I may interject, the

to interrogatories stand, they are am

assert

ng

r

swe rs

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2that have been supplied on behalf ...of CDI and are

3executed by Mr. Canning as secretary. The answers

4to questions today are personally.

5 BY MR. TOBEY:

6Q. Mr. Canning, have you ever been employed by

7Campaigner Publications?

8 . NO.

9Q. Have you ever done volunteer work for them?

10 A. Yes, I have.

11 Q. Did you do so during 1982?

: ~ 12 A. I'm trying to recall in 1982, what I was

13 doing in 1982 specifically.

14 I would like to check, a polut vith counsel.

15 Q. Sure.

C 16 (Witness confers with counsel.)

It)
17 (The record was read as requested.)

18 THE WITNESS: To the best of my

19 recollection I did.

20 BY MR. TOBEY:

21 Q. You did. What function did you perform for

22 them?

23 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to scope.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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MR. CAGNEY: 14

respect to CDI?

MR. WHITEHEAD:

persons who did work ei

Publications or Fusion

commission has reason t

against both of those o
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ring 1982 in -
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CDI has been
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Energy Foundat

o believe that

rgani zat ions,

proffer

named as

igner

ion. The

findings

FEF and

Campa igner

itself with

quest ion.

Campaigner

this case.

Publications.

those, that is

Also he worked

Publications wh

MR. CAGNEY:

it is going. He also

That doesn't mean tha

relationship to Campa

because he happens to

I st

work

SCDI

gner

be a

in the same year no more

Scl1e rosi s.

Since CDI has linked

t
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ic

he basis

a volun

h is par

for the
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ill don't understand where

ed as a volunteer for CDI.

has any legal

Publications simply

volunteer in both places

than Red Cross and Multiple
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23 If
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MR. WHITEHEAD: I think we have made

sufficient proffer to let the question stand.
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you are telling him

MR. CAGNEY:

answer questions.

MR. WHITEHE

answers to questions

(Witness co

THE WITNESS

(The

THE

recol lec t ion,

BYMN

Q.

A.

examples?

Q.

A.

research

Union Lea

was the o

0.

research

23 ]campaign

Wh at

Var i

Yes.

As I

Onf,

der,

wner

Let

have

record

WITNESS

Canning

not to answer --

We are not here

AD:

that

nfers

: Wh

was

: To

42

to refuse to

And we are here to g

we can get.

with counsel.)

at was the question?

read as requested.)

the best of my

I did research.

R. TOBEY:

kind of research?

.us kinds of research.

Do you recall any subj

recall, I think it was

for example, the history

life and times of Willi

of The Union Leader.

me ask you this. Did an

any relevance to Debra

et

Do you want

ect matter?

in 1982, I did

of Manchester

am Loeb, who

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

for the House of Representatives in 1982?
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Q.

Sol ida

A.

is not

talkin,

Just t

Q.

Intern

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

or not

0.
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Not that I know of.

Have you ever been employed by New

rity News Service?

I presume what is mentioned in here -- that

the name of it. I presume that you are

g about the one that is mentioned in here?

o be clear.

Yes, certainly. New Solidarity

ational Press Service, is that the name?

I assume that is what you are askinU about.

Yes.

I just wanted to be sure.

Yes.•

The question is whether I was ever employed

Yes.

No, I was never employed by them.

Have you ever done volunteer work for them?

Yes, I believe I did.

Did you do so during 1982?

I'm not certain during 1982 whether I did

CM

to

Did you at any time for New Solidarity --

(202) 659-5180
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Canning

A. I believe I did not but I don't know for

sure.

Q. Did you at any time perform any work for

Debra Freeman's 1982 campaign for New Solidarity

Press Service?

A. For the press service concerning Debra

Freeman's campaign?

Q. Yes.

A. NO.

Q. Have you ever been employed by the Ratio

Caucus of Labor Committees?

A. NO.

g. Have you ever done volunteer work for th4

At. I want to speak with counsel.

Q. Sure.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. CAGNEY: Could you read the last

question.

44

nal

ema?

(The record was read as requested.)

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. CAGNEY: Can I ask for a proffer, why

we are into this area?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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2 R. WHITEHEAD: Solidarity News Service

3Campaigner Publications, to the best of our

4information are all fairly well connected up. We

5want to inquire as to the relationship at least of

6this witness' knowledge to any one of these various

7organizations. That is the reason for the

8questioning. We will get to the framing of the

9questioning also.

t 10 MR. CAGNEY: Am I correct that NCLC is not

11 directly involved in this investigation to date in

! ii~l-mF12 terms of having received any notice under your regs

V413 and statutes?

14 MR. TOBEY: That is true.

r15 MR. CAGNEY: The information that you have

C 16 I understand is that Fusion and Campaigner may have

to
17 been involved in violations with respect to

18 corporate contributions. NCLC, as I understand it,

19 is not part of any investigation. I don't

20 understand why it is pertinent to the investigation.

21 MR. TOBEY: NCLC is a political committee

22 registered with the commission.

23 MR. WHITEHEAD: We are not going to argue

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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the question of relevancy. You can make an

objection on the basis of relevancy and we will let

it stand on the record. We don't need to thrash

this out.
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Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

MR. CAGNEY: I understanlo, iou ar un

helpful and cordial.

By MR. TOBEY:

Q. Have you ever done volunteer work for the

National Caucus of Labor Committees?

A. Yes, I have.

Q. Did you do so during 1982?

A. Not that I recall.

Q. Thank you. During 1962 what function did

Caucus Distributors perform?

A. It sold and distributed literature of a

political and cultural nature, including selling

subscriptions to the literature.

Q. Would you give the names of the

publications that it sold or distributed?

A. To the best of my recollection, the names

of publications were New Solidarity, Fusion magazine,

Executive Intelligence Review, and there are a

ili i '  i i ii'i
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couple others which

distributed in 1982.

involved.

Q. When you sa

by that term?

A. I mean eith

public.

Q. Did you pub

A. No, we did

Q. Who publish

A. Campaigner

Sol idar ity.

Q. And that va

A. Yes.

Q. Would you d

newspaper?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. How often d

A. I don' t kno

oes it appear?

w how often it

1982. I believe it was weekly.

Q. The next publication I thi

was Executive Intelligence Review.

was coming out in

nk you mentioned

Who published

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

lish any of those publications?

not.

ted New Solidarity?

Publications published New

s true in 1982?

escribe New Solidarity, is it a
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I don't know if they were being

I don't know whether they were

y distribute, what do you mean

or selling or giving away to the|
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1982?

A. 1982 to the best of my recollection I did

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

Canning

that in 1982?

A. 14ew Solidarity International Press Service.

Q. And the function of Caucus Distributors was

to distribute it?

A. Yes.

Q. And you mean selling or giving it away to

the public?

A. Yes, and by selling I mean individual

copies or subscriptions to and that is also the case

for Nev Solidarity.

Q. And in each case Caucus Distributors

performed-the same functions for each of these

functions?

A. Yes.

Q. Who published Fusion magazine?

A. The Fusion Energy Foundation. I would add

they had one other function which was to sell

membership to the foundation which included a

subscription to Fusion magazine.

Q. Did you personally take part in that in

48
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Canning 50

understanding between Caucus Distributors and Fusion

Energy Foundation that this relationship would occur

and this is what would be done.

BY KR. TOBEY:

Q. Before we proceed further, I would like to

read into the record the answer to interrogatory,

that portion of it, not your answers to

interrogatories but the answers to an interrogatory

submitted by Fusion Energy Foundation.

A. Could I add onto my answer?

Q. Yes.

A. I'm not a lawyer. I don't understand if

such an understanding or an agreement constitutes a

contract. I don't know. We both agreed that we

were going to do this. That is to the best of my

knowledge anyway.

MR. WHITEHEAD: When you say we both agreed,

who were the parties or persons with whom you are

speaking for Fusion Energy Foundation and for Caucus

Distributors as to the understanding as you stated?

Who participated?

THE WITNESS: I don' t under stand the

(202) 659-5180
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2question.

3MR. WHITEHEAD: You said there was an

4agreement and you are not certain, not being a

5lawyer, we agreed to do this. Who constituted the

6we?

7 THE WITtNESS: I was actually using the

8corporate we. I'm sorry it wasn't clear.

9MR. WHITEHEAD: Who represented to your

10 knowledge Caucus Distributors in this understanding

i : 11 and who represented Fusion Energy Foundation?

i 12 THE WITNESS: To the best of my

:, 13 recollection it is not that people sat down and caee

,i 14 to an understanding or agreement or anything as

r 15 formal as that. It sort of organically developed.

C" 16 Fusion Energy Foundation had its magazine. It is

17 putting forward ideas that we were interested in and

~18 we exist for the purpose of getting out scientific

19 ideas and as far as I know it developed as a matter

20 of -- I don' t frankly know who said let' s do it. I

21 don't know. There were probably a variety of people

22 involved.

23 MR. WHITEHEAD: Some names? Who do you

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2think was involved?

3THE WITNESS: In terms on our side, I don't

!4 know. I would suspect probably the directors were

5probably involved in some fashion.

6MR. WHITEHEAD: You mean Mr. Rubinstein,

7Mr. Kronberg, Mr. Lawrence Freeman, Harley Schlanger,

8Mr. Jeff Steinberg and Mr. Dennis Speed?

S9 THE WITNESS: I'm speculating on that.

10 don't know. I know I was not involved in that

!, cO.11 'discussion.

i 12 MR. WHITEHEAD: Did any one of the

ilI , "" 13 directors impart any information to you as to the

?ii~: I 14 agreement between Fusion Energy Foundation and

r 15 Caucus Distributors?

C 16 THE WITNESS: Not that I recall, no, other

17 than it was just general knowledge that they were

18 doing it and it was a good magazine.

19 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

20 0. Did Fusion Energy Foundation and Caucus

21 Distributors in the time period occupy the same

22 premises?

23 f A. 1982? I'm not sure in 1982.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Qo Were you all located -- was it 52nd Street

New York, Nov York at that time?

A. We were located at 58th Street. I'm sorry

wrong street. Fusion Energy Foundation was located

on 7th Avenue at one point. At another point they

were located on 57th Street and at some later time

they were located on 58th Street in the same office

complex but I don't know what year that was. I

think that was subsequent to 1982.

Q. Did there come a time when all of the

entities that we mentioned up, NCLC, Fusion Energy

Foundation, New Solidarity occupied the premises on

Vest 58th Street?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. West 58th Street is an office building?

A. Where we were?

Q. Yes.

A. Yes.

Q. Did you occupy space in that West 58th?

A. Yes.

Q. Did there come a time when the various

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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organizations, Campaigner Publications, Fusion

Energy Foundation, Caucus Distributors, New

Solidarity International Press Service, National

Caucus of Labor Committees, all of the various

entities we speak of here today and have been

mentioned throughout the interrogatories and

document request, did there not come a time when

they all were housed in the West 58th Street

premises?

A. You are talking about 1982?

Q. I'm talking about any time. Did there

a time?

54

come

A. At one point in time, in fact, different

sections, subsections of the same premises were

occupied by Campaigner Publications, New Solidarity

International Press Service, Fusion Energy

Foundation was on the premises at one point

in time --

Q. National Caucus of Labor Committees?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. They were never in that particular West

58th Street, to your knowledge?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2A. NCLC is an association and the entire

3association was not housed at West 58th Street. I

4don't know if it was all simultaneous. At various

5points in times Caucus Distributors --

6O. Let me ask you this question.

7A. Let me finish. I don't know if it was all

8simultaneous. I know that Campaigner Publications

9was there. That is what I recall. Campaigner

10 Publications was the other tenant.

11 Q. They are the principal lessee?

13- Q. Nov many floors did these various

r, 3.4 entities -- first of all, how many floors did

r 15 Campaigner Publ ications rent?

C16 MR. CAGNEY: Objection.

17 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

18 Q. In 1982 and then I will go to any time

19 frame for these questions that you recall. 1982?

20 A. I'm sorry, you are asking how many floors

21 Campaigner Publications rented at West 58th Street?

22 Q. Since they were the principal tenant?

23 A. To my knowledge one floor. It was a very

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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odd shaped building. I'm not sure if they had the

entire floor or not but they had certainly the

majority of one floor.

Q. Did Campaigner Publications own the

build ing?

561

2
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A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. Did Fusion Energy Foundation in 1982

sublease any space from Campaigner Publications?

A. I don't know.

Q. You were an employee of Fusion Energy

Foundation. Did that ever come before your role as

an employee?

A. I don't know if they yere there in 19*2.

I'm not saying. I don't know.

Q. Did there ever come a time when they were

there in that West 58th building?

A. Yes.

Q- Do you have any recollection as to when

that time was?

A. I'm not certain. It may have been '82 but

I think it was subsequent. I'm not positive.

Q. If it was not '82, where were they housed

Ci

.,

S

i ii '!! II '
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the West 58th 8treet premises?

They vere housed at either one of their

a and I don't recall at vhat point they were.

How many addresses?

At one point in time they were at 7th
10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

21

2

13

(Witness confers with counsel.)

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Go ahead.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

Avenue.

Q. What address?

A. 888 7th Avenue. Subsequently they were

at -- subsequently they were at West 57th Street and

I think it was 215 West 57th. I'm not positive

about the street address. I seem to remember there

vas a location in between but I :can't place --

between those two, but I can't place where that was.

Q. Who rented as the principal tenant these

other addresses, 888 7th Avenue and the 215 57th

Street location that you refer to?

A. I think and I'm not certain -- can I ask a

quest ion?

Q. Go ahead.

r,,.

cO

4:

i : i ; .......
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A. I don't know. I didn't have anything to do

really -- I think, as I recall, I remember seeing on

the lobby billboard or whatever of 888 7th Avenue

office something implying it was an educational

testing

Q.

Energy

A.

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

service, SAT tests, for instance.

Are they in any way connected with Fusion

Foundation or Campaigner Publications?

Not to my knowledge. I don't know for sure

to my knowledge.

Did you sublease from the Scholastic

e Testing Company?

I don't know.

MR. CAGNUT: Objection as to form. I don't

ich of the names you meant.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Did any of the entities -- Fusion Energy

ion say you an employee at that time, 1982,

y lease from Scholastic Aptitude Testing

I don't know.

You don't know?

No.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

but not

Q.

Apt itud

A.

know wh

Q.

Foundat

did the

Company

A.

Q.

A.

r

?
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Q. Did anyone impart any knowledge or

information to you that led you to believe that you

leased from them?

A. Other than the billboard that indicated

that our office was called whatever it was called on

the billboard --

Q. SAT, Scholastic Aptitude Testing Company,

is that your testimony?

A. I think it was the company that does the

testing of kids...

Q. Was that company in any way related, a

subsidiary affiliation, sister corporation, I don't

know how else I can explain it to Fusion Energy

Foundat ion?

-1

A.•

Q.

Publ icat

A.

Q.

the same

A.

0.

Not to my knowledge. I don't know.

Was there any relation to the Campaigner

ions, Inc.?

Again, I don't know but not to my knowledge.

I ask you -- I take your answer would be

with National Caucus of Labor Committees?

With reference to this testing company?

Yes.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Again, I don't know.

That was the 7th Avenue premises, vas it

60

not?

!1
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A. Yes.

Q. How about the West 57th Street?

A. I don't know.

Q. Did you have occasion to be in either one

of those locations during that time, 1982?

A. Yes.

Q. Did yOU work at either one of those

locations on a regular basis during that period of

A. Yes, as I recall.

Q. I'm talking about Vest 57th.

A. In 1982?

Q. Yes.

A. Or 7th Avenue.

Q. I don't recall which of the offices they

were in in 1982.

Q. Did there come a time when all of the

various entities mentioned were housed in the West

57th Street premises no longer being housed in the

(202) 659-5180
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entities that we
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have
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57th or --

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as

e really far afield. You are

colloquial like, all of the

just mentioned."

MR. WHITEHEAD: I can men

MR. CAGNEY: Housing, it

ary term. I don't know what

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

* Did they do business out

t address?

• Who is they?

. National Caucus.

* Not to my knowledge.

. Fusion Energy Foundation?

• When?

. 1982.

• Either in 1982 or sometim4

ted out of the West 58th offi4

you mean.

of the West 58th

ethereafter they

ce, yes. I'm not

arity International Press Service,
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2A. TO the best of my knowledge they did but

3 I'm not sure.

4Q. Caucus Distributors?

5A. We used the facilities there, yes.

6Q. Citizens for Freeman?

7A. Not to my knowledge. I have never seen

8such company when I was there. I don't know.

9MR. TOBEY: Before we break I want to add

10 for the record that it was produced by Fusion Energy

cO 11 Foundation in their answers to our interrogatories

12 they said at page 3 of that answer and I quote,

'- 13 virtually all subscription solicitation work was

14 done by Caucus Distributors, Incorporated under a

r 15 contractual agreement with FEF and the identity of

C 16 the individuals who did the solicitation work is not

to
17 known to FEF. Let me say that was signed by Paul

18 Gallagher on behalf of Fusion Energy Foundation,

19 Incorporated and elsewhere he states that he was the

20 executive director of Fusion Energy Foundation.

21 (Lunch recess was taken at 1:20.)

22

23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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AFTERNOON SESSION

(Resumed at 2:20 p.m.)

MR. TOBEY: Before we proceed further, I

would like to address two corrections to some

statements that were made earlier. Counsel asked

for a proffer on a question regarding National

Caucus of Labor Committees and I stated incorrectly

at that time that it was a political committee that

was registered with the commission. I was thinking

of a different entity at that time and to my

knowledge National Caucus of Labor Committees is no

a political committee and I wanted to correct that.

Further in response to that --

KR. CAGNEY: Did he eat lunch with us?

MR. TOBEY: Put that on the record. I did

not.

The point I would want to address to that

you were asking what was the connection of our

inquiry into Caucus Distributors, it states the

purposes for which the corporation is formed are:

To promote and encourage the political ideas and

beliefs fostered by the International Caucus of

m

t

3
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Labor Organizations advocoating the same ideas and

beliefs and I offer that as our explanation of why

we are seeking that information.

MR. CAGNEY: Could I look at that?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Sure. It is a public

document.

(Pause in the proceedings.)

MR. CAGNEY: Thank you.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me get the last

question and answer so I can see where we stopped.

DY HR. TOBEY:

Q. During 1982 did -Caucus Disatribu-tor-s have

any subsidiaries?

A. NO .

Q. Did it have any affiliated corporations?

A. What does affiliated mean?

Q. That is a legal term. Maybe you would li

to have counsel explain it to you.

MR. CAGNEY: You used the word. I think

you should.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me. To your knowledge

did Caucus Distributors have any interlocking

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

Co
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i 2 directors? Did the people sitting on the board of

i'i3 directors of Caucus Distributors also sit on the

4board of directors of Fusion Energy Foundation?

5 R. CAGNEY: Wait a minute. Are you asking

6a different question?

7 R. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

SMR. TOBEY: The first vas affiliated and

9the second question was subsidiary.

If,
S10 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

... 11 O. Does Caucus Distributors have any stock in

,I! . Q12 any other corporation or have any ownership rights

/ . 0413 in. any other corporation?

14 A. In 1982?

15 Q. In 1982.

C 16 A. Not to my knowledge.

If)
17 Q- At the present time?

i 18 A. Not to my knowledge.

19 May I confer with counsel?

20 Q. Yes.

21 (Witness confers with counsel.)

22 MR. WHITEHEAD: The conference is over?

23 THE WITNESS: Yes. Go ahead.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 BY MR. TOBEY:

3 Q. To your knowledge during 1982 did any

4individuals vho sat on the board of directors of

5Caucus Distributors sit on the board of directors of

6Fusion Energy Foundation?

7A. Can I refer to the list?

S . Yes.

9A. You are referring to directors? Did any

10 sit on the board of directors of Caucus Distributors

11 s .. Jim ult a n eo0U sly with Fusion Energy Foundation- is the

*i 12 question?

'0
"14 A I. I don't know.

r15 0. With respect to Campaigner Publicatiotis did

C 16 any sit on the board of directors of both

tf)
17 organizations simultaneously?

18 A. I don't know that either.

19 Q. During 1982 what were the sources of

20 funding for Caucus Distributors?

21 A. What do you mean by funding?

22 Q. How did Caucus Distributors obtain its

23 revenues?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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A. Through sales of literature, individual

copies or bulk of individual copies or through sales

of subscriptions.

Q. Did Caucus Distributors at that time have a

budget?

A. I'm not sure what you mean by a budget.

Q. Did Caucus Distributors have any kind of

document which was a statement of its income and

expenditures during 1982?

A. Let me speak to counsel.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record show that

there is another conference going on betveen the

witness and his counsel.

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. The

confusion is that the initial question is a question

about written budgets and then on clarification you

refrained the question and you talked about operating

revenue and expenditures or whatever language you

used which suggests a retrospective rather than a

prospective document. So, there is some confusion

about what particular item you are asking about, a

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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f 2 prospective budget or an after-the-fact statement

3about operating expenses.

4 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

5Q. In 1982 did Caucus Distributors maintain a

6 general ledger?

7 . I don't know for sure.

SQ. Did they maintain an income statement,

9monthly, annually?

10 A. You are talking about after the fact?

S11 Q. Income and expenditures?

i 12 A. I would like to speak to counsel again.

S13 (Witness confers with counsel.)

: .. 14 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect

V 15 another conference between counsel and witness.

16 THE WITNESS: I respectfully decline to

17 answer and assert my Fifth Amendment privilege.

18 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

19 Q. In 1982 did Caucus Distributors, Inc.

20 maintain a profit and loss statement, either monthly

21 or annually?

22 A. I respectfully decline to answer and assert

23 my Fifth Amendment privilege.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 0.- In 1982 did Caucus Distributors, Inc.,

3maintain a general ledger?

4A. You have already asked me about that.

5Q. Was that the first question?

6A. I do not recall whether they did or not.

7Q- In 1982 did Caucus Distributors, Inc.,

8maintain a daily journal of financial entries?

9A. I'm not sure what you mean by daily journal.

10 Q. An indication of money coming in and money

' oO -11 going out-posted to various accounts?

!! 12 A. Daily as opposed to what?

•13 Q. Monthly, annually, any form of financial

• 14 journal, I don't care how it is kept, monthly or

:: --15 yearly but I think most businesses maintain one on a

C" 16 daily basis.

LI)
17 A. Yes.

•18 Q. They did. Does Caucus Distributors

19 maintain a daily journal at the present time?

20 A. To the best of my knowledge it does.

21 Q. Does it maintain a general ledger at the

22 present time?

23 A. No.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Does it maintain an income statement at the

time?

I respectfully decline to answer and assert

Amendment privilege.

Does it maintain a profit and loss

t at the present time?

I respectfully decline to answer and assert

Amendment privilege.

In connection with those documents that you

that they do maintain and did maintain in

1982, let's go back to 1982, who was the person

responsible for maintaining those particular

documents, one, the general ledger?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. I don't

believe he said -- he doesn't remember general

ledger.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Fine.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. On the daily journal in 1982 who was

responsible for maintaining the daily journal?

A. As I recall it was a service that provided,

that did that work.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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0. What was the name of the servic, and vhore

were they located?

A. Publication and General Management located

in New York.

Q. Whereabouts in New York, vhat street?

A. 304 West 58th Street.

Q. Was it housed in the same building leased

by Campaigner Publications and other --

A. As I recall it was.

Q. Do you recall who was in charge of that

particular accounting, if you will, entity?

A. No, I don't.

Q. Did you have any dealings in 1982 with

anyone in connection with that particular entity?

A. 1982 I don't recall.

Q. Who maintains the daily journal today?

A. I think the same entity does.

Q. Where are they located?

A. At Leesburg, Virginia.

Q. What address?

A. 20 South King Street.

Q. Is Campaigner Publications, Inc., located

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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2in 20 South King Street, Leesburg, Virginia?

3A. Mo.

4Q. Where is it?

5A. Alexandria.

6Q. So there are two South King Streets, one in

7 Leesburg and one in Alexandria; is that correct?

8A. No. I don't know about Alexandria.

9 Q. I think that was what your testimony was.

~10 Was it all 20 King Street?

__11 A. I'm not sure what you mean.

i 12 (Discussion off the record.)

S13 BY MRt. WHITEHEAD:

',0
14 Q. Caspaigner Publications is located at 20

,, 15 South King Street, Leesburg?

C" 16 A. Yes.

t)
17 Q- Fusion Energy Foundation is located 20

18 South King Street, Leesburg, Virginia?

19 A. No.

20 1 Q. Where is it located?

21 1 A. It has an address here in Washington.

22 0. What is that address?

23 I A. It is on K Street. I don't know the

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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is that

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Is it -- it is in New York, not in Virginia

what your testimony is?

What do you mean by it?

Caucus Distributors, Inc.? CDI?

What do you mean it is in --

Is Caucus Distributors --

Are you talking about the headquarters?

Its principal place of business.

In New York.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

00
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tf)

specific address.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. Is Caucus Distributors located at 20 South

King Street?

A. No, it is not.

Q. Where is that located?

A. 18 East 41st Street, New York, New York,

Suite 1906.

BY MR. WHIT1EHEAD:

Q. At the present time?

A. Actually I think we moved that office

recently and I don't know vhat the ,address is in Vew

Y or k.

73
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A. Yes .

Q. Does it have any business activity in the

20 South King Street, Leesburg, Virginia location?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Does it do any business selling

distributorships or whatever its principal place of

business is as we have been coming forth in this

testimony throughout, does it perform any business

activities, selling subscriptions or anything else

at 20 South King Street, Leesburg, Virginia?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. It is your testimony that they are located

solely in New York City at the present time?

A. NO.

Q. Where else are they located?

A. Various cities around the country.

Q. What are those cities?

MR. CAGNEY: Why are we not talking about

1982?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Because in 1982 I think

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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they were all located in New York.

THE WITNESS : What other cities?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. What other cities -- does Caucus

Distributors do business in other cities?

A. Yes.°

Q. I asked you for the cities. What cities?

A. What do you mean by does business? I don't

under stand.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the- record reflect that

coUnsel and witness agaio conferred. I ask for an

answer to the question from the vitness.

THE WITNESS : I respectfully decl ine to

answer and assert my Fifth Amendment privilege.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. In 1982 did Caucus Distributors, Inc°,

operate out of the West 58th Street address?

A. Yes.

Q. In 1982 did New Solidarity International

Press Service operate out of the West 58th Street

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form with

to the word operate.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Did it do business out of the West 58th

Street address?

A. To the best of my recollection, it did.

Q. And did I ask you, and if I didn't let me

ask you, does the New Solidarity International Press

Service do business in Leesburg, Virginia .at .the

present time?

A. I'm not certain to tell you the tkuth.

Q. You have tno recollection? You are

uncertain?

A. I am uncertain as to the answer.

Q. I know that you have testified that

National Caucus of Labor Committees is an

association but let me ask you, did National Caucus

of Labor Committees, NCLC, do business as an

association from the West 58th Street premises in

1982?

A. I don't know what you mean by did business.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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Q. That is a good question. Did it hold

meetings? Did the association hold any meetings on

the West 58th Street address?

A. Not that I recall.

Q. At the present time does the NCLC hold

meetings on the 20 South King Street address in

Leesburg, Virginia?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. In 1982 what was the principal activity of

NCLC to your knowledge?

A. I don't know.

MR. CAGUDY: Objection to form and scope.

We really haven't addressed the document request

responses and answers to interrogatories and that is

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

211

22

13

Can we move on,

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me just --

BY MR. TOBEY:

Qo I have a further question which is this:

Your testimony was that Caucus Distributors received

income from the sale of publications; is that

correct?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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A.B

Q.

sources?

Yes.

Did it receive income from any other

A. With a possible exception it may have

received contributions from interested people but

that as I recall was rare if it happened at all.

Q. During 1982 did Caucus Distributors solicit

contributions from the general public?

A. Not that I recall, no.

Q. During 1982 was Caucus Distributors paid by

Fusion Energy, Foundation for its services in

distributing Fusion Energy Foundation's publications

A. What do you mean by paid?

Q. Did it .receive money?

A. I believe that it did. I'm not certain.

Q. What is the basis of your belief that it

received money?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection, asked and ansvere,

I think he described an arrangement whereby

subscriptions were sold by CDI for Fusion pursuant

to the general arrangement.

MR. TOBEY: I'm trying to clarify

d .

whether

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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there was income generated specifically by this

arrangement, v hether Caucus vas compensated by

Fusion Energy Foundation. I think that is a

different question, isn't it?

MR. CAGNEY: I didn't think it was. But,

if Mr. Canning understands the question he can

answer .

(The record was read as requested.)

THE WITNESS: The basis of belief is that

we were selling publications and we had an agreement

that they would pay us for doing so and so therefore

I presume that it did so.

BY KR. TOBEY:

Q. Do you recall any of the terms of that

a ag reem en t?

A. No, I don' t.

Q. Do you know who would have that information?

A. No, I don't.

Q. So, let me clarify and summarize. You have

testified that Caucus Distributors received some

income directly from the sales of the publications

Sthemselves?

r " . ' :' , ' . ." =I
,  
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-5"

i

(202) 659-5180



w w

Canning 80

2 . I'm sorry?

3Q. Let me put the question again. Is it your

4testimony that Caucus Distributors received some

5income directly from the sales of publications you

6have mentioned?

7 . I'm not sure what you mean directly from.

8Q. From the buyer of the publication. Did the

9buyer of the publication which Caucus Distributors

0
10 distributed, did that buyer pay money which went

13. directly to Caucus Distributors and become income to

9~~i 12 the corporation?

1| 3 A. It is not that simle. I would like to

14 discuss with counsel.

S""15 (Witness confers with counsel.)

C 16 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect that

If)
17 there is another conference between counsel and the

18 witness.

19 THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, could you repeat.

20 BY MR. TOBEY:

21 Q. What I was attempting to do was summarize

22 your testimony and I would like you to correct me if

23 I'm wrong. I believe your testimony was that in the

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 event that Caucus Distributors made a sale to a

3 member of the public --

4MR. CAGNEY : Could ye stop right there.

5Objection to form. It is a dangerous situation in a

6deposition to begin a question with I believe. If

7you want to go back over what he has testified to, I

8suspect that we will be here a long time. If you

9want to nail down aspects of what he has testified

10 to and not spend the next two days, it is tough to

oO 11 get him to summarize what he has already testified

: ?.i,: 12 to and he doesn't have the written record and you

~13 are trying to be precise with language and it is not

14 his language.

r15 BY MR. TOBEY:

C ... 16 Q. Is it fair to say that Caucus Distributors

U')
17 receive --

18 MR. CAGNEY: Same objection. He is not

19 here to testified under oath that something is fair

20 to say.

21 BY MR. TOBEY:

22 Q. Concerning the period 1982, how much money

__23 did Caucus Distributors receive from Fusion Energy

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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A. I don
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question?
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its services in distributing Fusion

ion's publications?

't know.

anyone else know the answer to that

CAGNEY:

WITNESS:

If you know.

Probably. Presumably Fusion

would know.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. But from Caucus's side no one-i.r.ould: be able

to say how much?

A. I'm saying I don't know.

Q. I understand, all right.

Q. Are you aware of how much Caucus

Distributors received in contributions during 1982?

A. No, I am not.

Q. Are there records of contributions which

Caucus Distributors received during 1982 for its

bus iness?

A. I don' t know.

0. Who at Caucus Distributors would know the

answer to that question?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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Q.

in charg

in 1982?

A.

Q.

charge o

as was 1

A.

Q.

Caucus D

A.

Q.

corporat

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

contr ibu
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A.

1
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I don't know.

Is the same person at Caucus Distributors

of financial receipts that was in chargee

f

n

i

i

erson in

str ibutors

eipts for

charge of.

ing the

Yes.

What do you mean by receiving?

Who handles the checks?

The checks that are received from

tors or purchasers?

Yes. If it is possible --

Presumably the person who makes the sale.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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Excuse me?

At the present time is the same p

Sfinancial receipts for Caucus Di

charge during 1982?

I don't know the answer.

Who is in charge of financial rec

stributors now?

I don't knov what you mean by in

Who has responsibility for receiv

on's income?

Who is in charge of receiving it?)
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2 Q. If a person rnakes a sale or receives a

: 3 contribution, does that contribution go to the

4 central office of Caucus Distributors?

5 A. You are talking about in 1982?

6 Q. Yes, let's start with 1982. Was that the

7 practice in 1982?

8 A. No, in general it would be forwarded to the

9 publisher.

10 Q. Which publisher?

,...11 A. Whatever publisher, magazines or. newspapers

,:: 12 wesod

13 Q. Does that mean that, the contribution was to

; : ,,,14 the publisher of the magazine rather than to Caucus

.... 15 Distributors?

C 16 MR. CAGNEY: Objection to form. The

17 earlier testimony was there may have been

18 contributions in '82 and he is not aware of them and

19 the rest of the testimony is to subscriptions. The

20 question right before the one that I objected to and

21 the answer related to subscriptions and payments for

22 1those subscriptions to the publisher of that

23 particular subscription and my objection as to using

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2the word contribution as a follow-up question it is

3unclear and can be misleading.

4MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me ask a couple of

5questions.

6 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

7Q. What did the publisher of these various

8publications do to compensate CDI for its efforts?

9How did money get back to CDI for selling the

Li)
10 publications?

11 A. In 1982?

12 Q. We'll start with 1982.

C 13 A. To the best of my recollection it was

14 either -- they would issue a credit to that effect.

r15 0. A credit to that effect. How did --

C" 16 A. A statement to that effect.

!f)
17 Q. How did CDI cash that credit? How did it

18 get paid? A credit is a form but it doesn't put

19 money in CDI's pocket.

20 A. To the best of my recollection it either

21 received funds from the publisher or the publisher

22 would make some sort of a payment on behalf of CDI

23 ~to a vendor, for example.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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ss?

don't know?

That's right.
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Q. Did CDI in 1982 have operating expenses?

A. I believe it did, yes.

Q. How did it get paid to operate its busine

How did it cover its operating expenses?

A. That I'm not sure of. It is not that I

don't recall, I don't know for sure.

Q. Who would know in the CDI organization?

A. I'm not sure what you mean by know.

Q. How CDI got compensated for its efforts.

A . I know what tha question is but I don't

know what you mean by know.

Q. Who would be in charge of that particular

duty at CDI to make certain that CDI was paid in

some way or another?

A. You mean like collections?

Q. Yes. Who collects from the publications,

who goes to the publication, Solidarity, Fusion

Energy Foundation's publication?

A. I don' t know.

0. At the present time, that is 1982 you say

(202) 659-5180

that you
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Q. At the present time who, the secretary, the

paid secretary of Caucus, who now goes to the

publications to make certain that its operating

expenses are paid for by way of some sort of income?

A. I don't know if there is any one person.I

don't believe there is any one person.

Q. If there is not one person, are there

several people?

MR. CAGNEY: Not to be cute, but if he

doesn't know one person, how does he know if there

are more than one people.

MR. WHITEHEAD: Maybe he knows there are

several people.

THE WITNESS: I don't know specifically.

imagine there are several people but I don't know

specifically who they are.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Has anyone given you any information as an

officer of the corporation how the money comes into

the corporation?

A. You are talking about 1982?

A. I'm talking about 1982 one and at the

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2- present time. In 1982 was there anybody who

3 imparted any information to you how Caucus

4Distributors got it's income to operate?

5MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. In his

6position as secretary to CDI?

7 R. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

8THE WITNESS: I'm not sure that I

9understand the question.

• 10 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

OI 1 Q. Let's skip to the present time then. The

_ !!i 12 reason that I am skipping to the present time is

, - 13 that you are a full-tine employee of Caucus

! 14i itribuos and you were a volunteer in 1982. At

r 15 the present time has anybody ever given you any

16 information as to how Caucus takes the money from
Lf)

17 the publications that it earns by way of selling

18 subscriptions and gets it back to CDI? Where does

19 the money come from? Has anybody ever imparted any

20 information to you?

21 A. From sales of publications.

22 Q. Is it on a percentage basis, do they get

23 paid a percentage for each subscription, is there

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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.2 any regular form of payment?

3 A. Yes.

4Q. Tell me what that regular form of payment

5is at the present time.

6A. It is as best I recall, what it is is the

7publishers out of total amount of their publication

8that is sold, the publishers credit us for -- issue

i , 9 a credit to us as a percentage of the total sales

• O 10 for a given period. I'm not sure of the periods.

O11 Q. Where do you take that credit to reduce it

12t1ah

" O13 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

14 MR. WHITEHEAD: It is not a very difficult"

~15 question. Somewhere or another --

16 MR. CAGNEY: The form of the question, it

17 is leading.

18 MR. WHITEHEAD: You can use leading

19 questions in depositions.

20 MR. CAGNEY: I think the appropriate

21 question is there some manner --

22 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let me conduct my own

23 deposition.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180



2 MR. CAGIIEY: Let me note my objection.

3MR. WHITEHEAD: Your objection is duly

4noted.

5BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

6Q. At some point does it become cash to Caucus

7Distributors?

8A. Yes.

9Q. How?

N. 10 A. As far as I know the publishers -- you are

¢O11 talking about --

S12 Q. At the present time.

;:. '013 A. At the present time?

S14 Q. At the present time.
C.

:15 A. I'm' ... ot involved in that so I'm not
C'
" tJ 16 positive. You are asking for --

17 Q. I want to know where Caucus --

18 A. I don't know for sure. Do you want me to

19 give what my idea is?

20 Q. Fine.

21 MR. CAGNEY: I object to any answers

22 provided without questions and I'm going to object

23 to any questions that ask for ideas.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180



2 R. WHITEHEAD: He offered it.

3 MR. CAGNEY: I understand.

4 BY MR. WHIT'EHEAD:

5Q. At the present time who in Caucus

6Distributors can give us the information to your

7knowledge about all of the questions that we have

8been asking for the last ten minutes or so?

9A. I don't know.

10 Q. Has anybody ever discussed with you the

O 11 financial -- has anybody ever discussed with you the

i~-ii !-. w12 income and expenses at the present time of Caucus

13 Distributors, Inc.?

i~V 14 A. Do you mean in any systematic way or any

i r15 particular •item off the cuff?

C" 16 Q. In a systematic way.

17 A. Not in a systematic way.

18 Q. In an item by item type of discussion.

19 There is a subscription out to New Solidarity. Has

20 anybody taken this subscription, let's assume that

21 it is a subscription from one individual and] said to

22 you, this is how we break it down?

23 A. It is not done in an item by item basis.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2It is done on a summary basis for a given period of

3time.

4O. Who handles the summary. Who is in charge

5of summary basis of which you speak?

6 . I believe it is -- the publishers

7ultimately have the information of how much in a

8given period, how many new subscriptions have been

9added that they are filling. They have that

10 information.

11 Q. Who do they .give that information to at

12 Caucus Distributors, Inc.?

13 A. They don't give it to anybody, any

14 individual per so. We have, as I have mentioned, we

15 have a company that handles things like handling

16 day-to-day cash, handling payables and receivables.

17 What we handle basically is getting ideas and

18 basically in order to maintain that we have to pay

19 certain bills and we receive the money and as long

20 as we are getting our bills paid and we are able to

21 put people out and to talk about the ideas, we are

22 happy.

23 Q. Which is the company?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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A. Publication General Management.

Q. The source of information about which you

are asking would come from that particular

organi zat ion?

disc

orga

char

Coup

10

11l

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

A. They handle that kind of thing which I just

ussed for us.

Q. Who is the president of that particular

nization if it is a corporation? Who is in

ge to your knowledge?

MR. CAGER!: Objection as to form.

ound question.

BY MR. WHITEMIAD:

Q. Who is in charge of that particular

nization to your knowledge?

A. I don't know for sure.

Q. What name comes to mind? Is there any name

you have ever mentioned in connection with that

ni zat ion?

A. I'm sorry?

2. Are there any names connected with that

organization that you have some knowledge about?

A. Any names?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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They are located in Leesburg?

Yes.

Who is the president of the organization to

owledge?

I'm not sure.

Have you ever heard a name as president of

rt icular organi zat ion?

I probably did but I'm not sure which one

it is.

Q. Are there several, one, two, three?

A. I'm not sure who the president is or was.

I know various individuals there.

Q. Who are some of those various individuals?

MR. CAGNEY: Mr. White, could I ask where

we are going?

MR. WHITEHEAD: I would like to find out

what is going on down there as far as the income.I

would perhaps like to talk to somebody in the future.

MR. CAGNEY: Isn't what you are looking for

basically set forth in your document requests and

interrogatories. I'm not sure whether it makes any

difference where it concerns your investigation with

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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(202) 659-5180



___________ I

Canning

respect to CDI that the witness

financial accounting procedures

organization.

MR. WHITEHEAD: I'm in

is here about

of CDI or any

terested in sources

of income. We want to know how CDI works and says

it works. It has a contractual relationship

Fusion Energy Foundation.

witness what does he know

arrangement. He has said

firm that is housed in 20

Leesburg. The whole basi

Foundation or Campaigner

they-do anything vis-a-vi
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ye centers
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B
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can find here and I'm getti

MR. CAGNEY: I'm j

the interrogatories and the

which you served on CDI whi

seems to me that you weren'

and accounting information
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to
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ng

is did Fusio

bl ications,

the Freeman
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, whatever c
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requests fo
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t interested

and
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contr actual

accounting

Street,

n Energy

Inc., did

campaign?

I'm trying

onnection I

t seems.

from reading

r documents

epresent. I

in financia

it seems to me that

to the extent you sought the testimony of my client,
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2 Mr. Canning, and went so far as to subpoena him and

3enforce the subpoena, et cetera, et cetera, it seems

4to me that you are putting Mr. Canning in a position

5of appearing to you to be unresponsive to questions

6that obviously he just doesn't have knowledge about.

7You really haven't asked him questions about why I

8thought we were here which was his signing of the

9answers to interrogatories on behalf of CDI and --

10 MR. WHITEHEAD: Interrogatories, he signed

....... 11 them pertaining to information sought and answers

" "13 MR. CAGNEY: You didn't ask financial type

i ..t D14 questions in the interrogatories. If you had,. you

<: 15 may have indeed gotten different information and a

C 16 different person signing the answers to

t)
17 interrogatories and we may not even be here. It is

18 ten after three and --

19 MR. WHITEHEAD: Your objection as to

20 relevancy is noted.

21 Let's take a couple of minutes.

22 (A brief recess was taken.)

23 BY MR. TOBEY:

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 QO. I'm going to read you a list of names and I

3would like you to tell me whether you are acquainted

4with the person and if you are acquainted how you

5 became acquainted with them. Is that clear?

6A. The question is clear, I mean the statement

7is clear.

8Q. Are you acquainted with John Asher?

9A. What do you mean by acquainted?

10 Q. Do you know him?

11 A. What do. you mean?

i! 12 Q. Would you recognize him if he walked in the

14 A . Yes.

!! 15 Q. Would he recognize you?

C 16 A. I don't know.

to
17 Q. When did you first become acquainted with

18 him?

19 A. I don't recall.

20 0. Do you recall if you were acquainted with

21 him in 1982?

22 A. I don't recall.

23 Q. Is he an employee of Caucus Distributors?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 Q. Have you ever had a conversation with her?

3 . A. Y e s?

4 R. CAGNEY : The pro ffer on her ?

5 R. TOBEY: I have a list of people who

6were identified by Citizens for Freeman as people

7acting as solicitors.

8 MR. CAGNEY: It is my recollection that Mr.

9Canning testified that in 1982 there were no

0) 10 employees of CDI.

... 11 MR. TOBEY: That is correct.

: ! 12 MR. CAGNEY: Is there any reason why you

~13 have to go through a list of names and ask him if

, 14 these people were employees back in 1902.?

ii ,r15 MRt. TOBEY= I'm trying to establish a

C 16 relationship of information that I have been given,

~17 specifically this name on this particular phone bill,

18 what is this relationship. I put the question in

19 terms of an employee relationship but I'm trying to

20 establish what the relationship was.

21 MR. CAGNEY: Thank you.

22 BY MR. TOBEY:

23 Q. Have you ever met an individual named Alan

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Ogden?

A. Yes.

Q. When did you meet him?

A. I don't recall that.

Q. Had you met him in 1982?

A. I don't rec1.

Q. Did Alan Ogden have any relationship with

Caucus Distributors during 1982?

A. I don' t know.

Q. Have you ever met an individual named

Blelinda Haight?

A. Yes.•

Q. When did that meeting take place?

A. I don't know.

Q. Did it take place in 1982?

A. I don't recall.

Q. Did Belinda Haight ever have any

relationship with Caucus Distributors?

A. I don' t know.

Q. Have you ever met an individual named

Joseph Jenn ings?

A. Yes.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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2Qo When did you meet Joseph Jennings?

3A. I don't recall for sure.

4Q. Do you have any idea?

5MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

6MR. TOBEY: I withdraw the question.

7 BY MR. TOBEY:

SQ. Did you know Joseph Jennings in 1982?

9 A. I don' t recall.

(NI
10 Q. Does Joseph Jennings have any relationship

: :. .11 with Caucus Distributors? ExcuSe me, let me

il 12 rephrase that.e Did Joseph Jennings have any

13 relationship with Caucus Distributors in 1982?

*" 14 A. I don' t know.

• 15 Q. Have you ever met an individual named Anne

C -16 Warren?

U)
17 A. Yes.

18 Q. When did you meet Anne Warren?

19 A. I don't recall.

20 Q. Did you know Anne Warren in 1982?

21 A. I don't know.

22 0. Did Anne Warren have any relationship with

23 Caucus Distributors during 1982?0

Bossard Associates, Inc.o22 6958
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A.

Su zanne

A.

Q.

A.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

vith Ca

A.

Q.

Haight?

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

Caucus

103

I don't know.

Have you ever met an individual named

Kiebe?

Have I ever met?

Yes, have you ever met?

Yes.

When did that meeting take place?

h

in 1982?

relationship

Have you ever met an individual named Fred

Yes.

When did you meet him?

I don't know.

Did you know him in 1982?

I don't know.

Did Fred Haight have any relationship to

Distributors in 1982?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

F

I don't know.

Did you know Suzanne Kiebe

I don't know.

Did Suzanne Kiebe have any

ucus Distributors in 1982?

I don't know.
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A.

Q.

Rochelle

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

Distr ibut

A.

Q.

Andrfew Ro

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

I 'm sorry?

Andrew Rothstein?

The same question?

Have you ever met?

Yes.

When did you meet him?

I'm not certain.

Did you know Andrew Rothstein in 1982?

In other words -- I'm sorry, could you --

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

104

cC)

I don't know.

Have you ever met an individual named

Asher?

Yes, I have.

When did you meet her?

I don't recall.

Did you know her in 1982?

I don' t recall.

Did she have any relationship with Caucus

ors in 1982?

I don't know.

Have you ever met an individual named

thstein?

(202) 659-5180
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14
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16

I'm no

A.

1982?

A.

QOo

Distr i

A.

t sure what you mean did I know him in 1982.

Had you met him by 1982?

I believe I had, yes.

Did you have any conversations with him in

I don't recall.

Did he have any relationship with Caucus

butors in 1982?

I don't know.

Have you ever met an individual named Lynn

Speed?

A.

Q-

A.

Q.

Yes.

Vhen did you meet that individual?

I don't know.

Were you acquainted or did you know -- let

me rephrase it.

Did you ever have any conversations in 1982

with Lynn Speed?

A. I don't know.

Q. Did Lynn Speed have any relationship with

Caucus Distributors during 1982?

A. I don' t know.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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Lawrence

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

A.

Q.

106

him?

A. Yes, I have.

Q. Did Lawrence Freeman have any relationship

with Caucus Distributors in 1982?

A. Yes.

Q° When was it?

A. He was a member of the board of directors.

Q. Did Stuart Rosenblatt's name appear on the

telephone bill to Caucus Distributors' Baltimore's

office?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

Canning

Have you ever met an individual named

Freedman?

NO.

F R EED MA N?

No.

Excuse me, Freeman, F R E E M A No

Same question? Have I met hi.?

Yes.o

Yes.

When did you meet him?

I don't recall.

Have you ever had any conversations with

'0

to

0
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A.

Q.

Distr ibu

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

in 1982?

A. Yes.

Q. What did she do in that capacity?

A. Well, to the best of my knowledge she

probably was studying the policy and social and

cultural conditions in Baltimore and surrounding

areas and imparting those perspectives on people.

Q. In what way did that relate to the work of

Caucus Distributors?

A. In what way did it relate?

Q. Yes.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

I don't know.

During 1982 did you ever go to Caucus

tors' Baltimore office?

Nlo, not that I recall.

Have you ever met Debra Freeman?

Yes.

When did you meet her?

I don't recall.

Did you knov her in 1982?

I,'m not positive.

Was she a consultant to Caucus Distributors

co

C? !

1or I
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2A. That is what • we did.

3 . I thought you said that you distributed

4magazines and publications?

5A. As a means of distributing policy and ideas

6and cultural and political ideas, yes. As a means.

7O. Does that mean that she writes for the

Spublications?

9A. I don't know. No, not for distributors.

10 Q. It is not clear to me why an individual

11 would be studying the types of issues that you have

) 12 mentioned if the work of Caucus Distributors is to

t~l 13 . distribute magazines of other publishers? Could you

'0. 14 " explain that?

S15 A. As you cited in our certificate of

C" 16 incorporation, it is to distribute ideas, political

17 and cultural and social ideas, proposals, on how to

18 get the country going again, how to get the world

19 going again. The world is in a great deal of

20 trouble as we are all familiar. The country is in a

21 great deal of trouble and there are people such as

22 Mrs. Freeman who look into that and figure out why

__ 23 things are going wrong, what could be done to remedy

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2and as a mediation for specifying such ideas, spread

3magazines or newspapers or other things that appear

4to be ways, offering ways out of the situation.

5That is what we exist to do. That is what we exist

6to do. Selling magazines is a means of doing that.

7It is not the central be all end all.

S . I'm trying to understand your last answer.

9 In addition to selling magazines what other

O 10 activities would a consultant such as Debra Freeman

11 have engaged in in 1982?

! .;i O 12 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

1 1 3 THE WITNESS: I believe I have already

,. 14 answered.

!- r15 BY MR. TroBEY:

C 16 Q. Was Debra Freeman paid for her work as a

t)
17 consultant in 1982?

18 A. I believe she was.

19 Q. Did you personally work with her during

20 1982?

21 A. Not that I recall.

22 Q. By whom was she paid?

23 A. I don't know for sure.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2Q. Can you make any suggestion?

3 R. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

4 BY MR. TOBEY:

5O. Do you have any idea as to who paid her?

6 R. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

7 BY MR. TOBEY:

BQ. Who do you think paid her?

9MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

10 BY MR. WHITENEAD:

... 11 Q. What is the basis for saying she probably

, 12 was paid? What is your basis ,for that?

i:i 13 A. Well, as I indicated earlier when I vas

14 preparing the interrogatoriet, I ,did call her and

~15 isay did you work as a consultant for us and on that

C 16 basis -- and she said, yes. On that basis I presume

tr)17 that we paid her if she was working as a consultant,

18 beyond that, I don't know.

19 Q. CDI paid her as a consultant according to

20 what you say?

21 A. She worked for us.

22 Q. And consultants normally get paid; is that

23 correct?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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3 Q. Who do they get paid by?

4 . Presumably she got paid by us but I didn't

.. 5 see if we issued checks to her.

6Q. When you say us?

7A. CDI.

8 . You stated in answers to interrogatories

:9 that Caucus Distributors rented office space to

10 Citizens for Freeman?

"1 1 A. Yes.

13 for Freeman?

:. 14 A. Share?

"r15 Q. Yes. Jointly occupy?

C 16 A. I don't know for sure. What time?

to
17 Q. During 1982.

18 A. I don't know for sure.

19 Q. Did you take part in any meetings during

20 1982 between Caucus Distributors and Citizens for

21 Freeman?

22 A. No, I did not.

__23 Q. Are you aware of whether any meetings may

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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have taken place?

A. I'm not aware of any such meeting ever

having taken place.

Q. If it is true that Caucus Distributors

rented office space to Citizens for Freeman, wasn't

there a meeting to make the arrangements?

A. I don't know.

Q. You stated in your answers to the

interrogatories that Caucus did not maintain lists

of persons who solicited subscriptions and

memberships?

A. Correct.

Q. What do you mean when you say did not

maintain?

A. I don't understand the question.

Q. Did such lists ever exist?

A. No.

Q. were there never any listings of the people

who solicited contributions or subscriptions?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. I think

the question is whether there was a maintenance of

any such lists by CDI. Mr. Canning obviously can't

(202) 659-5180



1 Canning 113

2answer for Fusion or to any publisher.

3 MR. ?OBEY: What I'm trying to establish is

4whether CDI ever did have such a list, not whether

5it maintains it to this day.

6THE WITNESS: Let me just talk for a minute.

7 (Witness confers with counsel.)

BMR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect

9 there is a conference between the witness and

10 counsel.

1.,1 MR. CAGNEY : Maybe. you can rephrase the

12 question. I might have misheard.

13 BY MR. TOBEY:

r1 4 Q What we are interested in is whether there

15 were ever any lists of individuals who solicited

16 subscriptions to publications of Fusion Energy

17 Foundation, were those solicitors ever on a list

18 maintained by Caucus Distributors?

19 MR. CAGNEY: In the sense of a roster?

20 MR. TOBEY: Yes.

21 THE WITNESS: Not to my knowledge.

22 BY MR. TOBEY:

23 Q. Did Caucus Distributors make use of

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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wher
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Canning

information banks at

that I knov of. Not

computer ized

A. Not

Q.• Who

tell us whet

MR.

going back t

MR.

solicited fo

list that I'

MR.

that

that

ime, in

recall.

s Distributors would be able

lists ever existed?

Objection as to form. Are

list or the computer list?

To the roster of those who

Energy Foundation, that is t

about.

We are getting to the point

e I thought we would be t

answer is that there are

his

no

114

1q82?

to

you

he

morning. I think

records constituting

a roster, if you will, of solicitors.

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. Is that correct, Mr. Canning?

A. Yes.

Q. Did such lists ever exist?

A. Not to my knowledge.

0. It is not merely that they don't

it is that they never existed?

MR. CAGNEY: Specifically in 1982

that is where the question should be speci

exist now,

, I think

f ically

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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directed to.

THE WITNESS: Do you want to do it •again?

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. In 1982 did Caucus Distributors have a

roster of individuals who solicited contributions

for Fusion Energy Foundation?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. If it did not have such a roster, how did

it maintain contacts with the individuals who

conducted sol ici tations?

A. Maintain contact?

MR. CAGNEY: ObjectiOn *s to form. While

he is thinking, I don't think you need the if clause.

MR. TOBEY: All right.

THE WITNESS: The question is how did they

maintain contact?

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. Yes.

A. People would come into the office,

presumably.

Q. In the office of Caucus Distributors in

Baltimore in 1982 was any one individual in charge

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2of Caucus Distributors' activities?

3A. I don't recall.

4Q. In 1982 in the office of Caucus

5Distributors in New York City was any individual in

6charge of the activities?

7 . I can't answer the question the way it is

8posed. I'm not trying to be difficult.

9Q. I understand that. I will attempt to

10 rephrase the question.

* 11 In the New York office of Caucus

!i 12 Distributors in 1982 did any one individual direct

~13 the activity of the individuals who solicited

/., :-'Q14 subscriptions?

15 A. It is still a problem the way that you are

.C2 16 posing. Could I corrsult counsel and indicate to him

17 what the problem is and maybe he can suggest a way

18 out of i t?

19 Q. Fine.

20 (Witness confers with counsel.)

21 THE WITNESS: Okay. Would you read back

22 the question.

23 (The record was read as requested.)

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2THE WITNESS The problem is that there is

3a wrong premise in the question so that I can't

4answer the way that it is asked.

5 BY MR. TOBEY:

6Q. What is the wrong premise?

7MR. CAGNEY: One moment, please.

8THE WITNESS: I may have a way to deal with

9it but I need to talk to him.

• I0 (Witness confers with counsel.)

11 MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect

~12 another conference between the witness and counsel.

S I13 THE WITNESS: To the extent that the

:::14 activities are spreading the ideas, selling

! z r 15 li terature, et cetera, in the New York metrropol itan

.i . C16 area, as I recall that was supervised primarily by

~17 Mr. Rubinstein who is and was the president.

18 MR. TOBEY: Thank you.

19 BY MR. TOBEY:

20 0. Did Mr. Rubinstein exercise the same degree

21 of control of people operating from the Baltimore

22 office during 1982?

23 A. I don' t know.0

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 . Who would know?

3A. Perhaps Mr. Rubinstein. I don't know who

4else.

5 . That is Phillip Rubinstein, the president?

6A. Judah, J U D A H, Phillip Rubinstein.

7Q. So, is it true that no one person was in

8charge of the Baltimore office of Caucus

9Distributors during 1982?

10 A. I don't know.

':, 11 Q. Did Mr. Rubinstein direct the activities of

p 12 Caucus Distributors persons in other cities other

13 than Baltimore during 198,2?

'0
14 A. As I said in the 14ev York metropolitan area.

1. 5 Q. Was his control limited to the New York

C 16 metropolitan area in 1982?

17 A. I don' t know.

18 Q. You have submitted telephone records from

19 telephone numbers indicating that Caucus

20 Distributors had telephone numbers in a number of

21 cities?

22 A. Uh-huh.

23 Q. I believe there are a total of 16. This is

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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interrogatory C.

MR. CAGNEY: In document request

MR. WHITEHEAD: Right.

THE WITNESS: It appears to be 1

BY MR. TOBEY:

Aside from the New York office w

cussed and the Baltimore office w

cussed, are you aware of who dire

of Caucus Distributors' consulta

other offices?

I don't recall.

During 1982 did you solicit any

tions to Fusion Energy Foundation

ions?

Me personally?

Yes.

I personally did not solicit Fus

have d is

have dis

activity

of those

A.

Q.

*ubsc r i p

pubilicat

A.

Q.

A.

magazine,

Q.

other pul

di scussec

A.

ic it

ther

119

5,?

6.

hich you

hich you

cted the

nts in any

ion

any subscriptions to any

than the ones that we have
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I today?

In 1982?
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2 Q. Yes.

3- Q. Did you personally sol icit any

4contributions to Debra Freeman's campaign during

51982?

6A. Not that I recall. The best that I recall,

7no. But I'm not one hundred percent certain.

8Q. Did you do any volunteer work for the

9Citizens for Freeman committee during 1982?

C: 10 A. No.

0% 11 Q. You stated in your answers to

: 12 interrogatories that Caucus Distributors' solicitors

..... 13 dlid. not solicit any contributions for the Citizens

t') < 14 for Freeman campaign; is that correct?

• r15 MR. CAGNEY: Can we go to the answer? If

16 you are asking Mr. Canning simply to reaffirm what

~17 he has said is true, then I suggest you direct him

18 to the answer.

19 BY MR. TOBEY:

20 Q. The interrogatory that is pertinent is

21 number 6, page 10, where we asked with respect to

22 the individuals --

23 A. A subpart 6?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 . Yes. feference is made to individuals

3listed earlier, we asked the question please

4identify any of the above individuals and any other

5individuals who solicited contributions for Debra

6Freeman or Citizens for Freeman. You answered that

7CDI does not require consultants to disclose their

8political activity.

9 . You stated that you personally did not

10 solicit such contributions. Are you aware of anyone

04 11 else who did solicit such contributions who was an

Q 12 employee of Caucus Distributors in 1982?

V13 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to foundation.

~14 "think we know that CDI had. no employee in 198.2. So,

wr 15 there could not have been a CDI etployee who

16 solicited contributions of any kind.
to

17 MR. TOBEY: Let me rephrase the question.

18 BY MR. TOBEY:

19 Q. Do you have any personal knowledge of any

20 individual who was a volunteer or a consultant to

21 CDI who did in fact solicit contributions to

22 Citizens for Freeman in 1982?

23 A. No.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2 MR. CAGNEY: I object.

3 (A brief recess was taken.)

4BY MR. TOBEY:

SQ. Mr. Canning, are you familiar with the term

6contact cards?

7A. I have heard it used in some context, yes.

8Q. In which context?

9 . Which context? I have heard it used in the

~10 context of various consultants. Well, the context

: Ck 11 I'm familiar with is that it is some sort of a card

: i :12 or sheet of paper or something like that, file card

O 13 kind of thing or sheet of paper which, in terms of

~14 CDI, I know that various of our consultants keeps

~15 the names and addresses of their political contacts,

16 hence the term contacts, their political contacts

- 17 and I mean in the broadest political contacts,

18 people that talk about policy and they talk ideas

19 over with and they keep names and ideas on the cards,

20 and often various short memos on the card that they

21 may have discussed with the person and that sort of

22 thing.

S23 Q. Have you ever seen any contact cards?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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MR. CAGNEY: May I interrupt.

MR. WHIITEHEAD: Let's get on with the
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BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Answers to interrogatories provided, what I

find out is did Caucus Distributors in 1982

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

C'r

Lr

deposition.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q• Did you maintain a contact card yourself?

A. I personally?

Q. Yes.•

Is it not a fact that the District Court in

Boston maintains that these are corporate records

maintained by Caucus Distributor., Inc.?

MR. CAGNEY: I'm going to advise Mr.

Canning not to answer. Both you and I are familiar

With the document in front of you right now. If you

want to ask Mr. Canning about his knowledge about

contact cards or so-called contact type card

documents insofar as that might relate to Debra

Freeman or CDI back in 1982 or the answers to

interrogatories, I suggest that is appropriate

direction.

(202) 659-5180
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2maintain such contact cards, the corporation itself,

3- CDI?

4A. No, it did not.

5 . It did not. How do you know it did not?

6A. We had no policy to do so.

7 . No policy?

8 . I never saw the corporation maintain such

9cards.

10 Q. You never saw?

11 I A. That is about all I can say.

.4~i 12 Q. Who maintained the contact cards if the

!i , ' 13 'corporation did not maintain •the contact cards to

i: . 14 .your knowledge?

r15 A. Ones that had something to do with CDI?

16 Q. Consultants --

to
17 A. Are you talking about people -- I'm not

18 sure what you are asking about.

19 Q. Are these consultants you are talking about

20 when you say the ones who have something to do with

21 CDI?

22 A. I'm asking you the question. I don't

23 understand your question.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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What is your understanding of the word ones

used in your answer, ones who would keep is

your answer was phrased.

I don't remember the specific word in the

Who would keep the contact cards?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to foundation•

n't we establish in 1982 if he knows contact

were kept.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

In 1982 do you know if contact cards were

maintained?

A. I don't know for certain, no.

Q. Do you know in 1982 if they were maintained

by Caucus Distributors, Inc.?

MR. CAGNEY: That was asked and answered

and the answer was definitely did not and he gave

two answers, one policy; and two, he never saw any.

I want to be sure that we are not circulating around

here.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. You have already testified to this, and

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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I'll ask you to do it again. What is your

understanding as to what a contact card is?

A. With reference to Caucus Distributors?

Q. With reference to Caucus Distributors.

A. It is what I said.

Q. Could you give it to me one more time?

A. It is a card that a volunteer or a

consultant would maintain for their reference with

various of their contacts, people that they talk to

ab tat pol itical ideas and cul tural ideas, social

policies and this sort of thing that would keep the

person's name and. phone number on it so they could

contact thou again without having .to call directoty

assistance presumably.

Q. Did they have a listing of name, address,

phone number? Was there any other information to

your knowledge contained on the contact cards?

A. When?

Q. In 1982?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. It

presumes

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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2 Q. To your knOWledge was there any other

~3information on the contact card? He told me name

4and telephone number. That was my question.

5 i MR. CAGNEY : There i s more than that.

6MR. WHITEHEAD: He asked me when and I said

71982.•

8THE WITNESS: The initial question asked

9about contact cards was without reference to any

• 10 date.•

12 Q. We placed . WitEinEAte.

i! O13 A. 1982, I don't know. As I said, I don't

:i t .14 kwov whether anyone maintained contact cards. In

i r 15 the answer I did characterize them as contact cards.

? C"

16 It would have been more recent, I did see contact
Lt)

~17 cards.

18 Q. Tell me about your recent experience with

19 contact cards.

20 MR. CAGNEY: May I interrupt? You are

21 familiar with the fact that there is an indictment

22 pending?

23 1 R. WHITEHEAD: I understand. We are in a

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2fact-finding deposition here.

3MR. CAGNEY: I'm trying to --

4MR. WHITEHEAD: You can direct him not to

5testify.

6MR. CAGNEY: There is no such thing as

7directing a witness not to testify in a deposition.

8CDI is concerned because they are an indicted

9defendant in that case. I think you can get

10 information in your fact-finding investigation from

11 Mr. Canning here today, but I don't think the vay to

12 do it is to ask him questions that may, you know,

13 cause concern to him about potential Fifth Amendment

14 problems based upon my advice.

15 MR. WHITEHEAD: Mr. Canning's name is not

16 mentioned in this indictment.

17 MR. CAGNEY: That doesn't mean that the

18 Fifth Amendment doesn't apply. I'm suggesting if

19 you ask better questions you won't get the Fifth

20 Amendment as a response. If you want the last

21 question answered, Mr. Canning will respond. I'm

22 trying as best as I can to have Mr. Canning be

23 cooperative and informative. I understand that we

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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may stand before a judge to provide responsive

answers. I don't want there to be misunderstanding

as to Mr. Canning's desire to be cooperative in the

relative boundaries in this investigation. When you

are asking about information relating to a pending

indictment, I respectfully ask you to consider more

narrowly directing your questions to the time frame

of your investigation.

MR. WHITEHEAD: I have tried to keep it

within the time frame of the Freeman campaign. I

don't feel that I am totally bound on the question

of relevance and materiality by that particular time

frame. Some of these answers may lead to relevant

evidence, all right. Now, he stated, as I recall,

and I don't want to mischaracterize the witness'

testimony, it is his testimony, not mine, that he

did not know of any contact cards in existence in

1982 but he did recently hear about contact cards.

I asked him what his knowledge of contact cards are

now. If you feel that that is a little too broad,

jumping too far into present rather than the 1982

campaign, you can talk to the witness about his

C,

4

S
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answer but I'm going to let the question stand,

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. WHITEHEAD: Read the question back.

(The record was read as requested.)

THE WITNESS: As you are aware the

so-called contact cards were the subject of some

discussion and I believe subpoenaed in the Boston

federal grand jury and it was in that context I

became familiar with what is involved.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Now, did any of these contact cards exist

in the 1982 time frame to which we are referring?

A. I don't know.

Q. Were any of these contact cards maintained

for that period of time, the relevant period of time

by Caucus Distributors, Inc.?

MR. CAGNEY:" Objection as to form. I don't

think you mean these contact cards because based

upon his answer it suggests the contact cards

charged in the indictment.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Not these, but contact cards.

(202) 659-5180



Canning

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

21

22

13

the document production

the interrogatories and,

you maintain there are n

which you could refer.

A. CDI maintains?

question.

Q. Did you see any

answering these, did you

contact cards or similar

ask for

131

to your

indictment?

to imply that

the contact

om your

cards in 1982

A.

Q.

indict

A.

Q.

you ar

cards

testim

during

A.

A.

Q.

request and you responded to

I can't point to it, but

o documents in existence to

No documents exist?

I don't understand the

records -- prior to

seek any records such as

to contact cards? Did you

records and was told that they didn' t exist?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

!F P i

I'm confused.

Forget these as it pertains

:menit in Boston.

You mean the corporation's

Forgive me. I didn't mean

e under indictment, but as to

as we understand them to be fr

ony, did CDI have any contact

the relevant time period?

Did CDI have contact cards?

Yes.

Yes. Do you recall that yo'u responded to

(202) 659-5180
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he seek

they ex

Canning

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. You

I records, did he seek out CDI records?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes, that is correct, did

out CDI records to determine whether or not

isted.

MR. CAGNEY : You can expla in i t i n your ow
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words.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. You state that no records existed?

MR. CAGNEY: Could you make a reference to

that? Could you just make a reference?

MR. WHIT'EHEAD: "First of-all, document

request number two -- let's take th~e document

request. Document request number one called for

documents, materials concerning meetings,

discussions, correspondence or other communication

between Caucus Distributors and Debra Freeman

concerning campaign -- et cetera.

THE WITNESS: I believe you already asked

me that.

MR. TOBEY: I believe I did.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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I;:'' ' 2 BY MR. WHIITEHBAD:

3 Q.0 My question is vhat records or who did you

4ask to find out what documents existed?

5MR. CAGNEY: If anyone.

6 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

7 - If anyone. Where did you go for your

8 document search?

9 MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. It is

__ 10 creating difficulty. You are asking questions that

11 presu*e things that may have never happened. You

i~~id 12 a re pres uming a doc um ent sea rch. If a person gets a

~13 subpoena and knows that no documents exist, they

i, v> 14 don't have to go searching fror records if they know

r 15 that they don't exist. j

16 MR. WHITEHEAD: Fine.

__17 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

18 Q. To your knowledge did any documents exist

19 that pertain to this particular document request?

20 A. No. I'm not familiar with any existing.

21 Q. Did you ask anybody if any documents did

22 exist? He has to do some sort of search.

23 MR. CAGNEY: So ask him.

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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BY MR. WHITEKEAD:

Q. What did you do to determine whether or no

documents existed to answer this particular documen

request?

A. As I recall I was quite stumped by the

request because it was asking for documents about

things as far as I knew never happened so it seemed

philosophically impossible to pursue it so I had no

idea how to pursue a nonexistent thing that as far

as I knew never existed.

Q. In answering this question you asked no

questions, you felt there were no documents in

existence because it was a philosophical question?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form. Don't

be argumentative and don't answer a question until

it is finished. It is an improper question. Let's

move on.

MR. WHITEHEAD: That was a non answer. It

didn' t respond to anything that I asked.

MR. TOBEY: May I try.

BY MR. TOBEY:

0. Your answer to the prior question rests on

I:i ii ' ii ,! '
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2your own belief that no documents existed that were

i- 3 responsive. Did you do anything to verify that

::4 bel ief?

5MR. CAGNEY: Objection to form. You are

6telling him what his earlier answer was based on.

7MR. WHITEHEAD: We asked him what did he do.

8MR. CAGNEY : I t i s improper. E.xcuse me,

9gentlemen. If I may just say something, no judge in
If)

10 this entire country would allow the kind of tag-team

: : . 11 behavior that is going on today. I have allowed it

12 but my client has no idea vhatsoever how improper

~13 this would be in front of a judicial tribunal. He

i~i 14 is trying to be cooperative. But, the problem is

: 15 that you are conducting what amounts to a cross

16 examination by leading and sometimes argumentative

_. 17 questions.

18 MR. WHITEHEAD: I apologize for the leading

19 questions.

20 MR. CAGNEY: Mr. Canning is prepared to

21 explain what he means by the sentence CDI has no

22 documents responsive to this request. If you ask

23 him what he meant when he signed that sentence under

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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oath, but if you are talking about argumentative

questions and it gets too difficult.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. What did you mean by your answer, has no

documents responsive to this request?

A. I wasn't aware that there were any such

meetings, discussions, or -- I'm reading from the

request, meanings, discussions, correspondence, I

wasn't aware that there was any such thing. I have

never heard of any such thing. I wouldn't know

where to begin to look. As far as I know it was a

nonexistent event. That is what I mean by

philosophically impossible. Logically, it is

impossible. That is what I meant by it.

Q. And taking document request number two,

what did you mean by your answer that CDI has no

documents responsive to this request because it did

not maintain --

A. I have to read it.

(Pause in the proceedings.)

THE WITNESS: It is sort of a lot of

questions here.

'0

rO)

-C

S
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2 (Witness confers with counsel.)

3 BY MIR. WHITEHEAD:

4Q. Do you have an answer?

5A. We can go through It. That is the only

6thing that I can do.

7Q. Okay.

8A. You already asked me earlier in the

9deposition about lists of solicitors, I think. We

10 never maintained any kind of list or roster of

O 11 solicitors.

12 Q. Those questions have been asked and

13 answered to some extent. Some questions are not

14 answered.

15 A. Do you want me to continue?

C16 Q. Go ahead. Well, again, what did you do to

tf)
17 come up with this answer? Was it something that you

18 did similar to the answer to the first one or did

19 you ask any questions of anybody?

20 A. I'm familiar as a general policy or

21 practice that we don't maintain lists of potential

22 subscriptioners, going through your list here, lists

_ 23 of potential subscriptioners other contributors, we

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2don't maintain lists of people who we have solicited.

3We do not maintain subscription and contribution

4lists.

5Q. Correspondence, memoranda, bank records?

6A. Bank records about subscriptions and

7contributions --

8Q. Are these maintained?

9k. As listing of subscriptions of

10 contributions, no, not in that form.

11l Q. Did you inquire of anybody as to whether

12 those bank records existed?

13 A. I'm not sure if I did or not.

14 Q. You are not sure if you inquired of anybody

15 in connection with that particular aspect of it?

16 A. I'm just not sure. Credit card receipts we

17 had no such things in our possession for 1982.

18 Q. Contracts, did you inquire of anybody as to

19 contracts, correspondence, and memoranda with

20 respect to solicitation of membership, did you

21 inquire of anybody whether any of those existed or

22 was it something that you came up with?

23 A. Again, it was based upon my understanding

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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•2 of what I discussed -- we discussed earlier in a

3question, understandings, whether that is a contract

4or not, I don't know. From anything that I ever

5knew about there was never anything that was a

6written contract.

7 . How about correspondence or memoranda, did

8you inquire of whether any existed?

9A. No, I didn't. I assumed that that was
0

10 variations on the word contracts so I didn't ask

O 11 that -- those specific variations.

+' 13 correspondence and memoranda?

+14 A. They are different words but i thought it 2;i

~~15 was different ways of expressing the same idea. ..

C
16 Q. You didn't inquire of anybody whether

_ 17 correspondence or memoranda existed?

18 A. No, I did not.

19 Q. And as to documents responsive to the

20 solicitation and subscription of Fusion Energy

21 Foundation and Space Program Magazine, what did you

22 do to come up with that answer?

23 A. I have never heard of a publication by that

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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name. So, it is very difficult to answer the

question. I have never heard of a publication by

that name.

Q. Is there any name of a publication that

close to that? I don't know where that name came

from.

140
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A. The Fusion magazine, which I have stated,

but that is the only thing that I'm familiar with

that has anything like that.

Q. Takitig that Fusion magazine as perhaps a

triggering mechanism forgetting Fusion Energy and

Space Program magazine, did you inquire of anybody

whether documents existed?

A. Well, that would have been Fusion Energy

since they are the publisher. In other words, I

answered it as best I could for Fusion Energy which

includes their publication and in terms of that

specific magazine you cite, I have never heard of

that magazine.

Q. Going on to document request number three,

all documents and other -- it lists subscriptions

and bank records of subscriptions received, copies

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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2of checks, credit card receipts, memorandum and

3other mater ials concerning the relationship between

4Caucus Distributors and New Solidarity International

5Press Service. Your answer was CDI has no documents

6responsive to this request and then you state that

7it does not maintain a list. In accordance with

8your testimony and in connection with this type of

9things, roster and what have you, vhat did you do

10 when you got this document request?

11O I A. What did I do?

S12 Q. Uh-huh.

13 At. I don't understand what you mean what did I

14 do.

Vr 15 Q. Did you inquire of anybody whether or not

C16 there were lists of solicitors, bank records of

17 subscription, correspondence, memoranda, contracts?

18 Did you make any inquiry of any organization?

19 A. As I indicated a moment ago, we have never

20 maintained any list of anybody doing anything and as

21 1 have indicated earlier, much earlier, I'm not sure

22 what you mean by solicitor. I assume that is

23 somebody talking to the public. We never maintained

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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2any such lists. Similarly, as for Fusion Energy, we

!3 have never maintained licenses of potential

4 subscribers or contributors, person solicited or

5subscriptions maintained.

6O. Bank records or subscriptions received?

7A. The same answer in terms of Fusion.

8Q. You didn't inquire of anybody?

9 A. That's right.

10 Q. You don't know the existence of any?

II 0 1 A. No.

i :  12 Q. Correspondence and memoranda, did you

! .13 inquire as to whether or not any of that •existed?

14 a. No.

r"15 Q. Document request number four, all documents

C 16 and other materials related to the solicitation by

17 Caucus Distributors of contributors to Debra H.

18 Freeman and to Citizens for Freeman undertaken on

19 behalf of Citizens for Freeman or undertaken on

20 behalf of the Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.,

21 between April 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982,

22 including but not limited to lists of solicitors,

23 lists of potential contributors, lists of persons

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180



~10

• 13

- 17

18

19

10

21

2

23

w w

Canning 143

solicited, lists of contributions obtained, bank

records of contributions received including deposit

slips and copies of checks, credit card receipts,

and all contracts, correspondence, memoranda and

other materials concerning the relationships between

Caucus Distributors and Citizens for Freeman and

between Caucus Distributors and the Fusion Energy

Foundation pertaining to the campaign for Debra

Freeman. Your answer to that is CDI did not solicit

contributions. What did you do in order to

determine that this would be the answer to that

particular document request?

A. It is similar to the earlier one we

discussed. It was similar in terms of number one

that we discussed earlier. I have -- it is Dot CDI's

policy to engage in any fashion in campaigns in

support of candidates. To my knowledge we, as the

answer says, we did not solicit any. To my

knowledge it is not our policy to do so. As far as

I know it is not our practice to do so. I have

never heard of ever having done so. I'm not

familiar of having done so. I have never heard of

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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44Canning

any expression to want to do so.

Q. Did you inquire of anybody as to whether o

not documents existed?

A. As to number one, it seemed a logical

impossibility.

Q. You just answered as George Canning,

secretary for CDI, did not solicit any documents

responsive?

A. It was on the basis of a logical

impossibility.

Q. You made no search of anybody to see if

documents existed?

A. That's right.

Q. Number five you did produce certain

telephone records between April -- through December

1982 relevant to CDI's involvement with persons who

contributed to 1982 Citizens for Freeman campaign

for the third congressional district. CDI

maintained no telephone logs or other records of

calls made or received. How did you know that

answer so you could give that answer on behalf of

CDI?

,'-

r

Lf)
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2 A&. I have never heard of any office of CD?, !

3have never heard of them over maintaining a

4telephone log. I'm not aware of any purpose of

5maintaining a telephone log. Similarly, I have

6never heard of messages being maintained beyond the

7moment an individual may call back, one who has

8called and left a message.

9 . Did you ask anybody vhether they did
to
li: 10 maintain these various items?

0%: i O , 11 A. N o.

: :: 12 Q. You didn't inquire?

S13 A. I had no reason to •believe any existed•.

'~~. 14 Q. But there was no inquiry?

:.,- 15 A. That's right.

16 Q. You submitted telephone bills for 6
to

- 17 telephone numbers and yet the answer, I believe, as

18 far as listing the telephone numbers listed 16.

19 A. Where is that located again? Here it is,

20 are you talking about interrogatory C on page 12?

21 Q. And you produced 6. What happened to the

22 rest or why didn't you submit them?

23 MR. CAGNEY: For the record, Mr. Canning is

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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MR. WHITEHEAD: I'm sorry, I thought I said

document request number five but if I didn't, it is

document request five.

By MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. You submitted telephone bills for 6

telephone numbers and you have 16 numbers listed.

-What did you do to determine whether telephone

records existed?

A. If I might, I will answer the second part

first.

Q . Fi ne.

A. In reference to the answer to interrogatory

C on page 12, I think you are right, there are 16

phone numbers there. By my count there are 16.

I requested -- that is a formal way of

putting it. I got access to where these phone bills

were being held in storage for the phone bills in

that time period.

Q. Who did you inquire of? Could you tell me

what you did to get access? Where were the records

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

Canning

referring to the answer to document request number

five.

I
A
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maintained? Who did you go to?

A. I think I can tell you but I would like to

check a legal point.

(Witness confers with counsel.)

MR. WHITEHEAD: Let the record reflect the

counsel and the witness are conferring.

(The record was read as requested.)

THE WIT'NESS: With request to that question

I respectfully decline to answer and assert my Fifth

Amendment privilege. However, I would like to

continue discussing what I did to supply tbe answer.

BY MIR. WHITIEAD:

Q. Just exactly what are you asserting

privilege to?

A. As to what your last question was. I

respectfully decline to answer and assert my Fifth

Amendment privilege.

MR. CAGNEY: With respect to your last

pending question the Fifth Amendment has been

asserted. I believe the record will reflect how the

telephone call records were gathered and from whom

they were gathered and to whom Mr. Canning may have

SC

tf,

0
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That is where the list of 16 came from.

Regarding the answer on the document

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

48Canning 1

talked or made inquiries of as to where the records

were in storage.

However, as to the penultimate question it

was a compound question as to how he provided this

answer to document request number five, he is

prepared to continue with that portion of the answe

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. Please do.

A. I gathered together such telephone records

as I could find from the period and I wrote down

telephone numbers that the telephone bills were

billed to, the various Caucus Distributors' offices

and if you remember that is for 15 of the cases.

The 16th case was the number which was allowed for

our usage at the Manhattan office on West 58th

Street which we discussed earlier.

Qo Could you tell us what number?

A. That is the 16

one in which case there was not. For the other 15

did consult physically the bills that I obtained.

cN

r o

(
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production which was -- vhich goes to five, I grant

you that the answer, my high school English would

have called it an awkward statement, poorly written.

What in fact is the case is that my

immediate feeling was that all of the information on

those phone bills was as I understood it covered by

First Amendment privilege. My initial inclination

was that it should not be provided pursuant to the

First Amendment of the constitution concerning

freedom of speech and related political rights

broadly defining the word political.

On further reflection, I was attempting to

be as responsive to your request as possible, in

spite of my reservations regarding the First

Amendment and as such I determined that perhaps the

best compromise I might work out and feel

comfortable with and having done so would be to

review the lists of contributors to the campaign in

question which were available at the public records

office of the Federal Election Commission, determine

geographically where the contributor listed on the

reports were located and if we had any offices in

9

m •
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2those geographical locations we would provide bills

3to that effect.

4 On the chance what you seem to be asking

5for whether or not somebody called somebody from an

6office in an area where we had an office, it seemed

7to my judgment irrelevant if we had an office if we

8had an office someplace where none of the

9contributors to the campaign were located. That

10 seemed to be the best way to balance between the

11 First Amendment privilege and broadly put

12 correspondence that you talked to and trying to be

13 responsive to document requests.

14 Q. The request called for documents in the

15 form of telephone bills for the period between April

16 1, 1982 and December 31, 1982. You produced bills

17 pertaining to the period between April 1982 and July

18 1982. What have happened to the rest of the bills

19 for that time period?

20 A. I don't know. I carried out the procedure

21 that I described and beyond that, I don't know.

22 0. Let me rephrase the question. There were

23 records between August and September. You submitted

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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that area code is Virginia,

it is Houston.

Was there any reason why we didn'

st through December records for that p5

6

7

8

10

number?

A.

the term

Q.

account

records

August t

151

I 'm sure.

get the

rt icul ar

sorry, I have gotten lost as to what

the question is which I see listed here?

it is listed as Houston, Texas and the

was CDI, New York office. You sent us

through July and no records as to

h December and my question is did other

bills exi

they exi s

A.

just don'

speculat i

did

C;

not g

I I tlEI L ~i~ll

or not, I

questions

st and if they

A, I don't kno

t know. B --

ye.

I think the ea

ive them to yo

.Whether it

don't know.

MR. WHITEHEAD:

at this time.

did -- the question is

w if

well

they ever existed.

, that would be

did

I

siest way to answer it if I

u, it is because I did not

is because they never existed

I don' t have any further

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958
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A. I'm not entirel

agents. I have acted as

it is a nonliving entity

know what an agent is.

Mr. Rubinstein and I as

I don't know what you me

S Q. Let me put the

Sthere any other persons

capacity to you and Mr.

Distributors within the

y sure what you mean by

has Mir. Rubinstein because

but beyond that I don't

I made a presumption that

officers had acted as agents.

an by agent.

question differently. Are

who act in a similar

Rubinstein or Caucus

period 1982?

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

NO

BY MR. TOBEY:

Q. One point which we discussed earlier and

didn't complete our discussion of, in your answers

to interrogatories at page seven you discuss a

category of individuals having a relationship with

CDI as agents. That is our term. We asked you if

you had agents. You stated CDI objects to naming

agents, objects to naming agents on protected First

Amendment grounds with the exception of the

following persons, Rubinstein and George Canning.I

ask you now, did CDI have agents other than the ones

that you have mentioned?

------ qF
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A. I don't recall. I don't think so but I

don't recall for sure.

MR. CAGNEY: May I ask one question?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Go ahead.

EXAMI NATION

153

BY MR. CAGNEY:

Q. With respect to the lines of inquiry

concerning your answers on behalf of CDI for

document production requests one through five, is it

true that your responses as set forth on the written

pages and signed by you vere based upon your

personal familiarity, knowledge, and experience with

r espect to any record keeping or record making

activities of CDI as yell as your familiarity,

knowledge, and experience with respect to CDI's

policy, practices, and procedures about those

matters?

A. (No response.)

Q. I'll break it down.

A. It sounds like it is correct but it is a

lot of stuff.

MR. WHITEHEAD: That is probably the most

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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Canning 15,

question that I have heard during the course

day.

BY MR. CAGNEY:

I'm trying to put a foundation on the

in case we are in front of a judge as to how

knowledge and understanding sufficient to

those document requests under oath.

You were asked numerous questions about

4'

inquiries that you made?

A. Uh-huh.

Q. I'm asking you vhether among other things

your foundation for knoving those answers was based

upon your personal experience, your personal

knowledge, and your personal familiarity with the

policies of CDI with the practices of CDI, with the

procedures of CDI, and with in fact the stated

purpose of CDI as set forth in its certificate of

incorporation?

A. Yes.

MR. CAGNEY: That is all that I wanted to

do.

MR. WHITEHEAD: I have one follow-up

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

r

lead ing

of this

QO.

record

you had

answer
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. On the basis of your answer to counsel's

question, did that familiarity of which he speaks to

which you answered yes, was that garnered over the

years as an employee of Fusion Energy Foundation and

a volunteer for CDI? You have only been employed by

them full time one year, I believe?

MR. CAGNEY: Objection as to form.

MR. WHITEHEAD: I didn't object to your

form.

MR. CAGNEY: Related to 1982.

BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

Q. As an employee of Fusion Energy Foundation

in 1982 and a volunteer of CDI, is that your basis?

MR. CAGNEY: He is the secretary for CDI.

MR. WHITEHEAD: He was not a paid secretary

up until this year.

MR. CAGNEY: Does that matter?

MR. WHITEHEAD: I asked if that was the

basis of his knowledge.

C•

tn

0

155
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: " 1C a ftnd n g 15 6

2THE WITNESS: I can't answer it the way

3that you have put it. In terms of CDI, the

4question -- you are putting two different entities

5together in the same question.

6 R. WHITEHEAD: I think the record will

7reflect the answer.

8 I'm not going to close this deposition at

9the present time. I'm going to hold it open.

'0
10 MR. CAGNEY: May I ask what that means?

S11 MR. WHIT1EHR&D: Yes, I'm not going to state

ii 12 that this deposition is closed. I want to hold this

i~i. C413 deposition open pending further study of the

'0
~14 d epo si ti on.

S15 MR. CAGNEY: Will you notify me when • you

C 16 have received it so I may review it as well?

17 MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes.

i 18 (Reading and signature waived.)

19 (Thereupon, at 5:00 p.m., the deposition

20 was concluded.)

21----

22

23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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DISTRICT OF CO LUMBIA, to vit:

I, Doreen K4. Dotzler, the officer before

whom the foregoing deposition was taken, do hereby

certify that the within-named witness personally

appeared before me at the time and place herein set

out, and after having been duly sworn by me,

according to law, was examined by counsel.

I further certify that the examination vas

recorded stenographically by me and this transcript

is a true record of the proceedings.

I further certify that I am not of counsel

to any of the parties, nor an employee of couneel,

nor related to any of the parties, nor in any way

interested in the outcome of this action.

As witness my hand and notarial seal this

17th day o f Feray , 1986.

(J

DOREEN M. DOTZLER

Notary Public

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

3/1/8 7

,<O

C

, • • m
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DZPOSIT'IOfl OF GEORIGE! 1O52R? CANIN[G

JANUARY 28, 1987

EXAMINATION BY:

MR. TOBEY

MR. CAGNEY

MR. WHITEHEAD

EXHIBITS:

NO. 1
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1 CERTIFICATE OF DEPONENT

3 I hereby certify that I have read and examined

4 the foregoing transcript, and the same is a true and

5 accurate record of the testimony given by me.

7 Any corections or additions that I feel are

8 necessary, I will attach on a separate sheet of paper

9 to the original transcript. ,

13

- - 14 I hereby certify that the individual representing

15 himself/herself to be the above-named individual, appeared

16 :before me this ________day of ____"___. _ , 198,

17 and executed the above certificate in my presence.

S //

1 _ / -- '-" / L/

19

20

21

22 My ccnission expires:

23

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR
/

f

I-,'. -

'/L)

Bossard Associates, Inc. (202) 659-5180
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1 WITNESS George R. Canning CASE:Citizens for Freeman

2 Please note any erroes and the corrections therof on this
errata sheet. The rules require a reason for any change

3 tr correction. It may be general, such as "To conform
with the facts" or "To correct s teographic error" or "To

4 clarify the record."

5 PAGE LINE CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE

All corrections ar3
7 to) conform with the

facts or to correct
stenographic error,

8 as the case may be.
a

9 7 21 Capitalize " fusion erg/"

I010 15 "more just me" should be
-' - "more than just me"

" : i11 13 "Patterson" should be "Paterson"

"412 14 8 "coordinate" should be "circulate"

13 17 3 capitalize "State"

14*"I 18 22 "inquiring" should be~ "inquiry"

15 20 14 strike "Not to *-ry 'n >., L*~

35 20 "spoken wi th" st]al )J i e " 3?oke t
17 anyone other than"

1s 52 3 "*on" sho)uld : ' :

19 '5 "times should be tm

20

21

22

23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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1 WITNESS George R. Canning CASE-Citizens for Freeman

2 Please note any erroes and the corrections therof on this
errata sheet. The rules require a reason for any change

3 br correction. It may be general, such as "To conform
with the facts" or "To correct steographic error" or "To

4 clarify the record."

5 PAGE LINE CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE

655 10 "other tenant" should be "over-tenant"

58 18 "foundation say you" should be "foundation,
say, you' re"

--- 64 2 _ "Labor Organizations" should be "Labor
9 Committee3 and other organizations"

10 69 23 "No. " should be "I don't know. "

72 2 "Leesburg" should be "Alexandria"

" "X472 5 "Alexandria" should be "Alexandria?"
12

xO76 13 "certain" should be "certain,"
13

)79 13 "it" should be "they"

1 ~ 1489 10 "periOis" should be "per centages."

•15 92 9 . . " . . .. ~

17 92 17 "getting ideas" should be "getting out
i de as

18
13) 3 c:] n'-: guest in-nar k t ) uer io1

19

20

21

22

23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5!80
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1 WITNESS George R. Canning CASE :Citizens for Freeman

2 Please note any erroes and the corrections therof on this
errata sheet. The rules require a reason for any change

3 r correction. It may be general, such as "To conform
with the facts" or "To correct steographic error" or "To

4 clarify the record."

5 PAGE LINE CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE

7106 21 "Did Stuart . . . " should
be "Why did Stuart . . ."

8107 19 "on" should be "to"

S9 108 16 "it" should be "our purpose"

10 108 23 "remedy" should be "remedy it"

,1-1 i 109 7 "be all end all" should be
;" "be-all and end-all"

12 119 18 "solicit Fusion" should be

13 "solicit for Fusion"
122 14 "keeps" should be "keep"

122 16 "hence the term contacts," should
S15 be "hence the t~-rm, ' i)tact s',

- 0v"p-opie trh t they t-alk"
17 131 12 Strike entir- line twelve.

18 134 6-11 inse rt c;mm,=s: "nev'er happened so"
shouli-h be "never happened, so" and

19 "to pu rs&e it so" should be "to
pursue it, so"

20

21.

22

23

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958(202) 659-5180
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WITNESS George R. Canning CASE:Citizens for Freeman

Please note any erroes and the corrections therof on thiserrata sheet. The rules require a reason for any change
br correction. It way be general, such as "To conform
with the facts" or "To correct sceographic error" or "To
clarify the record."

CORRECTION REASON FOR CHANGE

8 "thin'Js as" should be "things which as"

9 "meanings" should be "meetings"

22- "subscriptioners" should be
23 "subscribers"

3 "licenses " should be "lists"

7 "answer in" should be "answer as in"

5 "As to" should be "As with"

7 "one = should be "someone"

3 "high school Knglish" should be
"high school English teacher"

13 capitalize "Constitution"

" it i having done"

22 "contributor" should be "contributors"

7 1elet9 tirst "if we ha(d an )lice"

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

PAGE LINE

134

136

137

142

142

144

145

149

149

149

149

149

159

13

14

15

16

17
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19

20
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22

23

I
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WITNESS George R. Canning CASE:Citizens for Freeman

Please note any erroes and the corrections therof on this
errata sheet. The rules require a reason for any change
or correction. It may be general, such as "To conform
with the facts" or "To correct steographic error" or "To

clarify the record."

CO RRE CT ION REASON FOR CHANGE

"First Amendment . . . talKed to"
should be "First %mendment privilege
of our, broadly put, correspondents
that we talk to, ...

15 "acted as" should] be "act- , as"

19 "When" should be "'ihat"

17 "broadest .rolitical contacts" should
be "broadest sense of 'political
contacts,' "

Bossard Associates, Inc. (0)6958

PAGE LINE

2150 11-I

152
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122

9

10

12
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Q t PAGE 2

Examination by Phillip L. Wise

SFEC Deposition Exhibit Was. 1 & 25

FEC Deposition Exhibit No. 36

8 Lansing, Michigan

9 Tuesday, November 3, 1987

'0 10:10 A.M.

'0
11 RECORD:

12 AUGUST POPEVICH,

- 13 having first been duly sworn, was examined and testified on

14 his oath as follows:
'0

15 MR. VISE: Okay. First of all, for the record

i0 I'd like to give you my name. My first name is Phillip,

I 17 P-h-i-l-1-i-p, last nare is Wise, W-i-s-e. And I am here as

16 a representative of the Federal Election Couuuission.

19 EXAMJINATION

?0 BY PHILLIP L. VISE:

21 0 What I'd like to know riqht at the beginning -- I'd like to

22 know the spellincv o' your first name for the record and the

23 spelling of your last name for the record.

24 A Spelling of my last name is P-o-p-e-v-i-c-h.

25 0 And the first name?
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A

0

A

A

0

A

0

A

A

0

A

0

How old would that miake you?

Are you employed?

Part-tmme.

And where is that?

Sears lkoebuck.

And where is that located?

Prandor, out -- out In -- I don't know if it's East Lansing.

It's between East Lansing and Lansing.

Okay. And what do you do at Sears?

I am a stock clerk in the automotive department.

Okay. Before you came here today, did you aet a chance to

review any documents to help you prepare for this deposition?

34~dr~e F. .~
L--,, ) M,7,A-7884 ,

cO

C)

understand it. Is that clear?

Yes.

Okay. Okay. If you don't inform m that you have not

understood the question, I will asswie that you have

understood it and that your answer is in response to that

question; is that clear?

Yes.

Okay. Are you appearing here today for this disposition

under subpoena from the Federal Election Commission?

Yes.

One thing I'd like to know. What is the date of your birn

Ik
- -- r •
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15
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17
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19
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11

12~

13

141

'5

(Whereupon, documents handed to the court

reporter were marked FEC Deposition Exhibit

Nos. I and 2.)

0 (By Mr . Wise) Okay. At this time what I'm going to do is

I'm qoing to focus on these doouments that you presented to

me this morning. And maybe you can explain them to me a

little bit. Okay. What I',' going to do now is hand you

what has been marked as FEC Exhibit 1. Here you go, sir.

Do you recognize that document?

A Yes.

O And what is it a photostatic copy of?

A These are checks that I wrote to Lyndon LaRouche at his

solicitor's request.

o Could we look a little closer at the checks here. What is

the date on the checks on there, on the first check?

A Oh, looks like September.

C-
,h@,o N57) )_.2-8D'-

The ones I brought.

And these are the documents that you gave me. Okay.

Well, at this time what I'd like to do is get

the reporter to mark these documents here. First of all,

I'd like to give you this photostatic copy here.

MR. WISE: I'd like to have it marked as FEC

Exhibit No. 1. These are a list of checks here. And I'd

like this marked as FEC Exhibit No. 2. That's a promisso:

note.

ry



O Q ,PAGE 6_

1Q No. Let's see .. let me give you a clearer copy than

2 the copy that you gave me.

3 MR. WISE: Let's mark this as FEC Exhibit No. 3.

4 It's a copy that I already have.

5 (Whereupon, document handed to the court

6 reporter was marked FEC Deposition Exhibit

7 No. 3.)

8 0 (By Mr. Wise) Okay. What I'm going to give you now is

Q FEC Exhibit No. 3. And could you -- are these the same?

10 Is this the same document that you were looking at? They're

', similar?

'2 A Yes.

/ '3 0 Okay. Is this a little clearer, the date on that document?

CN
1 July the 14th, I think, '87 -- '84.

'5 0 Okay. And who was this check made payable to?

" ' A Caucus Distri butors.

,7 C And in the avcount of how much?

IS Five thousand dollars.

'9 And is that your signature on there?

2 A Piaht.

21 Okay. What I'd like to ask you about that document, that

22 FEC Exhibit No. 3. is why did you make out such a check to

23 Caucus Distributors?

24A Well, it's a long story. I'm a manic-depressive. Do you

25 know what that is?
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S PAGE____

1 o Well, I am a little bit familiar with it, but we'll get to

2 that later on. But could you Just tell me about that

3 document? Why did you make it payable to Caucus Distributors

4t A Well, I felt compelled to because of my frame of mind.

5 Q And why did you feel compelled to?

6 A Because I was in the throes of an episode and I thought the

7 Mafia was overrunning the country at the time and that

8 something had to be done. And I didn't know who to turn to,

9 and they just happened to snag me by coincidence on the

10 street. And from then on it led from one thing to another.

11 Q Did you know anything about Caucus Distribuors, Incorporated,

1? before you wrote the check to them?

Y'' 3 A No.

'4 0 Well, how did you learn about this organization?

;©15 A At the post office.

.... e 0 And frow vhom? Who vas it?

17 A The woman th at solzcited the ironey off me, Donna Benton.

'8 Q And how do you spell that last name?

19 A B-e-n-t-o-n.

20 C And you said you vet her at the post office?

21 A Yeah, right.

22 0 And how did she approach you?

23 A They were selling literature.

24 Q And then what did you do? Did they approach you or did you

25 approach thec. ?

bo, e "- Le,, i.... . ' ~ 8,Qo,



1 A Well, I was passing by on th. sidewalk but I was in a

2 desperate frane of mind.

3 And when she approached you, how did she identify herself?

A Did she say , "My name is Donna Benton"? What did she say?

5A I don't recall.

6 Okay. But you said you found out about Caucus Distributors

7 from Donna Benton?

8A Yeah.

90 What did she tell you about Caucus Distributors?

10 A Everythinq. She was giving me an update day and night. She

,24
ii was calling re solilcitinq funds for this and that, one thing

1, 2 and another.

" 13 l How did she identify -- did she identify herself as a

14 cartaiqn worker, as a solicitor of funds?

15 A Campaiqn worker.

:.16t O As a car'naiqn what?

'7 A Yeah.

16 Q Organizer?

19 A Yeah, I guess.

20 C Okay. Did she say for Caucus Distributors or did she say she

21 was a cainpaiqn worker for who?

2? A or Lyndon La~ouche.

23 0 And what was Lyndon LaRouche running for at that time?

24 A Well, that was a presidential year. I guess he was running

25 for president.

~7 ~a~cJ~' ~#. -. 70 o,, . .. D..- ,
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1 0 Okay. And did she tell you exactly who she was? Did she

2 give you a little explanation about herself as to why she

3 was doing this, who she was, and these things?

4 A Oh, she believed in his cause, yeah.

5 Q Can you remember some of the words that she said?

6 A She was runnincq do the administration, the present

7 administration, and the -- and the fiscal policies of the

e country, and Just anything and everything doing with

~politics, you know.

10 C And why did she say that she needed this money for Caucus
r)

11 Distributors? I mean just why did she say she needed the

¢ . 12 voney?

13 P EShe said she was a matriot and she was working for her

CN
1 4 country.

is15. Okay. Did she ever brine up the word "contribution" or

N' W6 donation = , or what words did she use when she talked about

1, the moe,. she wanted?

is A Loans.

,, What?

20 A Loans.

21 0 She called the' loans?

22 A Yeah.

23 0 Even that $5,000 as listed on the FEC Exhibit No. 3?

24 A Yeah.

25 C She called that a loan?
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contributions or loans, or whatever, totaled in the amount of

better than $10,000. They listed them.

Q Well, when you made the check payable to Caucus Distributors,

did she tell you what Caucus Distributors was going to do

with the funds that she got from you?

A No.

She didn't say what they were going to do with it at all?

A No.

C Okay. Did she tell you that Caucus Distributors was

connected with the LaPouch~e campaign in any kind of way?

Oh, ye~th.

Q And in what way did she say?

A That was hi. ent a'ency, or whatever. I don't know. The

anency that represented hi7 is what she said.

C That's what she said?

Yeah.

C Azw' she, .'n. B.tn

A Yeah.

o And did she tell you that Caucus Distributors was authorized

to collect rne" ' r the LaRruche carvpaign?

A Yes.

Q And she said it in those words? Can you rememiber how she

said it, not exictlv but as best you can remember?

A Just about, yeah. I asswned that all these agencies that I

wrote it out tr . TT. and Caucus Distributors --

f.~~e °p:

~o-. (s7) 37£-288.

[]
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'0

Q You said IDL. What does IDL stand for? Is that the

Independent Democrats for LaRouche?

A Yeah.

Q Did you contact then also?

A There's a check here for them, I believe.

0 What check is that, FEC Exhibit No. 1? There's a series of

checks on FEC Exhibit No. 1. And which one of these checks

did you say that you made out to Independent Democrats for

La Rouche ?

A Well, I don't see it here but I know I made out checks for

that.

o In what amount did you make that check out for?

A I don't rerw:-ber that.

C Okay. Well. 1et' look at ?TC Exhibit No. 1 again. And

we'll look cDrwn here. There' s another check on here. I'll

call it C:,ezk No. 2 comnnc from the top to the bottom since

you st ruck out Check N. 3 on this document. And who is this

made out to?

A Caucus Distributor.

o And what's the dat on that one?

A July 14, '84.

O And what is the~ wr~- o that check?

A Twenty-five hundred dollars.

o So you made a check out for, let's see, $5,000 and one out

for $2,5(' on t~e 14th o' July?

S



1A Urn-hum.

2 Q Did you give this to the same person, Donna Benton, who

3 mentioned?

AA No. She had a runner in town here that used to come ove

5 and nick the checks up.

6 Q And who was the runner?

7A Steve something. I can't remember his last name.

8 Q teve. Anc did you r.eet him at the post office also witi

9 Donna Benton'

10 A No.

r-.
11 And how did you r.et hir?

12 A lie cane Iater when she solicited checks over the phone to

13 pick un thp mne".

Ca And how d ir you knicw to eive the checks to this person ca

15 !Steve'

1- A lie ident:.!:e hirself.

r "7 C And how d'" hr Jre o. 'v h= sel1!, as who, and what agency

18 he represent?

1Q A LaRouche.

20 Q Is that what ' :"

21 Yeah.

22 Q Okay. Couh'! "' . ('PSc!rbe hir just a little bit? I mean

23 he from the 1oeal -- do you know his address or anything?

24 A Yeah, he's eror' Tast Lansinq, but I can't remember his la

25 name.
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0 Maybe you' 11 remember later on as we go down here. Let's

see . . . there's another check here on, again, FEC

Exhibit No. 1. And who i. this one made out to?

A LaRouche --

Q That' s --

A -- Campaign, I think.

O And that's for, how much is the amount?

A One thousand dollars.

o And the date of that?

A July 17, '84.

Q And is that your sianature on all these checks?

A Yeah.

o Okay. And what vas the reason behind the $1,000 check to

the Laflouchc Caz'paion as written on there?

A What was the reason for it?

o Yeah. What was your intent at that titue?

A They wouldn't qive me any peace. They called me day and

night.

Q What time of day and what time of night, in the wee hours o

the morninq? Could you qive me a specific time?

A 8:30 in the morning till 10:30 at niqht or something like

that.

Q And what days of the week, any?

A All days of the week.

o Okay. What I' aoing to show you now is what's been marked

2.'~e- -

P410 .'.. (517) s~'.-7884
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1as FEC Exhibit No. 2. Could you tell urn what that is?

2 A Yeah, this was a thousand dollar loan.

3 0 But what i. the document we have in front of you here?

4 A Unsecured promissory note.

5 Q And what's the date of this note here?

6 A 12-4-84.

7 Q What's that, December 4, 1984?

6 A Yeah.

9 0 And whose signature is on it?

I0 A Donna Benton.

ii 0 Did Donna Benton personally give you that promissory note,

12 FEC Exhibit No. 3?

13 A She didn 't personall v ciive me anything because she was only

C t4in town once that I saw her. That was initially when I

15 first met her.

- ,- I6 0 Okay.

17 A And then all the business was over the phone and she sent me

, s that through the mailI.

i,. Q And she sent you the promissory note through the mail? And,

20 again, how did YOu forward the checks to Caucus Distributors?

21 A By Steve. Stewe.

2? Q Okay.

23 A One time she wanted soney and Steve couldn't pick it up, and

24 I couldn't take it out there.

25 0 Did you make all your Payments to Caucus Distributors and

3
-a -.n',,e w ,7 Pc-88



Q PAGE 16
1 other people that you made payments to by check? Did you

2 give any cash?

3 A No.

4 Q It was all by check?

5 A Check.

6 Why did they take it? They needed a loan of $1,000? Were

7 you told any reason why?

S A Oh, for various reasons. They were always in the hole, you

9 know, financially. And they were looking for funds to bail

10 themiselves out. And then I coot to thinkinr after awhile,

C)
i after my head cleared somewhat, that they were borrowing

1? money and borrowinq money to pay back the borrowed money.

1 3 0 And did they always contact you through Steve and Donna

14 Benton? Was there anybody else?

IS A And Ron Bet taq.

.?-16 Q How do you spell that last name?

17 A B-e-t-t-a-q.

,f)
iS Q And who was he?

19 A He was a camyaiqn worker. That's all I can say.

20 Q A cawpaiqn worker for who? Did you ever come in personal

21 contact with him?

22 A NO.

23 0 And who did you say he was a campaiqn worker for?

24 A LaRouche.

25 0 And how di.d you talk to him?

,a~e ,V e, .-
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I A He'd call me on the phone or I'd call him to see where my

2 money was because they weren't paying me back.

3 Q And where was he located?

4 A Chicago.

5 0 Chicago?

6 A Yeah, and so was Donna Benton in Chicago.

7 Q Okay. Who did Donna Benton say she was with, Caucus

S Distributors, or did she say she was with the Laflouche

9 campaign? Who vas she with? Who did she say she worked for?

10 A I couldn't tell you that. Both, I imagine.

1I 0 When you issued these checks, how did you intend these checks

12 to be used? We can go back to specific checks. How about

'3 FEC Exhibit No. 1 here, the first check, the $5,000 chock to

Cq14 Caucus Distributors. What was your intent?

'5 A Well, to be used visely and for the political party. But I

- 18 didn't know what the political party was. I'll tell you I

r- ? was in abad fra~c fu ind and I --

IS Q Did --

19 A I think they kne it because they must have known it or they

20 wouldn't have hounded day and n icht.

21 Q Did you know who M~r. Lyndon LaRouche was before you made

22 those checks out?

23 A I saw him onV one time.

24 Q Okay. And you vere sure that Caucus Distributors were going

25 to use your roney to try to qet hir elected as president of

'j t~ r - 8i



1 the United States?

2A Yeah, but I changed my mind. I didn' t vote for him.

3 I just vant to know what you intended at the time you wrote

4 the checks out.

5A Yeah. At the time~ I thought he was qreat but I was in a

6 cockeyed frame of mind, so that doesn't count.

7 0 And you did let Hiss Benton know that you were writing these

s ~checks to help support his presidential caw'paiqn?

9A Yeah.

'o0 Did she specifically say it was qoing toward his presidentia:

,i cazmpaign or toward spreadina his ideas?

,-. ? A Well, both.

S 13 0 How do you an both? Did she say both? Can you try and

Id rerierber w-hat she said?

is A These wore his ideas, his campaign. He wanted to socialize

16: I medicine and he wanted some kind of defense that costs less

17 vmoney than Reaqan was upendina uoney on, and employment.

is 0 See, what I's trying to yet to is what she said. Did she say

9 it was goinq toward his presidential campaign? Did she say

20 that at any tire -- did she say that it was goina toward his

21 presidential caspaiq~n?

37A Yeah.

23 0 She did say it was goinq towards his campaign?

24 Sure.

25 Q And she didn't -- how about -- did she say it was cvoinq toward

* - L ( , ) *,- 8e
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1 the dissemination of his ideas?

2 A Both.

30 She said it vas going for both. Okay.

4A Both.

50 Okay. Are you familiar with the name Gerald Rose?

6A (Shaking head negatively.)

70 How about Edward Spannaus, last name S-p-a-n-n-a-u-s?

8A No.

9Q Did Miss Benton -- did she always refer to Caucus

10 Distributors. Incorporated, or did she refer to any other

n1 organizations?

12 A Oh, IDL.

13 0 IDL stand iha for Independent Dewocrats for LaRouche?

,d Yea):.

is Any other orqanlzationc?

",,16 A No. Caucus Distributors.

< i7 C Did she ever refer to an orqanization called the LaRouche

1S Camnpairgn?

19 No.

20 0 You said that you contacted various people to try to get your

21 money back. Did you ever contact -- who did you contact to

22 try to qet your rwoney back?

23 A Ron Settag.

24 Q And he was with -- who did you say he was with?

25 A Caucus tistributors, I inagine.
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Q Did you ever try to contact Miss Benton concerning your funds

2A Could never find her.

3 Do you have any address on her or did you have any address

4 at the time?

5A I had a mailing address, yeah, Kedzie Avenue in Chicago or

6 something like that.

7 Q When you said that you met Miss Benton at the post office,

s I mean how? Did she have a booth set up in the post office

9 or was she outside the post office?

to0 Outside the post office.

nI 0 And what was she doing?

12 A Selling books.

13 Q Selling books?

1' A Yeah.

'5 0 Did you buy any books from her?

|6A Yes.

I? 0 And what was the book about? I mean do you know the title

18 of the book?

;9 Oh, I don't remember nov.

20 Q And what did it have to deal with?

2) A What's all his literatur, have to deal with, history and

22 Corsiuniaw and -- I don't know.

23 Q Okay. So you said you talked to a guy named Steve and Donna

24 Benton. And what was the other guy's name that you gave, the

25 other person?

L3-,.I, rI.W REIP",
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SA Ron Bettag.

2 Q Ron Bettag.

3 I'm going to give you a few naiies. Listen

4 carefully. And I want to know if you ever heard of these

5 other people. Rave you ever been familiar with a guy named

6 -- a person named Michael Celber? G-e-l-b-e-r is the last

7 name.

s A (Shaking head negatively.)

q 0 How about a Richard Sanders?

10 A No.

ii Q His last name is spelled S-a-ni-d-e-r-s.

1? Charles Park, P-a-r-k?

, ; 13 A No.

i4 0 Are you faniliar vith the name Mitchael BiZlngton,

tS B-i-l-1-i-n-q-t-o-n?

\ - 16 A No.

17 0 Paul (o)ldstein?

g8A No.

, T hat' s G-o-1-d-s-t-.-1-n.

20 Jeffrey Steinberq?

2 i A No.

:2 0 Mi chelle Steinberg?

23 A No.

24 0 And this may be a repeat, Edward Spannaus.

25 A No.
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1 Q Robert Greenberg?

2 A No.

3 0 Roy -- last name Frankhauser. That's F-r-a-n-k-h-a-uu--e-r.

A And sometimes they call him Bill Clay, C-l-a-y.

5 A (Shaking head negatively.)

6Q How about an Elliot Greenspan, G-r-e-e-n-s-p-a-n?

7 A No.

S 0 A Richard Black?

QA No.

10 Q And that's it with that line of questioning there.

i Okay. I know this may sound like I'm asking the

12 sam question over and over but I'm trying to figure out

1 3 exactly what Miss Senton said when she approached you. I

14 want to know how she identified herself, if you can remember.

15 YOU say she was selling literature. And when you went up to

1et this table to buy this literature, she must have said

* 17 soeethin,~ about herselt. Did she indicate that she was a

IS volunteer, a fund solicitor, a paid worker? Did she give

19 any indication of that in any of her conversations with you

20 in front of the post office or when she called you?

21 A Oh, she was a caipaiqn worker, I know. And then in our

2? conversations over the phone she was telling me how little

23 she was making a week, Just enough to subsist on.

24 Q And who did she say she was making the money from?

25 A Frort hir, !ro . a~ouche.

Cs'o. , ( ,) P74-!) ,
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1 She said she was being paid by La~ouche or Caucus

2 Distributors?

3A I don't recall that.

4 Okay. But she did say that she was making some kind of

5 subsistence, money?

6A Yeah.

7 0 Again I'nm going back to the purpose of the funds you gave.

s I mean in your own mind at the time. I'm talking about at

the time you wrote the checks. What did you intend them to

10 be used for, again'

n1 A For political -- for political purposes, you know.

12 0 And what political purpose was that?

i 3 A To elect him to an office.

Id An office as who -- I know you may have answered this

15 question. I'. just tryinq to get it on the record. What

16 , office was he running for?

i1 President.

16 And is that the office you intended your funds to be

19 supportive of, him runninq for president?

20 A I was supportive of him, yeah.

21 MR. VISE: Okay. Could we go off the record a

22 minute?

23 (There was a discussion off the record.)

24 Q (By fir. Wise) Okay. I'm going to ask you questions that

25 seem sirilar to some of the questions I already asked you.

t ~o, (5,7) 37A-'884
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1 But V.m going to go back to FEC Exhibit 1 and also a copy

2 which is FEC Exhibit No. 3, which is also a duplicate of

3 Check No. 1 on FEC Exhibit No. 1. And, like I said, the

4 checks are made out to various peoples, most of them being

5 made out to Caucus Distributors. And again I'd like to know,

6 how did you know to make out the checks to Caucus

7 Dis tributors ?

s A They instructed we to.

9 Q They who?

10 A Donna Benton and Ron Bettag.

oD ~ 01 So you didn't lust automatically make them out to Caucus;

12 you were instructed to make them out to Caucus?

r: 13 A Ye s.

C 14 0 What about this FEC Exhibit N~o. 1, the third check on the

15 sheet, the one that's made out to -- who is it made out to?

:,, A La Rouc he .

," 0 And who told you -- how -orn here all of them have been to

is Caucus Distributors and then all of a sudden one was made

,9 out to LaRouche? Why did you make the change here?

20 A I don't know,.

21 0 Did anybody instruct you to make it out to LaRouche this time?

2? Maybe they didn't instruct we, and I made it out that way.

23 Q Let's look at the back of the check now. This check -- I'm

24 looking at FEC Exhibit No. 1 aqain, the back of the check.

25 Let us show that the check was deposited in the account.

L,-,, M~cI,..o- £B,5
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SA sure.

2 And vhat's your doctor's name?

A Dr. Houssein.

4O Did he understand that you vere congn here this morning

5 for your deposition?

6 A No, he didn't know about it.

70 Okay. Let's see...

A I'm not sick now. I get periods when I get sick. They call

9 them episodes.

I0 Q Okay. When t. 're finished with this deposition here, do

11 you understand that I'm going to give you the option right

12 here and nov once this is typed up end put in the original

13 for that you~ will get a chance to read it and sign it? Do

C 4 you choose to read this deposition and sign it first or

NC)
15 would you waive signing of this deposition?

AWaive siqnin i it?

I? 0 That reans that you don't want to see it nor read it before

II w consider it.

19 A Well. I'll waive signiaq it, then.

20 P' . VISE: Okay. Let the record show that he

21 waived signing of th. deposition. And, again, let's stop

22 the deriosition here.

23 (There was a discussion off the record. )

24 MR. VISE: What is normally stipulated by the

25 respective parties is that objections to the questions will

C_,J,, R. ... ,-, . a, . --



1 be reserved to the time of trial except for the form of the

2 question.

3 And also I want you to have that here stipulated

that the reading and signing of the deposition by the

5 Deponent is waived by the Deponent.

6 Okay. And another thing I'd like to have on the

7 record right here is that I'd like it to show that I am now

giving Mr. Popevich the witness fee for appearing here this

morning. Here I'm giving him an envelope with a check in it

10 of $30 for the witness fee.

C'J 11 THE WITNFSS : Okay. Thank you.

12 MR. VISE: And this is going tr be the close of

-i 3the deposition. And are you sure you have no other statementi

C 14 to make .Tor the record at this time?

15 THE WITN4ESS: No, that's pretty much it.

1< 6 MR. VISE: Okay. We can close.

t- 17

,9 {DIpoilte conc1u~d at 10:35 A.M.)

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 CERTIFICATE OF NTARY PUBLIC

2 DEPONENT: August Popevich (STATE OF MICHIGAN)
RECORDED: November 3, 1987 ( SB )
LOWCATION: Social Security Building (COUNTY OP CLINTON)

333 South Capitol, Ste. 215
Lansing, Michigan

Being a Notary Public duly commissioned and

qualified in and for the State of Michigan at Larqe, I do hereby

certify that pursuant to notice there came~ before me the deponent

herein, who was by me first duly sworn to testify to the truth
an9ohn u h rt ocin n ocrigtemtesi

10

~controversy in this case.
11

12 Deing thereupon carefully examined under oath,

said exardnatlor. was recorded stenographically, and was later

C 14 reduced to trar vription under ny supervision;- said transcription

D being a true reco~rd of the testimony given by the witness.
15

7further certify that I am neither attorney or
-:- .... 18
~counsel for. n~r related to or employed by any of the parties to

17
! c the action in vh~ch this deposition is taken; and, further, that

16
I am not a relative or employee of any attorney or counsel

19

employed by the r arties hereto, or financially interested in the
20

action.
21

'..!.N Ss WI!EREOP, I have hereunto subscribed my

signature this day of November, A.D. 1987.

24

MY COMMISSION r.. ,'-* • .- .25 July 27, 1991 Patricia J. Brenn R-94Jt

F- oN,,, .t g. D.-Sc24eY* ~ Leing, *O
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CDI
Caucus Distributors, Inc. / 304 west 58th street / New York, N.Y. 10019 / (212) 247-8820

Obligation No. D__ _ __ __ate 1 2)/4 /R4

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED. the undersigned agrees to pay to

AUGUST POPEVICH

of

ttepnnctpal sum of S 1, 000.00 ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS dX]0Dols

pa:yable asfolo, s. RTY'TYrv v fr th e 4-hi@ ,A

IN ADDITION, the undersigned agr-te lo pa the rkso,ior interet at an annual rate of

1,: 1 Th,,' -'E percent
,q .. awl, m w rds

pse.b as follows:

One pament of 120.010 (TWINTY DOLLARS AND 00/XX CENTS) on

February 4, 1985, toqether with the full principal.

CAUCUS DISTRIBU'TORS. INC Is located at 304 W 58th Street. 5th Floor. New
ueishaldl e subjec't to laws of me Swye of Ne Yx overnig such contracts. York, NY 10019. Both

Caucus Distrbutors, Inc.
457No:edl.Seod lo

Chicago. II 60625

~ of sawag Akw

This note may not be assigned. transferred or discounted.

~TI0N
'IExHeT'

LecoyRegon copr. NCR copyLender copy
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: MUR Number 1852
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DEPOSITION OF CHRISTIAN A. CURTIS

Washington, D. C.

Friday, July 29, 1988

Deposition of CHRISTIAN A. CURTIS, called for examina-

tion pursuant to notice of deposition, at the Federal Election

Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Sixth Floor Conference Room,

at 10:00 a.m. before RONALD J. WILSON, a Notary Public within

and for the District of Columbia, when were present on behalf

of the respective parties:

PHILLIP WISE, ESQ.
THOMAS WHITEHEAD, ESQ.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
On behalf of Federal

Election Commission.
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13

BY MR. WISE:

For the record, could you give us your name and

Christian Curtis, C-u-r-t-i-s.

Your address?

0 Home telephone number?

And are you employed?

I am.

Whe re ?

Decision Resources Inc., Washington, D.C.

Area code and telephone number 202 --

There is a central switchboard number. I don't

A( -FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
'& ,J .\ro'~d oeae (J3664

PROCEEDINGS

Whereupon,

CHRISTIAN A. CURTIS

was called as a witness and, having been first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

MR. WISE: On the record.

EXAMI INATION

0

spell it?

(N

~ I-

'r)



0 0
35605.0
RJW

10
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19

10
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2

I spoke with John Maricham.

Anything specific or just that you were showing

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202- 347- 3700 N at ion ,ide Coverage 800-336-6646

know the number.

o What kinds of business do they carry on there?

A Consulting company.

o Your occupation is --

A Editor.

o What kinds of work do you do?

A These are studies of federal programs in the

area of education. Higher ed, special education,

vocational training, education finance, a lot of

statistical studies; and I either write and/or edit text

that analyzes these statistical studies.

Q Are you represented by an attorney?

A No.

o Have you consulted with an attorney?

A No.

Q Did you review any documents before coming to

the deposition?

A I did not.

Q Have you talked to anybody about this deposition

I

'0

at all?
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1 up here?

2A Just that Mr. Wise -- yourself would be calling

3 me. He asked if I would be willing to do this and I said

4 yes. He had nothing specific to say in terms of

5 recommenda tions.

6O I would like to ask you have you ever taken a

7 deposition before?

8A I am not sure formally what a deposition is.

9 Q I will explain.

10 A I have given testimony once; I gave to the

11 Secret Service.

12 0 I will explain. I will pose a series of

13 questions to you and at any time if you don't understand

'r 14 the questions, just stop me and I will rephrase and repeat

C15 it so you can understand the question, and if you don't

16 stop me or ask me to rephrase the question, I will assume

17 that the answer you give is in response to that question.

18 A Very well, I understand.

19 Q Okay. You said you are employed by a consulting

20 firm. Is that connected with Mr. LaRouche?

21 jA No.

22 1Q The time sequence we are focusing on is 1984,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
i!202- 347-3'00 Nation id¢ Coverage 800-336-6646
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1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

211

2

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202- 34- 3 '0 Nar ion~ide Coverage 800-336-6646

and who were you employed by in 1984?

A Who paid my living expenses? Mr. LaRouche's

organization.

0Which organization was that? What is the name

A On the checks -- I probably got checks from EIR

Research.

Q What does that stand for?

A Executive Intelligence Review. And I think some

of my checks were Fusion Energy Foundation. When I say the

LaRouche organization, I don't recall exactly the labels

under which --

Q we will step back.

When did you first become employed by them or

have them pay your living expenses? A month and a year

would be good if you don't know the exact date?

A I became a member of their organization in

June '74 when they started paying me money in terms of

stipends or partial support. I don't remember when that

actually occurred.

0 When you first --

A It would not have been long after that.

'0

r



35605.0007

I When you first became a member, vhat was your

2 function or duties that you performed?

3A For about two weeks I was what they call a field

4 organizer working out of the New York regional office, and

5 I was attached to the national headquarters in New York.

6O What is a field organizer?

7A These are people that sell literature in the

8 street and distribute pamphlets, just generally on the

9 street trying to recruit people and raise money and sell

10 literature. I guess you would say advocate or probably --

i~i: 11 advocate the position of LaRouche and trying to get people

12 to support the things.
'0

13 0 In 1984 what were you doing?

- 14 A Fundraiser.

S15 tj0 What were your duties there?

16 A I was on the phone team in the national

17 headquarters in New York City.

18 jQ What was the name of the label given to the

19 national headquarters?

20 A We called it NC, national center.

21 0 While you were with them, what was the hierarchy?

22 ii What organization was first in the ranking structure of the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 LIaRouche organization in '84?

2A Well, the cadre organization is the National

3 Caucus of Labor Committees, NCLC, sometimes referred to as

4IInternational Caucus of Labor Committees.

5 Interchangeable names?

6 A Yes. Basically. NCLC is a domestic nature of

7 ICLC. Mr. LaRouche heads that. All of that cadre

8j organzation, all other entities are derived, controlled,

'0
9 managed, created and dispensed as political expedience

10 1 requ ired.

*i1 Fence, Fusion Energy Foundation is sort of a

12 front for, if you will, or delivers campaign -- it is a
'O

13 front in the Communist party sense of the word. They vould

14 create a legal entity with a certain name to accomplish

C- 1 specific tactics. They create another entity with another

16 name to accomplish another tactic and Fusion Energy was to

17 promote nuclear energy; the Club of Life to promote

18 pro-life issues. The people involved were all members of

19 ICLC, all beholding to LaRouche, so the central cadre

20 organization is ICLC which includes -- begins with LaRouche

21 as chairman of the national or the International Executive

22 I ICLO, even though it is generically referred to as NEC,

i ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 National Executive Committee. That is the NC, National

2 Committee, and under that is a membership at large. It is

3 very similar to the structure of the Communist Party where

4 you have a politburo and central committee and the

5 membership.

6O At the NC level, who was in charge of that?

7I LaRouche was in charge of the cadre operation, but who was

8 in charge of the NC?

9 A There was a chairman of the NC. Orders are

10 handed down in a pyramid fashion from LaRouche to the NEC,

11 which is roughly a dozen people, maybe a dozen and a half

12 domestically. It is interchangeable parts with

'0
13 international people and there is the NC. It is an officer

S14 corps like generals and colonels.

C 15 0 You said you did fundraising for them?

16 A Yes.

17 Q You initially didn't come in as a fundraiser?

18 A No.

19 Q Was there any training given to get you ready to

20 become a fundraiser?

21 A It was sort of on-the-job training, if you can

22 use that expression. I was assigned to fundraising. It

;; AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 was basically an order. I didn't question it. I said okay.

2 I didn't particularly like the idea, but it was what I was

3 supposed to do so I did it. As of that assignment, steps

4 were taken by the NEC to train us since most of us at the

5 national headquarters had not done phone solicitation

6 previous to this.

7Q What kind of training was that?

8A They brought in some veterans from the other

9 regions for a while; Paul Greenberg from Chicago for about

10 a week.

11 0 Who is he?

12 A He is from Chicago and he is head of the phone

13 team in Chicago. I don't know the official title, if there

r14 is such a thing. He returned to Chicago and they brought

C- 15 in Rochelle Ascher from Baltimore who is head of the

tf)
16 Baltimore phone team.

17 Q In 1984?

18 A Yes.

19 Q As a fundraiser, specifically who did you raise

20 funds for? Was it -- again, first of all, who did you

21 raise funds for when you raised funds?

22 A Many entities.

! AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 0 Could you give us --

2A Technically speaking, TLC, which stands for The

3 LaRouche Campaign. We raised money for what we called

4 infrastructure; basically that was anything that was not

5 FEAC related. We were supposed to segregate the FEC funds

6 from the non-FEC funds. Anything that was supposed to go

7 to keeping the organization functioning, stipends,

8 communication, rent, publication was called infrastructure.

C 9 That could be money for Fusion Energy Corporation which I

10 raised or money for campaign or publication that I raised,

11 I am trying to remember what some of these names were, PGM4.

C412 0 What is that?

'013 A Publication arnd general management, but I am not

14 sure if I raised money for that. Now that I think of it I

C 15 think some of the stipend checks I got in '84 was from PGM.

16 In the latter half of the year, I raised money for IDL,

17 Independent Democracts for LaRouche.

18 0 What about an entity called Caucus Distributors?

19 A Yes, I raised money. CDI.

20 Q That was also part of the infrastructure?

21 A Yes.

22 Q Was the fundraising training that you -- was

i} ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 it different for several of the entities or was it th. same

2 training?

3A It was the same training.

4 And so the direction was basically the same?

5A Yes.

6 0 And instructions were the same?

7A Yes.

8 Who was basically in charge or given

9 instructions of what to do as a fundraiser besides the

10 people that came from the field?

11 A Will Wertz. Will Wertz was the NEC member in

12 charge of all fundraising nationally and was put in that

13 position by Mr. LaRouche. He was brought there to that

j14 position in the first few days of '84, January '84. It was

S15 right after New Year's. He was brought in from California.

16 There was a major reorganization of the entire headquarters.

17 The way Mr. Wertz told me about it, Mr. LaRouche had been

18 extremely angry at the fundraising and how it had proceeded

19 up to that point.

20 1So he decided to shake things up and bring Wertz

21 ! into the national headquarters and head up the entire

22 ifundraising effort for infrastructure FEC-related accounts.

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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A We kept records. On the phone team we kept card

boxes, 4x6 index cards called contact cards. Those names

were derived from a variety of sources.

Q What was on the card? What kinds of information

would you put on the contact card beside the name?

0

13

And he was to have absolute authority over all manpower

with limited exceptions specified by LaRouche being

security and legal affairs.

In other words, we were not supposed to drain

manpower from security and legal for fundraising in the

other segment of the organization. Also, all support

functions in the national headquarters were susceptible to

having manpower constricted by Wertz for the purpose of

fundraising.

o was Wertz working independently or taking orders

directly from Mr. LaRouche?

A Directly from Mr. LaRouche.

o How do you know that?

A He told us. Wertz told us that many times.

o And when you all were fundraising, how did you

keep track of the people you raised funds from and for what

reason?
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1A Name, address, phone number, there would be a

2 history and chronology of contacts with this individual,

3 dates, what was said and what was transacted, a dollar

4 l amount and what form and for what purpose. If it came in

5 check, credit card, we would often write down background

6 il information on than the individual in terms of financial

7 profile; what we thought his financial profile -- hence,

81 he may have given whatever kind of credit card it was, what

9 the credit card limit may have been. We often wrote down

10 1the credit card numbers, although later we were told we

11II were not supposed to do that. We also included on the

¢ 12 contact cards whether the money was raised by ICLC --

13 0 You mean the LaRouche Democrats Independent

S14 Democrats for LaRouche?

S15 A Yes, and also infrastructure, if it was a loan

16 i or contribution.

17 liQ I think you were ready to touch on how did you

18 Ijpick the people to call?

19 A There were a number of sources. Commonly what

20 i would occur, field squad or field organizers would meet

21 somebody on the street and get them to sign a petition on

22 ilsomething against drugs or something about the Club of Life

il AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 or something related to the LaRouche campaign, and somebody

2 signs up for a subscription to the newspaper or something

3 with not a lot of money involved, and the field organizer

4 writes the name down, sometimes on cards and sometimes they

5 would write them on subscription forms, 8-1/2x11, and that

6 was sent to the subscription department and the name would

7 go into the computer base for the subscriptions, and the

8 name and address of the contact was forwarded to us in the

99 phone team among the various known teams around the country

• 10 for follow-up work. The other contact is similar types of

11 I squads at literature tables at airports, but in '84 we

12 started doing a lot of acquiring names through lists.

13 Q What time vas this?

r14 A We would purchase lists from political

C 15 1 organizations. I am trying to remember what they were. I

16 could remember the initials.

17 Q What type of political organizations were these

18 that you got the lists from?

19 A What type?

20 Q Yes.

21 A Conservative -- well, people that contributed to

22 i a certain lobby. CDN; those initials stick out to me. Or

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, IN c.
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1 something for conservative majority fund, funds -- anyway --

2 MR. WHITEHEAD: CM.

3 THE WITNESS: Those things we bought, I believe.

4 I remember Marcia Merry --

5 BY MR. WISE:

6Q Who is that?

7 A She was an NC member in the national office

B involved with sort of support of fundraising, helping

9 manage the fundraising and the manpower that belonged to

10 that, and I remember she had discussions with Mel Klenetsky,

qI1 a member of the NEC.

12 Q Did they work directly -- was it Wertz?

No
13 A Under his auspices. I am pretty sure.

.14 0 The duties were --

C 15 A She was NC and Klenetsky was NEC. They were

16 helping get the fundraising make -- being sure we had

17 enough people on the phones and Wertz would not bother a

18 whole lot with day-to-day nuts and bolts. He wanted to

19 make sure the money was coming and troubleshoot on specific

20 approaches and quotas, but a lot was delegated to the

21 people in the national headquarters like Klenetsky and

22 Merry.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 They had discussion about the list and where it

2 could be bought. I recall in '84 that we obtained a lot of

3 FEC lists. These were lists of contributors to a good many

4 candidates, but I specifically remember the Helms list and

5 he had a conservative lobby. We called it the "garden club

6 list." It was Congressional or something like that.

7Q Why did you label it the "garden club list"?

B Any specific reason?

11) 9 A Yes, because we were -- because it was not legal

10 to be using the lists the way we used them. We were using

11i them for solicitation and not -- we used them for

C'4 12 solicitation.•

13 0 Did Mr. Wertz know you were getting these lists?

14 A Yes.

C 15 0 Did he direct you to get these list?

16 A Whether he gave the orders to get them or not or

17 to whom he gave the order I don't know. He knew we had

18 them because we talked about them and he said we would get

19 back to people, get back to some Helms people. We

20 discussed how the lists were working.

21 Q You said lists were purchased. How were they

22 purchased?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1A They were not purchased. These were acquired

2 from the FEC.

3Q Which were the ones that were purchased?

4 A The FCM. There was another one called CDN, but

5 I may have the initials wrong. There was -- we had the

6 NETPIC list. I don't know if this was purchased or a FEC

7 list. I remember we referred to Helms we had as big Helms

8 and little Helms.

9 Q What did that stand for?

10 A Big Helms was Helms contributors of $1000.

I11 Little Helms were lesser amounts and I don't remember the

12 exact amounts, maybe 250 or 500.

13 Q You said you obtained the Helms list from the

-14 FEC reports?

C 15 A They were an FEC list that said FEC on the

16 margin of the list.

17 Q You didn't purchase those?

18 A Not to my knowledge.

19 Q Your main office was located at the time in New

20 York?

21 ilA Correct.

22 I0 Who could come down and get the list?

20-3-o( atn.id oeae803664
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1A I don't know. Most of this was done through

2 Anita Gallagher, captain of the phone team. The lists were

3 carefully controlled. They were not distributed at large

4 to the other boilers, as we call them, the other people on

5 telephones, or if they, were they were given out to very

6 specific people on a sign-out basis so we knew exactly who

7 had which portion of what list and at the end of the day,

8 they had to come back to us. They told people not to mark

9 on these lists anything that would indicate that we had

O. 10 contacted individuals on those list for fundraising

11 purposes.

12 Those rules were not always adhered to. In fact,

- 13 at the beginning when we first got the list, we did mark

r14 them up rather seriously and it was obvious that the list,

15 if anybody looked at it, said this was being used for

16 fundraising purposes. And so what we did there was a major

17 effort to clean up our act and copied down the names of

18 these people onto cards. Or we took scissors; I remember

19 Anita Gallagher doing this, and Larry Hecht Larry did it.

20 He was a member of the phone team as of the second half of

21 iil1984. And the aegis of the list were cut off where it said

22 i "FEC, material not to be used for solicitation."

;tii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, IN C.
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1 So all that stuff was trimmed off the side and

2 things were cut and sliced in such a way that either you

3 are not supposed to be able to recognize where it

4l originally came from and/or evidence that it had been used

5 for fundraising was deleted or crossed out or whatever, and

6!I Iasgenteoriginal list and I was told to destroy

71 them.

8Q Did you destroy them?
cO

9 A I did.

1 0" Q Those specific lists with the FEC one -- were

11i they used in fundraising for TLC or IDL?

12 A We used them for everything.

13 Q Fundraising for all entities?

14 A Yes.

S15 0 A little while ago you mentioned a quota of

16 ilfundraising. What is that all about? The quota system?

17 ilA The organization had a weekly quota and it was

i,
18 libroken down such that each region of the country had a

19 i! quota, certain percentage of the total gross quote take and

20 that would be further broken down in terms of what our

21 phone team was expected to raise, not only on a weekly

22 i basis but a daily basis, and even what the invididual

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 responsibilities were.

2 Q Who set the quotas?

3 A Lyndon LaRouche and Will Wertz. There may have

4been input from other people, but Wertz said many, many

5times in my presence that he worked out the quotas with

6d La Rouche.

7 1 0 Did you ever see Mr. LaRouche working on the

8quotas with him?

9A No.

10 Q0 Did you ever hear Mr. LaRouche mention the quota

4i1 system?

12 A I didn't, but that was in '85. We had a meeting

13 at the barn at his house. It wasn't a discussion about

S14 iiquotas per se, but it came up and he said there is no

r15 i!reason why people should get anxious about raising $1000

tf) !

16 or $2000 a day. It is not such a big deal.

17 Q Is that the kind of quota you had on you, $1000

18 [ a day?

19 !iA Yes. Mine was actually larger than that. But

20 it sort of works out on an average. I don't know what the

21 actual numbers were, but you may raise a large amount one

22 day and nothing the next day as you try to develop contact

.i; ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INc.
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1 to do what we called a special, and so maybe by the end of

2 the week you may have raised $10,000, $20,000.

3Q Did you have any system of keeping --

4 documenting the quotas as you reached them?

5A Yes.

6Q What was that?

7A Finance office kept records of the stuff. I

8 remember seeing a grid in the back of the briefing in '84

0
9 and '85 that would have financial statistics, income raised

1' 0 to date, income raised toward quota and here is how much

ii ~ 11 I behind quota we are, or if we are on target, and we also

12 had - Wertz would keep all of this stuff on a large white
'0

13 marker board in the operation room.

14 0 For general view by everybody?

S-15 A Yes. And he also kept a smaller marker board on

16 his desk in his room where he kept track of statistic as

17 well. If he kept the running tabulation of this stuff in

18 the notebook, I am not sure.

19 0 On the marking board for general view, what

20 kinds of information was on there? Names of people or what?

21 A Left-hand side column was the regions around the

22 country -- there were two tabulations. One was the0

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 national headquarters tabulation by sectors and subsections

2 of the national headquarters. There was a national statute

3 board. Left-hand side column, all regions, and I don't

4 remember how many there were. Six or eight, I don't know.

5 And then going across would be day of the week, and then

6 under each day would be IDL, TLC, one or the other, and

7 infrastructure, and on the far right, the quarter column.

8 They were cumulative.

9 0 What is that?

1 0 A They were IDL/TLC to date at that point of the4 ii week, infrastructure to date to that point in the week and

12 then also another column on the right where the "actual"
'0

13 was the actual quotas.

14 Q For each individual?

C15 A No. Reg ions.

^16 Q Where would the individual quotas be kept for

17 the different memabers of the phone team?

18 A There were informal target quotas. They were

19 not written down to my knowledge. I don't recall ever

20 Iseeing a printout that so-and-so made in the first four or

21 lisix months. This is a rule of thumb. This is what you

22 iii should be doing and if you are not, you should take it upon

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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yourself to figure out why not and get your act together.

o Just on happenstance, if a person did not reach

the daily or weekly quote was any action taken against that

person at all?

A There was a lot of psychological pressure

brought to bear on those individuals.

o How? Could you explain that to us?

A The ridicule and scoldings and sometimes sort of

public undressings.

o What is that?

AIn the morning briefing or evening briefing

somebody's name may be singled out as a bad example of

something. So-and-so may have a specific attitude problem.

Wertz, one of his favorite routines was if you fail to make

quotas, that was manifesting sexual impotence. That is

manifesting sexual impotence. It is funny. You were made

to feel that at every conceivable instant of the day that

if you didn't raise money that instant, if you were not

raising money you were somehow criminally negligent and the

faith of human species was under your control. It was

quite amazing.

Q You mentioned morning briefings. What kind of

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1information was disseminated in the morning briefing?

2A Primarily financial information. This is the

3 quota; here is how much you got to raise today; here is

4 what we are going with today in our briefings. And

5 sometimes they would just say here is how much money we

6 raised yesterday and this is how much we have to raise

7 today.

8Q In a typical day to day, did they have

9 fundraisers assigned to raise funds for TLC in the morning
C

10 and CDI in the afternoon?
C>

11 A Yes. Depending on what the organization as a

12 whole decided it had to do that week, it would say -- the

'0
13 orders would come down and we got to pay a lawyer for

14 something to do with the FEC or pay a fine. We have to

~15 raise 10 grand TLC and its objective is raise it by 10:30

16 in the morning so the rest of the day can be devoted to

17 infrastructure, and Wertz was proud of the fact -- he liked

18 to think of this in terms of military forces. We had

19 mobile forces so he could control us, in his words on TLC,

20 IDL, and keep fingertip control nationwide and call all

21 regions at the same time, and when he saw what we needed, a

22 {!bank would call, would go out and everyone would switch to

i~i) ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1infrastructure. That was to the satisfaction of Mr. Wert:.

2 MR. WISE: Off the record.

3 (Discussion off the record.)

4 (Recess. )

5 MR. WISE: On the record.

6 BY MR. WISE:

7Q Go ahead.

8A I am trying to remember at what point in this

9 conversation I recall this, but I remember Wertz telling us

1 0 on phone team that at the end of 1983, the reason LaRouche

j 11 changed the whole structure of the fundraising and brought

12 Wertz in and basically had this big shakeup in the
'0

13 headquarters was that they had set aside some money, TLC

! 14 funds at the end of '83 that LaRouche wanted to use to

C 15 purchase time for a broadcast, and I guess it was January,

tO)
_ 16 but because the infrastructure, and the fundraising in

17 general, but the infrastructure was below quota, its money,

18 the TLC money had been drained and they had used TLC money

19 for infrastructure, and when LaRouche said .1 want to go on

20 TV in one or two weeks,tm he was told "the money was not

21 there because we are below quota on ifatutr.

22 LaRouche, according to Wertz' account, hit the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 roof and was very angry and had a big meeting with the NEC

2 and mandated this big shakeup. This is not going to happen

3 again. We will restore the funds, our TLC money, and build

4 a war chest, and I am going to go on TV 10 or 12 times this

5 year and we will stop at nothing. Totally ruthless on how

6 we do this. That is when he brought Mr, Wertz.

7 I would like to get back to the fundraising side,

8 CDI. What was the main function of that organization?

If)
9 A I don't know. All I know is it was a

C-
1> 0 fundraising receptacle. It was a pigeonhole out of a

11 number of holes that I could raise money and throw money into

12 the usefulness of that pigeonhole was that loans were done

13 through CDI; infrastructure loans, not campaign loans.

-14 When we got somebody to bite on the notion of a loan the

15 notes were issued in the name of CDI. There was some done

tf)
16 i in but publication -- in the name of publication. What it

17 did as a business, I doubt if it did anything.

18 0 When you solicited for CDI, was there a specific

19 ! sale pitch? What would you tell a person about CDI?

20 A The initial motivation had nothing to do with

21 the label or the entity. It had -- the initial pigeonhole --

22 it was "I am Lyndon LaRouche and this is what we are doing

ill AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 to save the human race." cite a crisis, real or imagined,

2 going on in the country; that the Soviets were about to

3 invade West Germany or something like that, and LaRouche is

4 the only person who'll be able to sound the alarm and speak

5 P the truth and this kind of stuff, and if people showed

6 h interest, you would start probing what they may have

7 financially.

8 You try and get a contribution. You would not

9 say I am calling you because I want you to make a loan.

1 0 You treat that as fallback. You say, if you can't, I got

11 an idea. If you can't do a large contribution, what you

12 could do is put money in. You can invest in what we do.

NO
13 Q When you were soliciting money for CDI, did you

-14 use the word 'contribution'?

C- 15 iiA It depends on the purposes. If it was a loan,

16 no, I would not call it a contribution. If it was a loan I

17 would say 'loan us money." It is a terrific idea because

18 what we are doing, we will put money in the production of

19 this book and produce 100,000 copies and here is the cost

20 and here is how much it costs us to print it, and we own

21 the printer so it will be cheap, and here is our profit

22 margin; no sweat.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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0 The people that made up CDI, how were you able

to make them convinced to make out the check to CDI?

A That is the name of the company we set up to

produce the books or distribute the literature. CDI

distributes our literature. You make the check out to CDI

and that is called Caucus Distributors Inc. The note will

be in the name of CDI. Often, I don't know how often, but

people would say can you tell me something about it? I

would like to know a little more about it and I would say

okay. I remember once I got the incorporation papers or

asked Anita Gallagher to get me a copy and it said CDI Inc.,

somebody was incorporated in New York, and I would say I

will be glad to Xerox a copy of this and send it to you,

but it is basically us.

Q Which entities had subscriptions that you could

sell?

AI think Campaign Contribution did for a while

and it shifted to CDI. It became a clearinghouse for a lot

of the literature as well as the loans.

0What about Fusion Energy Foundation?

ACDI distributed Fushion's materials like

magazines and things. So somebody, if they were buying

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1literature, would write out a check to CDI for $100.00 and

2get a couple subscriptions for EIR or Fusion Magazine, and

3it would go into the same pot because CDI was a distributor,

4as I recall. If somebody wanted to make a contribution

5that was tax deductible to FEF, Fusion Energy Foundation,

6that check would have to be made out to FEF.

7O At the time you were soliciting funds for the

8other entities, would a person mistakenly think they gave a

9 contribution -- when they were paying for a subscription,

1- 0 is there any way they could mistakenly think they were

4ll 11 giving a contribution to the LaRouche campaign by the

12 Independent Democrats for LaRouche?
'0

13 A I don't know. I don't recall that personally.

~14 I remember being dissuaded from confusing those two things.

C 15 Wertz told us don't mix up literature sales with campaign

tf)
16 funds. Keep this segregated.

17 0 When fundraisers came in, new ones, did you have

18 1a script as an outline for fundraising?

19 A Not that I recall.

20 Q When --

21 A I think -- I am trying to remember when the two

22 things got mixed up in the conversation. I may call a
eI
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1 contact and say we got to get LaRouche on TV. We are

2 raising money for IDL.

3 I am trying to remember how this would work. We

4 talked about literature sometimes. The guy may say, you

5 guys have been trying to get me for EIR and now you want to

6 get me for both things. Put me down for EIR. I would say

7 that is not TLC, but that will be charged to something else.

8 But I don't recall calling someone and saying, here, buy a

9 subscription and take the money and put it into a campaign
C.

10 fund or vice versa.

11 0 You said you personally didn't do it. Did you

12 observe it being done by anybody else at all?

13 A Before I say no, I would have to be really --

14 think this thing through because we were very informal with

C 15 a lot of our contacts, especially people we knew and talked

16 to frequently. It was very easy to call up somebody and

17 say. "Hi, this is Chris, and how are things going," and

18 you start talking about the world situation. We have to

19 raise a lot of money this week. Once you got somebody sort

20 of in the right mood, they will give some money, it is a

21 technicality of how much; where it will go and for what

22 purpose and in what form. Therefore, the potential andoI
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1opportunity for that kind of thing was certainly present.

2 I can't think of specific cases.

3O You were talking about infrastructure. What

4 kind of expenses were considered infrastructure expenses?

5A I would define it by process of elimination.

6 Anything not FEC related.

7 How did you get instruction to determine the

8 difference between the two?

Q3
9 A That basically was an outgoing question and not

10 an incoming question. If we were told to raise money for

11 TLC, that is what we did. I didn't know how it was spent.

12 0 So did you make deposits in the accounts or

13 anything?

. 14 A No.

"15 Q Did you see the money being deposited in any

16 accounts?

17 A No.

18 0 When you solicited money for the LaRouche

19 campaign, the IDL, what did you say about form of the

20 contribution? What specific form did you want it in? Was

21 it a check?

22 1A Or credit card, loan, contribution.

ii AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Who would they normally be told to make the

to if you were soliciting for IDL or TLC?

I have told them to make out the check to TLC.

Or nobody else like CDI?

If I raised money for TLC, I told people to do

y.

Did you hear anybody else saying something

10
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13

14

15

16

17
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22

down.

QWere these people that you solicited funds --

was there a limit?

A $1000 per individual; 250 of it had to be in

check form because that was measurable. That you could

also do $1000 for your spouse in his or her name. We often

did that without even talking to them. I called a man in

Arkansas who did $1000 for his son on his son's credit card

and I never even talked to his son and found out later his

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC
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A That gets back to the other question. I can't

think of specific instances, but for me to say absolute no,

I would be afraid I would be overlooking something.

Q Is it probable something like that happened?

A I am sure it happened, but it is hard to nail it

C'

~r
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1 son was not too pleased about it.

2 Was that a general practice of other

3 fundraisers also?

4A We used to joke about $1000 for the dog and

5 $1000 for the cat and $1000 -- but absolutely we would get

6 people to give money in the name of their spouse at least.

7Q Without authorization of the spouse?

8A Without talking to them.

N
9 Do you know if the people talked to their spouse

10 before they did that? I think you indicated no.

! iA Not necessarily. Sometimes they did and

12 ~isometimes they didn't. Sometimes they would say I would
'O

13 like to talk to my spouse and you try to pressure them, why

r14 1 do you have to do that; that is just a formalityi and

S15 sometimes that would happen.

16 1 Q You said on contact calls earlier today you

17 would have the credit card number listed sometimes for

18 folks that had already contributed certain amount of money?

19 A Right.

20 Q At times did it ever happen that you had

21 iicredited an amount more than they authorized? If someone

22 said $100 and it came out $500 on the authorization, did

ACE-FE.DEraL REPOrTErS, Inc.
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1 that happen?

2 A It could not happen that way.

3 0 What was the process?

4 A You call in the number of the authorization

5 center and you say credit card number, and give the vendor

6 number or merchant's number or whatever they call it, and

7 then they ask amount and you say the amount. If I say $100

8 there is no way it will come back to me for $500, but the

9 person who is authorizing, they have no way of knowing what

10 1 verbally agreed to on the previous phone call, so if I

11 say $500 and it clears, I get authorization for a $500

12~ transaction and I write it down, and bang, it is gone. If

_3 there were to be any inconsistencies, it would be of that

-14 form. They would not authorize anything over what I would

C15 Itell them.

tO)
16 0 Suppose a contributor calls you or you called

17 him raising funds and he says I will contribute $1000 to

18 TLC, or whatever, let's say $100, the contributor said $100,

19 but would you at times say, I will take $500 from this guy

20 and get authorization for that amount, and when the bill

21 comes back it would show 500?

22 A That could happen, and the opportunity and

;I
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1capability and everything else was there to do it. The

2 closest I came to doing it was leaving a message on the

3 guy's answering machine. He contributed before and I

4 didn't remember if it was for TLC or what, but I recall

5 calling him and said, I know you are avoiding me and if I

6 don't hear from you in 24 hours, I will put $1000 on your

7 credit card.

8 Did I get a call from his bank? I am trying to

9 remember. Either that or I actually tried to authorize it

10 and the man started asking me all kinds of questions; who I

11 was and for identification, et cetera. There is a guy in

12 New Mexico. I called him back or left another message

13 saying look, call the dogs off I will not touch your credit

S14 card.

-"15 But I don't recall specific instances in which

16 somebody said, yes, $100 and I put $500 on the card. I did

17 not do it and I didn't think it was the right thing to do.

18 I thought it was stupid, because it is easy to fly back in

19 your face and I know how easy it is to deny telephone

20 transactions, and I could not see that the organization

21 would sanction that. It struck me as too foolish.

22 {!Q If you didn't personally do it did you observe

,iii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 anybody else doing it?

2 A I cannot say that I did, no. I know of

3 second-hand instances in which people were doing that and

4 i! got kicked off the phone teams. There was an individual in

5 !ISan Francisco and somebody in Jersey that had been doing

6 [i that, and under pressure trying to make quotas, and they

Bl were getting chargebacks like crazy and they were kicked

8off the phone teams, as I recall.

Lr, MR. WISE: We will take another break.

I0 (Recess.)

1I ii MR. WISE: On the record.

0 2~ BY MR. WISE:

'0
13 0 You say you went to New York, the main office

-14 that was called NEC?

S15 A NEC, National Center.

t 16 0 What was your function? Were you in charge of

17 other phone solicitors?

18 IA No. I was a member of the phone team which is

19 sort of regarded as elite units of fundraisers. This was a

20 li larger group of fund raisers that we referred to as the

21 iboilers sometimes, but these are people that had other

22 il functions within the National Center, so there was

0i
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1 hard-time conscripts drafted on the daily fundraising. I

2 was part of the group. When I began, it was five people

3 full time.

4 Do you remember the other five peoples' names?

5A Sure. Myself; Anita Gallagher was captain of

6 the phone team. Sylvia Bruda, Linda Rogovin, Irene Beaudry.

7 That was the original group. In mid-'84 that changed.

8 Beudry went to Chicago; Rogovin went to the New York region,

No
9 Michael Billington was brought onto the team from the New

10 York region; Sylvia Bruda was put onto some computer work

4 1 and Larry Hecht was brought on. I don't know, around

12 August or September, I guess.
'0

13 0 You say you were the elite group there and you
M)

r14 had -- you were overseeing the rest of the fundraising

C 15 below you?

tO)
16 A We -- to an extent. Our job was not to organize

17 them or manage the administrative aspects of pulling

18 together the manpower, but basically sort of to develop

19 fundraising techniques, to pass them along to people with

20 less experience or less motivation or whatever, and there

21 ) was a sort of conveyor-belt process where the boilers would

22 make initial contact, cold hits, and if they looked goodo1
,I~i ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 they would refer them to us for follow-up, so we would go

2 in for special, large contributions or loans or whatever.

3 0 And you said it was like a pressure atmosphere;

4 that is what you called it, a boiler room?

5 A Boiler is a common term for phone operations anyway,

6 so I don't know if that term, what the genesis of that was

7 inside the organization. There was a lot of pressure.

8 0 What was the typical day like, from when to when?

9 A Roll call was 9:00 a.m.

10 Q What would happen at roll call?
C'

11 A This is something Wertz mandated when he came in.

12 He said everyone has to be regimented military style.

13 Anybody who is late for roll call, I don't care if it is 30

r14 seconds late, you go home for the day. You are out of here. i

C 15 IAnd the idea was you go home and spend the day at home

LI)
16 asking yourself the question why are you doing nothing to

17 continue to the furtherance of the human race today and

18 supposedly stew in your juices or whatever.

19 So they read the roll and gave the briefing and

20 then people read the printed daily briefing and we were

21 supposed to be on the phone by 10:00 a.m. and you worked.

22 You took a half hour or hour for lunch and there was a 6:00

;! ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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-cessful and you guys are not.

You said you normally would leave around 11:00.

didn't reach the quota by 11:00, would you leave and

would do this another time?

The daily shift would a couple times throughout

:k. You came in Sunday and would work late Sunday

you didn't make quota for the week, had a 4ieficit,

to make it up the next week.

I don't understand. You said if you were 30

seconds late you would be sent home. What kind of

AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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break and you got an hour for dinner and then we worked

until 10:00 or 11:00 or sometimes 12:00.

Q Would anyone come along during the day and

monitor the amount of money raised?

A Wertz, all of the time.

Q What would happen if he figured somebody was

behind?

A What is the matter with you people? What is

your problem? So-and-so has a problem. Why are you

letting so-and-so continue with a problem like that. What

kind of psychological state is so-and-so in that that is

happening? Call the other regions and found out why they

are suc

4O
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punishment vas this? Were you paid?

APunishment by guilt.

o Were any of the fundraisers paid?

A Everybody was paid. Well, correction. People

on the phone team were. We were full-time organizers.

o Who -- the stipend came from --

A The finance office. Kathy McGraw would come

around once a week, or whatever her name was at the time,

and hand out checks.

o What -- who paid the checks to you at the time?

A I am trying to recall. In '84? PGM; I may have

gotten collection from CDI.

o Even in 684?

AI am not positive.

o How about '85?

A That is why I am a little hazy on the

recollection, because I got some checks under some entities

and I don't remember exactly when.

QSo even though you raised money for TLC or IDL

the checks had CDI on them?

ACDI, PGM, Campaign Contribution. Whatever it

was, I know it was infrastructure.

O0
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1 Did you ever get a check from TLC?

2A No.

3Q Even though you solicited funds for that

4organizat ion?

5 A That's right.

6 Q You said stipends. How much was the stipend?

7 A I got a package deal because it covered for my

8 wife --

9 0 Did she work for the organization also?

c=; 10 A Yes.

11 I 0 What was her work?

12 A In the Latin American section.

13 0 What is that section?

S14 A Called intelligence, and she did research and

15 wrote up reports on events in South America but that was

16 uneven too because at some point she had an outside job and

17 then she was pressured to quit that job and live off the

18 stipends, and she didn't like that because they were

19 irregular and often skipped. Couple hundred dollars a week.

20' Q Basically living expenses?

21 A Yes. In the form of $100 plus your expenses.

22 0 Any kinds of health benefits, medical?

I . ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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A NO.

o You never received medical benefits?

A No. Not to my recollection.

o You started with them in '84 or '74 and when did

you leave?

A '86.

Q Did you have any health benefits throughout the

whole period with them, medical, dental?

AI don't think so. I don't recall any.

QBasically did you get sick during that time?

A Yes.

o Who paid for the medical treatment?

A I would lobby the organization to do that.

There was a policy in which they would help people out with

their medical expenses on an ad hoc basis. I remember

getting -- in '85 or '86 at some point they began a voucher

system and I filled out vouchers requesting money for

dental and things like that.

QWho did you make that request to?

A It went to Marcia Merry and she gave them to the

finance officer.

o Did you ever have an account that this medical

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 bill was paid from -- whether it was the CDI account or IDL

2 account or --

3A I may be able to find out from my records if it

4 was PGM or CDI.

5Q ?laybe I missed something. PGM was what?

6A Publication General Management.

7Q What was the function again? Did they have a

8 publication?

9 A Another pigeonhole.

1D 0 Q Just another clearinghouse?

11 A Yes.

12 0 You were living in New York at the time, so I

vD 13 guess living expenses were pretty high?

r14 A Correct.

C
D15 0 So what did they furnish? An apartment?

16 A I had an apartment. My rent was $360 a month.

17 Q Did you and your wife share an apartment or home?

18 A It was an apartment. My wife, myself, and as of

19 August '84 we had a child. I am sure I could look back at

20 the records and see how much I was paid a week. I don't

21 recall the figure right now.

22 0 On average, what would food cost you? I am0
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Who would normally give these little talks?

W;ertz was a key figure in a lot of that, but

the standard practice throughout the organization

'ii' ~4 ~~(I
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trying to get a possible amount of the money you received

from the organization. It doesn't have to be exact.

AI think a ballpark about -- our expenses -- we

received

oDid it increase once the child was born?

A No. If it varied, it varied according to

whether my wife was working or not.

oI want to go back to the quota system and the

pressure that was placed on folks to meet the quota. Could

you give me some kind of example, if one person was

delinquent and never met the quota, what was done? Any

real good talking to?

A Right.

Q Do you remember the language or statements that

were rtade to these people?

A As I mentioned earlier, there was a lot of

inferences raised about people's sexual potency, about

people being infantile, people having certain psychological

blocks.

0

that was

C'
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from supervisor to subordinates.

0 Any specific tone of voice? Was it a nice

friendly tone of voice?

A It could be done in a number of ways. Some was

done loudly and hysterically and some was done mockingly.

One of the -- i

of the ways it

discussion in a

to berate you,

go after you by

0 So i

A What

what does your

privately. And

.t was psychological rather than subtle. One

operated, you try and get -- engage in a

Sgroup of people and then get, if I am going

I will get the group on my side in order to

making jokes and laughing.

t was not --

kinds of sexual problems you may have and

wife think about this? But it could be done

they try and make the thing as personal and

intimate as they could in terms of getting into your

psychological frame of mind. Basically, my sense of it,

worked an awful lot by having members internalize and

please themselves. A lot of it was guilt driven.

You constantly were told if you are a golden

soul and humanist then your entire waking day as well as

you are committed to saving the human race from great

calamities that are looming before us. And anything that

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 takes you away from that, whether it is your family, do you

2 want to spend time with your family? You are immoral. You

3 want to have a child? You are immoral. What do you want

4 to have children for? Tremendous psychological pressure

5 was put on women in the organization not to have children.

6 They were coerced often into having abortions.

7 This kind of pressure, did you observe anyone

8 sometime just sort of falsifying their records, quota

9 records to say I raised this amount when they didn't?

1" 0 A There were occasions that I suspected, but

4!ii 11 didn't check it out.

12 Q It could happen?
'0

13 A Easy. I aim under the gun and I make a little

- 14 calculation about what is worse? Catching ridicule from my

15 peers and my superiors or lying every once a while to

16 have something on the board. Now, there are many ways you

17 can do that. I would often -- I don't know how frequently,

18 but it is not uncommon for myself to say that I raised

19 money that I didn't raise, but that was usually a lie

20 between me and Wertz.

21 iiIt was not something that I banked. I may have

22 ! put $250 on the board and said we raised $250. In my own

tii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 mind that is a deficit that I would have to make up if I

2 didn't really raise it. But it was certainly easy, would

3 have been easy, and I am sure others did this, so I am

4 really under the gun. I am going to fill out a chip and

5 put $100 on it and chalk it up to Mary Jane or whoever and

6 turn it in.

7Q With no prior okay from the person?

8A I am sure. I can't say that I witnessed it.

9 0 Did you ever do it personally?

C'10 A No. No.

11I A lot vas done through credit cards?

12 A That is the easiest way to do it.
'0

13 0 Was there any under-the-table practice that vent

14 on regarding credit cards?

C 15 A You could do a lot of things with credit cards.

Uf)
16 You could -- somebody would say, I only got $100, to put

17 that on my card, and we would get off the phone and turn to

18 the person next to you and say I got $100, and this guy

19 looks pretty good and he will say he is bulishitting, he

20 has more on the card, and call the authorization center and

21 Itry to put $500 on it and if it flies, try another $500.

22 Call the guy back and say look, good news. You have plenty

Si
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I of credit. You only thought you had $100 authorization;l

2 you have more so let's put this thing through and we will

3 make literature sales or contribution. If that is too

4 tough, we can make it a loan and be upbeat about it and

5 optimistic, so we called the authorization center several

6 times and sort of probed, and you do it by hit and miss and

7 see what the credit limit is. We would do that a lot.

8O Would you always call the person back and let

N.
9 them know that you had done this or sometimes let the

10 increased amount go through?

11 A I didn't do that. I would call the person back

12 because I thought -- I may have been naive -- but I thought

13 to do otherwise. And to really just plain rip off a credit

S14 card would have been suicidal and I thought people around

C 15 me thought similarly. I may have been wrong. I am sure

16 tithere are occasions where there is a little white lie here

17 or there and somebody jumped up a charge from $100 to $125.

18 iThere was a weekly list called the BS list

19 published and the fundraiser's name, and next to them would

20 be the amount that had bounced, either on credit card or

21 money they said was coming in that didn't come in.

22 I would see these things and look for my name

/,ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, lNc.
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You talked -- most of the loans and checks wer,

to CDI for loans?

Yes.

Did you ever tell a person there is a limit he

Loan to an organization?

For CDI, for infrastructure, no.

Give me a rough figure, what kind of money wou

people lend to the organization?

You didn't do anything less than $5000 and we

ff up to six figures.

These people would get a guarantee they would

money back?

We would send them notes.

Id
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and see if anybody that I called either stopped the check

on me or if a credit card bounced or somebody disavowed the

transaction, but I looked down the list and see what the

other people were doing and I was pretty certain somewhere

in there there was little white lies where somebody would

obligate or there would be a gray area and say what do you

think, and the guy would say I don't know, and I get him to

say something ambiguous and treat it as a yes, and chalk it

up.

C

Q

written

A

Q

could 1

A

Q

certain

A
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get the
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1 Q Promissory notes?

2A Yes.•

3 0 Secured or unsecured?

4A These are unsecured. At a certain point we

5wrote on the top "unsecured." But I don't remember when

6that happened.

7O Was each fundraiser responsible for sending his

8own promissory note out?

9 A That practice varied. I filled them out myself

10 and signed them and mailed them and kept a Xerox. After a

11i while, sometime in '85 the finance office did it in a

12 centralized fashion through the computer and gave us data

13 blanks and we would fill in the blanks and these blanks

S14 would have on them every entity under the sun that we ever

C 151 invented and we would loan -terms and whatever and fill in

16 i!the blanks to what entity, and you check off whatever one

17 it was.

18 That is a daily input sheet. That goes to the

19 finance office and they generate what they call a letter of

20 indebtedness. The impression they wanted to avoid,

21 anything that sounded like an instrument or note because

22 they were getting legally worried and it would say this is

i! ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
i202-347-3700 Nationwide Coverage 800- 336-6646



35605.0 S52
RJW

1 to acknowledge our debt to you of this sum, and signed by

2 George Canning.

3 Who was that?

4A A guy in the finance office.

5Q Did you ever meet George Canning?

6 A I know who he was. He was in the finance office.

7The letter of indebtedness would come back to me and I

Bwould send it to my contact.

9 Q And what would be the process? Money would come

1 0 from -- first from the contact or the loan or would he get

11 the note first? You would receive note and money at the

12 same time?

A3 We would get the money first, usually.

v!14 0 And did any of the people -- how did you go

15 about policing the idea if they got the money back or not?

16 The repayment schedule?

17 A We would write -- the contact cards would have

18 all transactions on it and it would usually have the

19 specifics of the transactions in terms if it was a loan and

20 when it was payable and the interest rates and quarterly

21 and that kind of thing. We kept usually in our file

22 Idrawers copies of the notes. Some of us kept ledger

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 notebooks and i presume the national center, the finance

2 office kept a computerized record of the stuff, but because

3 we did these data forms -- but I never saw actual reports

or output of the computer things.

5O What kinds of instructions did you or anybody

61 else receive on taking loans?

7A We were told you could take loans up to a

8certain limit whatever the FEC limit was. For a while,

9there was no limit on terms we could offer.

10 0 Concerning the interest rate?

11i I A Interest rate or term. And in fact, I remember

12 this, we were calling up contributors and supporters and we
'o

13 were saying lend us money on your credit card for 30 days.

14 We will have it paid back to you before you even get your

S15 bill. If I am not good on my word, you can charge it back.

S16 You can deny the conversation ever existed.

17 H Did you follow through on that?

18 A We wrote notes on some of this stuff. I don't

19 know who concocted this little scheme.

20 0 Why do you call it a scheme?

21 !!A I cannot see -- at the time I thought it was,

22 limust have been skirting something really close. I didn't

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 know what the law was, but I figured somebody is close to

2 the edge here. I figure you are telling somebody or

3 suggesting to somebody that disavowing a transaction you

4 are obviously agreeing to and you are party to it. I could

5 not see -- let me see. This was happening around, as I

61 recall, toward the end of the campaign.

7Q Can you give me a year?

8A '84 and maybe around September or October. I
(Nt

9 remember one case of a woman that I talked to in which this

1. 0 occurred and I didn't feel very good about it.

11I 0 Do you remember the lady's name that it happened

12 to?
'0

13 A No. She was from New Mexico.

"14 0 What happened then?

15 A I think she lived in Los Alamos. Anyway, she

16 V charged it back because obviously we didn't pay the loan

17 back, but to a certain extent I felt they were getting

18 matching funds and write checks back to the people.

19 Q People were told you were getting matching funds

20 and you would pay?

21 A Yes.

22 0 What words did you use?

il ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1A We are getting matching funds, we would have no

2 trouble paying you back.

3O Was this only for credit card loans or any other

4 credit card loan? Maybe somebody wrote you a check for a

5 loan?

6 A Yes, did that also.

7 Q Did it really seem to you it was a real intent,

8 to pay the people back, the ones you borrowed money from?

9 A I remember at a certain point I had a crises of

10 confidence where I thought, wait a minute, the numbers are

11 I not adding up, or I got the inkling our intention was

12 something else. I remember I went up to Wertz personally

13 and I said Wertz, are we really going to do this? I don't

-14 know if I said I was bothered by it, but I was uneasy.

C 15 0 Because people were not getting paid back?

16 A The rate we chalked these things up in a

17 ridiculously short term and he said look, don't worry about

18 it. Tell your contact they will be paid. Just tell all

19 your contacts they will be paid.

20 0 Did you believe that?

21 A I was looking for some encouragement because I

22 had this crises of confidence. I felt somebody tell me

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 what I am doing is right. In order for me to keep doing it,

2 I will have to believe in it. Then I went and I, one day I

3 had a conversation not long after this with a guy in the

4 finance office named Richard Yepez, and I said I had this

5 conversation with Wertz and I was a little worried about it,

61and he said we will pay it back, that we were going to pay

7 this back; and he said, are you kidding? I work in finance.

8 There is no no way to pay it back and I said, don't tell me

9 that.

1? 0 0 Did he give you a reference?

V A He indicated he knew the numbers and he said

12 this is the income and our debt worth is this and that. I

13 don't remember the sequence of conversations, if I got back

14 to Wertz directly or what, but I remember the context being

C

S16 Iiabout this debt stuff. It is manageable. All campaigns go

17 into debt. Everybody knows what they are doing when they

18 1lend money to a political campaign. They don't expect to

19 see the money right away.

20 MR. WISE: Off the record.

21 (Recess.)

22 MR. WISE: On the record.

'i AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC;.
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sir?

Committee

A

0

financing?

Yes. He is a member of the National Executive

in charge of the legal affairs.

Did you know him back in 1984?

I did.

Was he involved in any kind of campaign

AI think he was the treasurer of one of the

campaigns, but I don't remember which one.

0 Did he personally give any talks to the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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.

NO

C-

BY MR. WISE:

o I want to talk about the loans and if there was

an intent at any time to pay the people back and we talked

about Mr. Yapez. He worked in the finance office. What

were his duties and title?

AI don't recall.

oHave you seen him since he left the organization?

A No.

oIs he still in the New York area?

A He is no longer in the organization; that is all

I know. I don't know where he is.

Q I want to ask you, do you know Edward Spannaus,



0o.

1 fundraisers?

2A NO.

3 0 Did you ever --

4 A Not in my presence.

5 Q Do you have any knowledge of him giving talks at

6 fundraising?

7A No.

8 Did you talk to him personally about anything

'0
9 concerning the organization?

10 A In the course of my 12 years with LaRouche, I am

i11 sure I did, but I don't recall anything specific. Those

12 would have been rare occasions anyway.

13 0 You said 12 years with the organization. So the

14 main function from '84 was as a fundraiser, telephone

C 15 1fundraiser. Did you do anything else during that time

If>
16 period, '84 through '86?

17 A No.

18 [Q Did you work personally with Mr. LaRouche?

19 A I was a security guard.

20 Q What kind of duties did you perform? I know the

21 standard security guard, but what did you do specifically?

22 A Everything from surveillance, undercover work

; ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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tf

through driving, to his personal physical bodyguard team.

o Before your fundraising duties?

A Back in '79 and '80. A little bit in '81 and '82.

o In '84, did you ever talk to Mr. LaRouche

personally about anything at all?

A I saw LaRouche in '84 very little. More in '85

when everybody moved to Leesburg, Virginia. I was at his

house on security duty in November of '83. I doubt it

unless I saw him at a conference in '84.

o You said the organization moved to Leesburg.

What was the reason for the move?

A I don't know. There was a lot of stated purpose,

but I don't know.

o What was some of the stated purposes?

A Manhattan was a very ugly and brutalizing place

and people should not live there, and moving out of the

city would be a little more civil on people. I think there

was a security consideration for LaRouche. He was always

worried about people trying to assasinate him. I remember

talking to some of my former friends from security that

Northern Virginia was supposed to be a great place to be

because they were all spooks and they would look after

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 LaRouche. Intelligence people. LaRouche supposedly had

2 friends and they could look after him better in Northern

3 Virginia. The implication was friends in the intelligence

4 community, CIA and military.

5O Let's go back to fundraising activity. Did that

6 move to Leesburg also?

7A Yes.

8 Were the fundraising telephone solicitations?

cc)
9 A Yes.

10 0 Where were you all in Leesburg? What location?

11 A There are three or four. In March '85 we were

12 on the fourth floor of the Wheat Building on King Street.

13 20 South King Street.

,-14 0 Alexandria?

C 15 A Leesburg. Facilities were not completed yet and

1!)

16 not large enough, so we had some people down at the Fusion

17 Energy office on Catoctin Circle. So we had some

18 fundraising going on out of the FEF offices. Then they

19 leased space in a building we called Travelers after

20 Travelers Insurance on Market Street, and we moved the

21 entire telephone operation out there, phone team and

22 boilers. The boilers occupied one big room with booths in

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INc.
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1 it with 20 or 25 telephones, and we moved to smaller rooms

2 in December.

3 Was the command structure the same?

4A The same.

5 Q So Wertz was still in charge?

61A Yes.

O Since you were closer to LaRouche, did he ever

8 appear at all during that time?

9 A He called a meeting at his barn on his property.

10 0 What did he have to say?

11 AI Late '85 or early '86. I don't recall when.

12 0 Who was invited?

13 A This barn -- it was a former barn that was

14 refurbished for music rehersals.

S15 0 Was it by invitation or ordered to be there?

tf)
16 A It was ordered.

17 Q And what was the nature of the meeting?

18 A The meeting was primarily motivational to

19 motivate the fundraising. We were not raising the amount

20 of money he thought necessary, but rather than address it

21 strictly in term of numbers and statistics, I am sure at

22 i that point he mentioned -- he said, why do people get

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 uptight about the prospect of raising $1000 or $2000, it is

2 no big deal, and he tried to make light of people's

3 anxieties. He talked about music and his theory of the

4 world and how the universe was created.

5 There may have been two of those meetings.

6 Maybe not. I think one was just with his wife. She

7 addressed the fundraising. And then there was one with

8 LaRouche himself. That is to the best of my recollection.

9 It would have been '85 or '86, around there.

C10 0 What specifically did he say about fundraising?>4 11 Any ideas of how to increase the amounts coming in?

12 A No. It was basically indirect and motivational.

13 People have to get off their duffs and be optimistic about

-14 this stuff and be aggressive. Why listen to all of the

S15 1little gremlins in your head that are dragging you down and

16 fldepressing you and your little egotistical concerns about

17 your life, which mean nothing.

18 Q Earlier you testified that when the money caine

19 like to Fusion or TLC, some was kept separate, accounts

20 Iwere separate. You said you didn't deposit the money

21 yourself --

22 .iA Wertz indicated in the conversation that I had

il ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 with him in January '84 where he said the reason we had the

2 total reorganization around the fundraising was because

3 obviously the organization had looted the TLC fund

4 similarly in '83 because the infrastructure was low, so

5 when he went to pay there was no money in the account.

61LaRouche said I want $1 million in the TLC kitty and no

7 more -- as soon as possible, and no more of having to loot

8 the funds for other purposes. That to me was a clear

indication that TLC money had been used for other purposes.

10 0 Did they other at times loot the infrastructure

cQ
ii fund to make sure the TLC had funds?

¢q12 A I had no indication of that. I mean, the most

13 that I can offer would be that could have been done

14 indirectly.

c 15 O How ?

tf,16 A Expense item X, who is to say it was incurred by

17 TLC directly or CDI for distributing literature which

18 happened to have LaRouche's name on it? Who pays the

19 printer? Does TLC type the check and give it to World Comp

20 or in reverse. I don't know. That is certainly -- it is a

21 imurky soup and it gets mixed up.

22 Q Technically it seemed like it came for different

oI

i!" ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 reasons, but it was the general consensus the money was

2 used for one specific purpose?

3 A I don't want to make light of the fact, at least

4 for appearance sake, and I often had the impression things

5 h said at briefings were for the record to make sure he was

6 covered, so he wanted to make sure if we raise money for

7 TLC, you make that clear. He would go through -- Wertz

8 would go through the litany on this stuff. Yet at the same

Cq9 time, he knew all too well we were using FEC funds for

10 fundraising. I am sure he knew what was going on in '83

11I and '84 with TLC money and why it wasn't there when

¢q12 LaRouche wanted it.

13 In my position as a fundraiser it was not -- I

14 did not have the vantage point of being able to see money

C 15 come in through this funnel and out that funnel over there.

L') 16 ilThat was not clear to me.

17 0 Any kind of general opinion of other people that

18 knew that was happening that way or any indication?

19 A I don't think so. My frame of mind was that was

20 not a major event.

21 Q Did you ever discuss that with Yepez?

22 A I don't know how to pronounce the name.

;tj ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Sure.

How would they handle it? The specific

would handle it?
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o Did you have a discussion with him?

ANo. The discussion with Yepez was about are we

going to repay the people or not?

o And his consensus was --

AThere was no way.

O Did you ever -- you went back to Mr. Wertz and

said Yepez --

A I don't know if I said that. I said -- I must

have raised it again or something because I raised my own

doubts and unease about the thing and what Wertz told me

and other people on phone team; look, these people know

bloody darn well what it is like to lend money to a

campaign. Candidate so-and-so is paying off people from

1980 and people are not bringing him to court and if there

are legitimate hardship cases out there, we will pay them

off. But 99 percent of the people, don't worry, it will be

fine, and you know how things are in an election campaign.

o Did they get a lot of complaints about not being

repaid?

A

fundra iser
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1A First it was haphazard. You would call up

2somebody you lent money to and they were not repaid and you

3were not aware and they would chew your ear off or somebody

4[ would call in. There was a couple that I borrowed $2000 on

their credit card from New Mexico, which was my territory,

6and I felt badly about it because I thought they were

7 decent folks and I had to lobby pretty hard to get them

8 repaid. They were repaid, but the only reason is because

9 they wrote a letter to their Congressman, so I think it is

10 all too clear to me that the LaRouche organization can be

11i probed into doing something when you threaten to throw a

12 spotlight on, or something adversely political is going to

13 happen, or when you legally threaten it. That is when you

-14 get action on loan repayments.

S15 Q You said that is the way it happened. Did he

Lt)
16 set up a system?

17 A Yes. It got centralized in the finance office

18 and people operating switchboards were told in very stark

19 terms under no conditions, any manner, way or form were

20 phone calls to be put through to the phone team.

21 ;V 0 Who gave that order?

22 A Wertz. In order to prevent us from beingS

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 demoralized and dragged down and to prevent us from

2 empathizing with people that we had taken money from.

3 Wertz said your only responsibilities or concern is to

4 raise money. That is all you worry about. You don't worry

5 about anything else. You don't worry about what the

6 obligations are or responsibility or administrative duty is,

7 outgo, expenses; we will get other people to handle that.

8 They told people in the finance office to call people that

it) 9 we owed money to and try to calm them down and get them to

10 roll things over or forgive.

11I Q What do you mean by roll over?

0412 A Forgive the debtor, extend the term for another

'0 13 year or except a partial payment. Renegotiate. They had

14 Wayne Hintz do that.

S15 IQ Was Mr. Hintz part of a special team?

tO16 A He was in the finance office.

17 0 So finance was to handle any complaint?

18 jA There were other people that did that as well.

19 George Canning may have done it, Ron Betag; but the idea

20 being we were not supposed to worry our pretty little heads

21 2 over people that we had raised money from, supposedly in

22 I good faith, and not paid back, so that was screened from us

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1and they were to call people and renegotiate and dowse the

2 fire and refer cases to legal if necessary, but that was

3 not supposed to be our concern.

4 I remember one case in particular, it was not a

5 campaign loan but an infrastructure loan, but it was a

6 decent woman in Florida and I must have borrowed $20,000

7 from her, maybe more, and she finally, cleverly figured out

8 how to get through the screen by posing as a Federal

9 Express operator and asking for me, and the front desk

10 knows we pick up checks by Federal Express across the

11i i country and the woman got on the phone with me and read me

12 the riot act and I felt very badly about the way we treated

13 her. That was not long before I quit, actually.

-14 0 Back to the system about dealing with people who

C 15 complain, does it seem like it was set up to repay the

tr)
16 people or a subterfuge to keep them from getting repaid?

17 A Definitely the latter. It was basically -- it

18 was to manage the situation and figure out where the real

19 troubleshoots were, who was going to cause trouble and deal

20 with those.

21 i!Q How did you deal with those?

22 iA Pay them off.

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 Q What did they consider trouble?

2 A Lawyers. Somebody taking legal action primarily,

3 or somebody going to the authorities. That was the primary

4 concern. Secondly were legitimate hardship cases where

5 h that might have blown up in the organization's face in

6 itterms of adverse publicity. Those cases could easily have

7 !Ibecome security cases.

8Q Was it geared to total payback?

9" A Whatever it took. Obviously you negotiate as

10 little as you can. Maybe partial. It keeps people quiet
C

11 when you do the partial.

(NJ 12 0 And who would they consider they would not pay

13 back under any circumstances?

14 A My father.

C 15 4Q Your father?

16 A In 1985 -- in 1984, Dennis Small, who was in

17 charge of the Latin America work, but he did a lot of the

18 fundraising, a lot of pressure to call people to do their

19 $1000 limit, irk anybody, leave no stone unturned, call

20 I!relatives or old schoolmates, anybody you could possibly

21 i think of. I didn't want to call my dad. He was

22 ! sympathetic, but he knew we were a high pressure operation.

ii AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
i202-347-3700I Nation 'ide Coverage 800-336-6646



35605.0 70
RJW

1He lent money before a few years ago and they were never

2good on that.

3 Who was lending money? To TLC --

4A In this case, to IDL I believe.

5Q Okay.

6 1A Both Dennis Small and myself got on the phone
II

7 and talked to my father and really tried to arm twist him

8 to give money, and he agreed to $3500 and he said, make a

9 loan on my credit card. It was such an arduous task to get

10 the money, when we got off the phone Mr. Small told me, "That
C"

II1 pig. Boy, there is something we are not going to pay back."

12 That was a little example of the kinds of things --

13 MR. WHITEHEAD: Your father?

r14 THE WITNESS : Yes.

C-- 15 BY MR. WISE:

Lf i
16 Il 0 How did Dennis Small fit in the hierarchy?

17 ilA National Committee. He was, however, maybe the

18
18 single largest fundraiser in the whole organization in

19 ! terms of amount raised because he and Billington used to do

20 a 1-2 improvisation.

21 Q Who is Billington?

I,

i ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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1 millions. Seven or eight figures.

2 Who did he raise his for? Different entities or

3 just the campaign?

4A In dollar amount, most of it vent to

5 infrastructure because there were no limits. Whatever was

6 required. He did a lot of this bu:3iness of raising money

7 to print this book called "Dope Inc., * supposedly exposing

8 the international drug trade and who runs it. So that is

0% 9 supposedly what the money was for, he raised, doing that.

10 I He and Billington raised 2 or 3 million from one lady.

i 11 Q He alleged it went for the book. Dope, Inc.,

0412 but did the money go for that purpose?

13 A No. It went for infrastructure. Whatever

14 LaRouche and Jerry Rose and whoever else decided to spend

C 15 the money for that week.

tn16 Q They never told you what they considered

17 1infrastructure?
18 A That was anything that was not TLC or IDL.

19 Anything else in the world was infrastructure.

20 Q What about Mr. LaRouche's expenses and home?

21A Yes, that is called security expenses.

22 0 We will get back to Michael Billington. And he

0t

i ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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1and Mr. Small were basically the same on the hierarchy?

2 A Billington was not National Committee.

3 Q Was he a local fundraiser?

IA He was with me on the fundraising -- on the

phone team of the National Center.

6 Did any of them work directly for Mr. Wertz?

7Wertz was in charge --

8A We all did.

O9 0 I am trying to see if he had a lieutenant or

10 someone ?

11iA There were sort of lieutenants around him that

¢ 12 would come and do odd jobs, like Paul Gallagher, and he

'0 13 would station himself with us. He engaged in a lot of

14 fundraising and administrative stuff, in administration of

C 15 the phone team, in making sure everybody was in the right

!)16 place at the right time. Wertz would come over a couple

17 ,]times a day and drop in and say what is the story? What

18] are the specials this week? How are we getting the quota?

19 Tell me your plans, because he knew the money would not be

20 raised by a bunch of boilers making several thousand phone

21 calls and making $100 contributions.

22 To make $600,000 a week, a hefty portion would

,I" ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 have to be in the form of specials, and by that we mean a

2 smattering of $5- and $10,000 loans and contributions,

3 another half dozen of off-the-cuff, another half dozen

4 sizable specials in the range of $10-, $20- or $30,000, and

5 you have to have a couple 50's.

6Q Was there anything special about an age group?

7 Any instructions about --

8A The Helms list -- it became apparent that women

-- 9 and elderly people are better. It was certainly clear

10 elderly women and there was some discussion of this.

11 0 What made the women approachable?

¢ 12 A There was a discussion of it, which was these

O13 are people who are much more concerned about the future of

14 the country and they see younger people and how their

c 15 values deteriorated and the collapse of modern culture and

tO16 standards, and as they approach their later years they are

17 concerned about what they leave behind them; are they doing

18 some lasting good? They want to know that their resources

19 are going to something worthwhile. They seem to be less

20 selfish than younger people that are too concerned with

21 raising families and buying a home or something.

22 Q After those discussions, did the fundraisers0

i, ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 consciously start to key in on these type of people?

2A Somewhat. We get referrals. The boilers would

3 make cold hits from the list, and if somebody looked good,

4 they would say I talked to somebody that looks good and

5 referred them to us. We were attuned to that fact. We

6 were aware of the exception. There couJld be a young male --

7Q I have an idea of cold hits --

8A Initial hit. First contact on phone. I am

C 9 so-and-so from the LaRouche organization or campaign. If

10 you have a minute, I want to talk to you.
c'

11 0I Did these people know who Mr. LaRouche was?

0412 A I don't recall. I am sure most people heard the

13 name, I think.

14 MR. WISE: Let's take a break for lunch.

c 15 MR. WHITEHEAD: There are certain other areas we

LO16 want to go into. Let's come back at 1:30.

17 (Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m. the deposition was

18 recessed, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m. this same day.)

19

20

21

22
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1AFTERNOON SESSION 1:30 p.m.)

2 Whereupon,

3 CHRISTIAN A. CURTIS

4 resumed the stand, and having been previously duly sworn,

5 was examined and testified further as follows:

61 MR. WISE: On the record.

7 EXAMINATION (Continued)

8 BY MR. WISE:

V 9 Q I will start back on a point you mentioned

10 earlier this morning that I am not too clear about the way
C

11 the checks came in by Federal Express. When they came in,

Cq12 who took them?

13 A We were calling the contact and if you have a

14 check, I will send Federal Express to pick it up. We were

15 h able to count the money as in-hand that day.

16 0 Did each fundraiser specifically get the checks

17 back in his hands if it came in from Federal Express?

18 A No. They go into the finance office, which

19 would post what was received that day.

20 [Q And it was attributed to CDI?

21 A Yes.

22 Q Was the name of the fundraiser also posted?

! AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Who was

A

0

A

0

A

0

A

Q

A

0

A

0

A

finance.

remember

0

Yes. Susan.

What was her position?

She worked in legal.

So legal was --

For a while she worked in, may have worked in

I don't recall. I know most of the time I

she worked in legal.

Who are the people in legal starting with the

AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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I don't recall that.

And in charge of finance at that time was what?

in charge of that?

That was Rose.

Gerald Rose?

Yes.

Who is he?

NEC. National Executive Committee.

In '84, he was in charge of finance?

Yes.

His title?

No title more than that.

Was Rose's wife connected with the LaRouche

tion?

C:

C
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1 one in charge?

2A Spannaus, Barbara Boyd, who raised money for a

3 while. She was a fundraiser. She was in legal and then a

4 fundraiser and then vent back to legal. Martha Quinde,

5 Susan Rose, Marcia Merry, Jane Freeman.

6 Were these people also there in '86 also? That

7 was in '84.

8A I may be slightly inaccurate t cause Martha

If) 9 Quinde may not have been in legal in '84. I think she was

f 10 brought into legal later.

11I 0 They were still out in '86?

C 12 A I would have to reconstruct this.

"O13 Q You left in '86?

14 A Yes. I think Susan Rose was in there throughout.

C 15 Boyd was in and out and in and out. I don't remember

If) 16 exactly when. Quinde was -- I think she worked in security

17 and from there to legal.

18 0 Were all of these -- were all lawyers?

19 A No.

20 Q Mr. Spannaus was not a lawyer?

21 A No.

22 0 Who was assigned to that position?

! ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1A Political loyalty to Lyndon LaRouche.

2 Did legal give you briefings? Were they charged

3 in briefing to fundraisers?

4A No. Anita Gallagher as captain would hobnob

5 with legal upon occasion about certain things. For example,

6 she once told us on the phone time legal said don't use the
II

word "investment" when soliciting loans. You are not

8 supposed to do it because that has a connotation of

O 9 I securities and we want to avoid that. She said at another

o.1 0 point legal says we are not to have credit card numbers on

11I our contact cards. So we had to doctor all contact cards,

Cq12 either recopy them or block them out or take a pair of

13 scissors and cut holes in the contact cards where there

14 were credit card numbers. There are various other sort of

S15 curious instructions from legal that we would get, but I

UO16 1never get them directly. They were relayed to me through

17 Paul Gallagher, Anita Gallagher, mainly through them. When

18 they told me to destroy the FEC list --

19 Q When they told you? Who is "they"?

20 A That was Anita Gallagher. Billington and Hecht

21 were present.

22 0 Did each individual fundraiser consider his

' AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 contact cards his own or did they belong to the

2 organization as a whole?

3A I -- those things belonged to the organization.

4 I got cards when I joined the team. You get a whole box of

5 them that I inherited from Philadelphia. My turf was

6 New Mexico and the cards pertaining to New Mexico, I didn't

7 call the people. I inherited them by instruction from

8 Wertz.

-. 9 0 So you had a central location and anybody could

10 have access to them beside you?

11 IA Anybody that wanted to. I would not be pleased

(412 if they messed around with it, but if it was Wertz or

13 someone like that, there was nothing I could do about it.

14 I could have woken up one morning and the cards were gone

r15 and Wertz said we sent them out to Houston because they

tO16 I will take over your turf and you will be doing something

17 else, and I would have said okay.

18 0 You mentioned a section called security. What

19 is the security section besides his own personal security?

20 Did it have any other function?

21 A Sure. Maintaining LaRouche. It was Larouche s

22 ilpersonal entourage; cooking his food, managing the house,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1feeding his dogs, taking his wife out for a horsey ride,

2 making sure their clothes were done, purchasing clothes for

3 them; purchasing food for their house. Then there was that

4 aspect of security which was what they call it, security

5 intelligence or counterintelligence where security is in

6 charge of collecting information on LaRouche's enemies,

7 real or imagined.

8 So you do have undercover work and call people

cO9 up under false pretenses and say you are so-and-so and see

10 what information you can learn about what they know or
C
. 11 think about Lyndon LaRouche. There were duties like

12 keeping track of the state of mind of the membership, who

13 is solid and who is not and who is wavering and for what

14 reasons? Whose loyalty may be slipping away. That kind of

c 15 thing. They even kept files on people, on their own

' 16 IImembers.

170 The main operation went to Leesburg, what date

18 was that? What year was that?

19 A It began moving in '84.

20 Q That was only the New York office or all of the

21 feed offices?

22 1A Just the national headquarters that previously

t{ ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC'.
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1was in Manhattan.

2O Did you have major briefings when the field

3offices would be invited to come --

4A Those were conferences. You would have one or

5two of those a year; usually around July 4th, the long

6weekend and around Christmas or New Year's.

7Q The main speech at the conferences --

8Mr. LaRouche was the speaker at the conferences?

C 9 A Yes.

10 0 He would tell them how the fundraising was going
ci
*O 11 along?

CN12 A No. They were much more on matters that would

13 preoccupy Mr. LaRouche in a more abstract way, state of the

14 world as he knew it, some new discovery he made or some new

S15 interpretation of history. Usually his presentations have

11) 16 little to do with operations.

17 0 When you went to New York -- you said you had a

18 certain zone to raise funds?

19 A Yes. Arkansas, New Mexico, and I shared Iowa.

20 Q When you moved to Virginia, did you change?

21 A No, but the nature of the fundraising changed.

22 0 In what respect?

il ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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0
1A The more we got -- in '84 we started the thing;

2 we relied much more on the field operations to generate

3 names for us to call. As '84 moved into '85, we got less

4 and less away from field contact and more into this idea of

5 calling lists, lists we bought or got from the FEC and

6 started to generate our own names, and territory became

7 less relevant. You know, an NRC contact, National Center,

8 that could be Hawaii or the state of Maine or anywhere. It

O9 could be garden club or whatever.

10 0 When you left the organization in '86, did you

* *1 express concerns about the organization to anybody?

¢q 12 A I did.

D 13 Q Who did you talk to?

14 A I talked to Dennis Small, Michael Billington,

S15 Mel Klenetsky, Will Wertz; maybe other people.

UD16 Q What did you tell them?

17 A I don't know because my -- the whole process of

18 [my quitting was sort of a -- it is difficult to put in a

19 nutshell. Even long after I quit, I was still rethinking

20 many issues. When I first quit, I didn't think

21 Mr. LaRouche was such a bad fellow. I said he is okay. He

22 !:is a bright guy and means what he says. He must have bad

ii AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, lNC.
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1 people around him that make lousy decisions, but I gave him

2 the benefit of the doubt.

3 And it took me -- I think this happens with a

4 lot of people that leave the organization, because of the

5 peculiar kind of psychological control environment inside,

6 it takes a long time to piece things together and rethink

7 for yourself. So when I initially left, I don't think my

8 opinion of Mr. LaRouche was that unfavorable.

-- Q What about the organization?

10 f0 A I thought the organization was very callous and

C,
11 irresponsible and I questioned how you could morally

0412 justify a situation in which on the one hand you are posing

O13 great noble ideas for mankind and on the other hand you say

14 because we are engaged in such a noble enterprise, we are

S15 itherefore justified in deceiving, lying, cheating and

'J>16 i whatever. Those people who were actually our supporters.

17 ilAnd that was a major discrepancy as far as I was concerned.

18 I am sure I voiced that and voiced other complaints that I

19 had about how the organization treated its own members;

20 1 that people were never given time to themselves or days off.

21 i I thought there was a lot of -- I remember at

22 !ithe time complaining about the kinds of leadership and the

i~i ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 fact the people that I thought were the hardest workers

2 were not the ones in position of responsibility. In fact,

a lot of the leadership was incompetent.

O Did you know other folks that left around the

6A Well, the Hintzes, Wayne and Dorothy Hintz, left

7 after we did, but not long after. I don't know when. We

8j established contact with them socially and still do.

C(! 9 0 And you still have contact with the Hintzes?

"C
10 A Yes.

V
11i Do you know the address? Are they located here?

(N 12 A In Arlington, Virginia.

13 0 Any more specific acddress?

14 A Shirley Avenue.

r 15 Q The telephone number?

LO16 1A I have it at home. I am sure they are publicly

18 Anybody else at the time?

19 A Let me see. Pam Goldman left after -- when was

20 that? It must have been a few months -- within a couple

21 months after my wife and I left. And we talked to her a

22 ! couple times on the phone and we always liked her in and

;iil ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC..
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out of the organization.

o Have you had contact with her since you left the

organ izat ion?

A Yes. We talked to her over the phone several

times.

oWhere is she located?

A I think now she's in Europe. She married some

Italian fellow. A guy who is an opera -- a terrific singer

and he was coaching a lot of the musical people in the

LaRouche group and giving singing lessons and opera

performance.

o What was her function?

AShe worked at World Coup.

oWhat is that?

AThe photo -- the typesetting company that was

set up by LaRouche.

o So she was not a fundraiser?

A No.

QAnd the Hintzes, Wayne, what was his function?

AWorked in the finance office.

oDid you have discussions with him about finances,

what was happening with the accounts?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1A When we were in the organization, since we both

2 left, since we are witnesses, no.

3O What kinds of discussions did you have while you

4 were in the organization?

5A I called him regularly and said Wayne, do we

6 have money allocated this week? I got a list here eight

7 people we owe money to or are behind on and some of these

people cannot afford this kind of thing, and he said, I

r 9 talked to Gerry --

10 0 Who is Gerry?

11 A Rose -- we don't have the money this week. We

: 12 cannot budget it because we had security -- security takes

13 priority or something like that, so Wayne was not hostile.

14 I always got the impression that he agreed with me that

C 15 what the organization was doing was at the very least

LO16 foolish, if not illegal, and certainly questionable

17 ethically. But his hands were tied. If the NEC didn't

18 allocate funds for this stuff, there was nothing he could

19 do in terms of getting back to people.

20' Q What was the wife's name?

21 i A Dorothy.

22 ii Q What was her function?

i
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A She worked in the finance office, not in the

loan repayments. I don't know how to describe what she did

do.

o What about Mr. Charles Tate? What was his

function?

A He left in '84. I don't remember exactly when.

He was in security and he is someone else I maintained

contact with.

O Where is he located?

A Right now I don't know. He, the last address

for him is New York, but I think he is going to graduate

school.

o Do you know where does he plan on going to

graduate school?

A Brown University.

o What kind of duties did he do in security?

A I presume the whole gamut, but I think they may

have used him mostly for research and intelligence

gathering, that type of thing.

o I think there is a Forrest Lee, if you can

recall?

A I know who he is only -- although I didn't know

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 him while I was in the organization very well. He was not

2 a member of the labor committees in the sense of being

3 devoted to LaRouche. He was -- I always considered him and

4 Frank Howser to be sort of --

5 Q Who is Frank Howser?

6A I considered him to be a tag team of security

7 consultants. I never asked much about them. I sort of got

8 the signals from security you don't ask those kind of

O9 things. So I don't know much about him.

10 0 Richard Welsh, do you know him?
C

11 A Yes.

12 0 Was he in the organization in '84?

13 A Yes.

14 I What was his duties?

C 15 A Finance office. I don't know how to describe it

' 16 more precisely than that. He has been in the finance

17 office ever since I set foot in the LaRouche organization.

18 To my knowledge, it has been sort of an unbroken string.

19 Q Was he a follower or leader in the finance

20 office?

21 A He is like a loyal lieutenant. The guy that

22 would implement stuff on orders from the higher ups. I

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1think he is an accountant. He prepared taxes and I think

2 he just kept records of things. He was not a very visible

3 person because he was always sheltered away someplace. He

4 was writing figures in books and punching the calculator.

5Q Have you had any contact with him since you left

6 the organization?

7 A I saw him one of the times when I testified in

8 Boston. I presume he is still a member. I don't know.

9 Q Do you have any idea where he is located now?

10 A No.

11I Another name is Gail Lunsford.

!12 A She's married to Steve Bardwell. I presume they

13 are married. I don't know their address.

r14 0 What was their function inside the organization?

C 15 A She was a field organizer, I think. He was a

16 National Committee member and he was in Fusion Energy

17 Foundation work promoting the scientific work for LaRouche.

18 Q Any address on them?

19 A They live in New York. I have not been in

20 regular contact with them.

21 iQ Did you have --

22 !iA I would imagine you could get a lot of this

,I ' AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INc.
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1information from people in Boston.

20 When you were in the organization did you have

3any conversations with her at all concerning the operation?

4A No.•

5 And none since then, I guess?

6A No.

7Q Did you express any concerns about the

8 organization to any of your friends at all? Upset with the

cO9 way things were run?

0O 10 A That was fairly regular in one area or another

11 where a problem came up, and you may say, I think we are

C 12 doing something really wrong here; why can't we do this?

'CO 13 Very often we discussed the loan situation among members of

14 the phone team. We discussed it with Wertz and he would

- 15 get angry and say don't worry about how we pay people, but

tf) 16 worry about how we get money in here. We raised these

17 quite a lot. There were occasions there were heated

18 discussions over any number of things related to operation.

19 Q Would it seem you were not getting any concrete

20 response from Mr. Wertz and did you try to go above his

21 head maybe to MIr. LaRouche and voice your concerns?

22 A No. It never would have entered my mind.

0
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1O Any knowledge of anybody trying to go above

2 Wertz' head to the next step to voice a concern?

3 A It was made so clear through not only Wertz but

4 the other members of the NEC that Wertz acted on LaRouche's

5 behalf. Speaking in vague terms, I know a number of times

6 when these concerns or similar concerns were raised and

7 they were brought to LaRouche's attention and he came down

8 squarely on his side.

O 9 0 What did you bring to his attention?

10 A Some NCer would have an inside track and say

11I there are people griping about X, Y or 2, and the next day

(Nt 12 or so there would be a memo at the briefing that says

13 anybody that gripes about X, Y, 2 is infantile or impotent

14 or whatever, making clear that avenue of discussion is1sr

-- 15 pretty closed. I have been present in other sessions with

tO16 Mr. LaRouche and this is not someone that you engage in a

17 rational exchange with. He speaks on his terms. It is his

18 agenda. He does not listen very well.

19 Q I will give you another name. Vera Cronk?

20 A I know the name, but I have not seen her since I

21 was a member of the organization.

22 Q Did you see her while you were a member of the

~ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 organization?

2 A I did, but we were not close friends, but I knew

3 who she was.

4O Who was she? A fundraiser?

5A I don't recall that. She may have been in the

6 New York region, but she may have spent part of the time in

7 the National Center. I don't have a specific recollection.

8i I am not sure if she worked in the National Center, where

CD9 she worked, operations or something. I wonder if she

10 worked in legal? I don't know.

11 0 Did you ever go to airports and post offices?

( 12 A Yes.

O13 Q What vent on in a typical deployment at the

14 airport?

S15 iiA I did many -- one or two airports you set up a

tr 16 p literature table with an obnoxious sign to attract

17 attention. You try and get people who walk by to get over

18 near the table so you can show them literature and discuss

19 whatever the latest thing LaRouche happened to be concerned

20 with and get them to sign up; and it was hard work. I

21 spent about 10 or 12 hours on my feet a day.

22 1 They sent you out by yourself?

0
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1A You usually go out with one or two other people.

2 Would you all have a quota set for the

3 deployment office?

4A Yes.

5Q Who would set that quota?

6A Whoever sent you out. The NC member in charge

7 of these deployments would say your quota is X.

8Q Did they have any specific person that was

-- 9 normally in charge of deployments?

10 A The NC's in the regions were in charge of

11 regional airport squads, and out of the National Center it

0412 would be whoever was in operation. The NC's were Pat

kO13 Salisbury, Marcia Merry at times. This is off and on over

14 a period of years. Mel Klenetsky. I worked up the ranks

S15 through operations.

tO16 0 How high up did you work into the hierarchy?

17 How high did you move up in the ranks?

18 A I was in the general membership. Within the

19 general membership, I guess phone team is considered a

20 position or was considered a position of some authority.

21 For a while, I was on the steering committee for the Latin

22 American section. That is about it.
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rOt's get back to the names. Janet

[don't know much about her. I know

,e what you want me to say.

That did she do in the organization?

don 't know.

;he was not a fundraiser?

Mandel?

who she is.A

I am not

0

A

0

A

0

product ic

A

have not

the recor

0
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No

Ken Mandel?

Yes. He was in charge of certain video

)nS.

Any contact since the organization?

I think I talked to him on the phone, to Ken.

seen him in the --

Where do they live?

New York area. Maybe New Jersey. Can we go off

MR. WISE: Sure.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. WISE: On the record.

BY MR. WISE:

Beth Cohen?

I think we got some confusion here. You

AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 mentioned Richard Cohen. I know Richard Cohen. No

2 relation to Beth. Beth is married to Joe Cohen. Joe Cohen

3 is not related to Richard. I think they are still members

4 of the organization. If not, I have no idea where they are

5 or what they aie doing. Beth Cohen worked in the finance

6 office. Joe Cohen worked in Fusion Energy work for a while

7 and may have done some stuff in the finance office.

8 Joe Cohen also did some fundraising, one of the

9 boilers for a while. Richard Cohen is a former National

10 Security Committee member who quit in '84, I believe. He

11 I quit in '84. He and his wife are lawyers. They live in

CN 12

kO13 0 I think --

14 A

15 0 You mentioned Wayne Hintzes. Is he still with

" 16 the organization?

17 A No. He is out.

18 0 We got the address on him.

19A

20 MR. WISE: That is all I have.

21

22
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1 ~EXAM INATION

2 BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

3Q What about notebooks? It is our understanding

4 each one in the organization maintained notebooks.

5IA It was a common practice. There may have been a

6 few people that didn't. I can't think of anybody who would

7 not, but to be more precise, people I knew in the National

8 Center, since it was mainly intelligence-related functions,

r9 people would keep notebooks of just on a day-to-day basis,

10 briefings and things they picked up, phone conversations,

1I briefings from the national executive they would write down

C 12 as a log. I did not keep a notebook because most of my

o 13 relevant information was on contact cards.

14 0 Was there any directive to keep the notebooks --

c 15 1A There was no formal directive.

tO16 1Q Would these notebooks be used as memory aids in

17 meetings with Lyndon LaRouche, for example?

218 A Yes.

19 Q Was he apt to call you at all day or night to

20 discuss certain things?

21 A Not me, but certainly somebody like Jeff

22 ilSteinberg. Steinberg's notebooks were almnost community

:i AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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property because he kept them in such a way that they were

hard bound and stacked on a shelf or radiator next to the

desk, and people could use them to refer to as an ongoing

record. So very often if somebody's notes were complete or

you had to write an article, you could go to his notebooks

that were notoriously useful as a source for background

briefing material.

o Were they kept in an index or chronological

order?

A Chronological.

o You would know what -- how would you know what

date to go to?

A You would ask somebody when did you think this

occurred.

o It was kept in a chronological fashion on a

daily basis?

A Yes.

o By somebody in the business of keeping the books?

A Yes.

Q But you as a fundraiser did not?

AOnce I was fundraising full time, I did not keep

a notebook.
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1 0 What about vhen you were in security, did you

2keep a notebook?

3A All the time.

4 0 Who maintained custody of the notebooks?

5 A For mine, I did.

6 Q Did you take it home with you at night?

7 A I carried it around with me. Sometimes I left

8 it at headquarters.

'0 9 0 For how long a period of time did you maintain

10 the notebooks?
-C

11 A As long as I could.

C 12 0 Did there come a point in time when you

'0 13 destroyed your notebooks?

14 A Not that I know of.

S15 0 Is it possible notebooks that were in existence

L 16 in '74 or '75 exist now?

17 A Possibly. I don't know where they would be.

28 They may be in the federal government's possession.

19 0 But it is possible they may have been left with

20 the headquarters organization at least --

21 1A Yes, although maybe not in my case. If I stayed

22 i in the Latin American section, yes, they would have stayed4

ii ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. INC.
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1 in headquarters, but when I moved to fundraising it looked

2 like I would never return to my specialty; I did not take

3 them with me.

Q Were the other members allowed to -- the other

5 people, were they allowed to retain custody of the

6 notebooks?

7A I am sure they can take them home. There was no

8 strict, stated policy. In this organization

P-9 psychologically there is no distinction between your

10 personal private life and public life and official function.

11I There is none whatsoever and if you stake a claim, you

Oq12 would have been derided ferociously, and we are not just

O13 talking about what goes on in your living room, but what

14 goes on in your bedroom.

- 15 MR. WISE: They kept that close a track of what

S16 j was going on with the organizational personnel?

17 THE WITNESS: Yes.

1U BY MR. WHITEHEAD:

19 Q Did they do any surveillance of people in the

20 organization?

21 !iA Yes. Security asked me to spy on a member of

22 Iithe National Executive Committee.

~ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 Who was that?

2A Qui jano.

3 0 Who directed you to conduct the surveillance on

4 him?

5A Jeff Steinberg. I entered his hotel room.

6 0 Is the individual whose name I can't pronounce

7 still with the organization?

8A Quijano, yes.

9 09 Steinberg is still with the organization?

10 A Yes.
c-

11 What was the directive when he told you to

0412 conduct the surveillance? For what purpose?

, 13 A Find out who he has been calling. See if you

__14 can find any notes, notebook or anything -- they drew him

C 15 out of his hotel and asked him to a meeting with LaRouche.

LO16 While he was in the meeting, Steinberg told me to go to his

17 hotel and see if I could get into his room. And I paid the

18 night clerk some cash, he let me into the room and went

19 through his stuff and obtained a list of all long-distance

20 calls he made and turned them over to Steinberg.

21 Q Both of these individuals are still with the

22 i organization?

i, ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-3,4 7 -N Natitn ,ide Coverage 800-336-6646
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1A Yes.•

2O Was this the only time you conducted any

3 surveillance of members?

4A During that incident there were other members

5 who were with Quijano, including his wife and two people

6 from Mexico that were having a serious disagreement with

7 LaRouche and said they wanted to split with LaRouche, so I

8 sort of kept tabs on all four of them.

O 9 MR. WISE: I have nothing else.

10 MR. WHITEHEAD: We will keep the deposition open.

C:
11 MR. WISE: We will stop for the day, but we will

C 4 12 not close the deposition. In case we have to call you back

o13 again we won't have to get another subpoena.

14 You have a chance to see the deposition before

c 15 we consider it and sign it, or waive signing and take for

' 16 granted that the reporter copied down things according to

17 what went on here.

18 THE WITNESS: I don't worry about his errors as

19 much as mine. Perhaps in reading this over, I may think I

20 didn't read this right or accurately portray my

21 recollection or edit my remarks.

22 MIR. WISE: Those kinds of changes we would like

*
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202-347-3700 Nationw ide Coverage 80(0-336-6646



0
35J605.0

C

'0

10

12

13

15

16

17

1

19

10

21

22

13
14

(Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the deposition was

recessed. )

AcE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC
0) Nationwide Co'verage

in an attachment as minor corrections being like

misspellings, but if something is misstated here, give us

another document.

THE WITNESS: In that case, I would waive

signing.
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sworn, testified

EXAMINATION

E P E Z, after being duly called and

as follows:

BY MR. WISE:

Q. Okay. This deposition is being taken pursuant

to a Federal Election Commission subpoena issued in

connection with an investigation under section 4437G

of Title 2 of the United States code. The statute

provides that the confidentiality of this

investigation must be maintained until the Commission

closes its file. The Commission has civil

jurisdiction over the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971 as amended.

This investigation is designated as a matter

under review number 1852. And my name is Phillip

Wise and I am representing the Commission here

today.

Okay. Are you represented by an attorney here

today?

A. I couldn't have been because I didn't have any

information about the subpoena until just yesterday.

I jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1 Let me ask you one question.

2 (Discussion off the record.)

3 BY MR. WISE:

4 Q. we're back on the record now. I will ask you

5 have you ever been involved in a deposition before?

6 A. In this case, no.

7 Q. Well, I'll explain to you what's going to happen

tr 8 here today. I'll ask you a series of question. If

9 at any time you don't understand any of these

* 10 questions that I may ask you, you just stop me and I

C 11 will either repeat them or rephrase them.

\C 12 A. Okay.

13 Q. And if you do not stop me and tell me to

S 14 rephrase a question or repeat a question, I will take

2 15 for granted that your answer is in answer to that

16 question?

17 A. Yes.

18 0. Okay. I'll go back to your present employer,

19 but I'm not going to ask you -- is it in no way

20 connected with the Larouche organization?

21 A. That's right. I have had no connection with

S 22 them for four years.

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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0. Okay. When is the exact date that you left the

Larouche organization?

A. Well, actually it's hard to pin down.

0. A month and a year would be fine.

A. I guess it would be August of 1984.

Q. And when did you first get employed by the

Larouche organization, a month and a year?

A. You have to rephrase that question. You asked

about something to do with employment rather than

association.

Q. Association? A lot of people claim that they

weren't employed but in association with the Larouche

organization.

A. My first association with the Larouche

organization, I think, goes back to 19 -- well, I

will have to ask for some clarification. The

Larouche organization, there are many Larouche

organizations, and at what point in time you want to

start dealing. There are people at the University of

Rochester when I was a student who were members of

the Larouche organization.

Q. Let's go specifically to 1984 then?
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A. Well, if you are going back, I had a Continuous

involvement with the Larouche organization dating

from 1976, the spring of that year.

Q. And what kind of relationship did you have with

them then?

A. I was a supporter; I worked in the office; I did

fund raising for them; campaigned for the various

campaigns. And basically probably the most full

range of activity that a member of one of Larouche

organizations -- or it's actually essentially a

member of Larouche cadre organization, the National

Caucus of Labor Committees.

Q. What is that?

A. That was an organization, a membership of

individuals, that were structured in various levels

with officers throughout the United States and had

affiliated sister and brother organizations in Europe

and other countries. And that organization is

essentially the core of all the other various

Larouche organizations as the public would see them.

0. You said that you were a fund raiser, was that

one of the first positions that you had with the

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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Larouche organization?

A. Well, my first activity with them were actually

after work going through campaign tours through

neighborhoods, primarily the black communities.

0. What year are you talking about?

A. In 1976 in Syracuse, where I was living at the

time, on behalf of the U.S. Labor Party which was the

vehicle for campaigns for Mr. Larouche for president,

and, also, various individuals for state and local

office.

0. At any point in time, did you work in the

finance office for the Larouche organization?

A. That would bring us many years forward when I

finally arrived in New York City and eventually did

work in the finance -- what they call the National

Finance office.

Q. What year are we talking about here?

A. I believe it is 1983.

Q. Did you have any specific training to be a

finance officer, educational or otherwise?

A. There was no training required other than

ability to do mathematics probably, and presumably a

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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certain amount of trust, I guess, or the ability to

do what was asked, you know, to fulfill functions.

Q. What was your specific function at that time

when you worked at the finance office?

A. At that time, I was employed by the Fusion

Energy Foundation. Originally, I was employed by the

Publication of General Management.

Q. Was that in the finance -- finance capacity

also?

A. No. In the communications sector, as they

called it.

Q. What were your duties there? I am trying to

figure out the communication sector.

A. The communication sector eventually came to run

the computer that was the basis for a lot of the word

processing for the publications, various publications

associated with Larouche, communications of data

briefings and statistics from the National Center to

regional offices both domestically and

internationally. And the receipt from them of

singular information back into the National Center to

be incorporated into reports and publications and et

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1 cetera.

2 As I said, at that time I was employed by

3 Publication General Management. At a certain point,

4 I became associated in the finance office with the

5 duties of an individual who had been there earlier

6 handling a certain small section of the finance

7 duties -- national finance duties of that office and

C) the health related aspect of the Fusion Energy

9 Foundation; in particular, the health policies that

*i0 were enforced for the employees of the FEF.

: 11 Q. So maybe you explained it, but I didn't get it

\ , 12 quite clear. Your specific duties with Fusion were?

13 A. The specific duty was to be the liaison you

14 might say -- well, the way the company -- the

. 15 insurance company would -- their way of looking at me

16 would have been office manager for the Fusion Energy

17 Foundation; that is, whenever anybody had a claim on

18 the insurance policy, the health policy which was

19 paid for by Fusion Energy for their employees -- some

20 of their employees. That information would be sent

21 to me by the individual, or brought to me if they

e22 were in the local office; proper forms would have to

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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be filled out and filed with the insurance company to

make a claim for payment against laboratory tests,

doctor visits, tests, and that type of thing.

There were two different insurance companies and

policies. So my job essentially, as far as that was

concerned, was to maintain the records for that

insurance company; who the employees were; Social

Security number; if somebody came onto the policy

provide the proper information; if somebody left the

policy, again, provide the information to remove them

from the insurance role. Make payment to the

insurance companies on the basis, I guess, monthly or

whatever. I can't remember anymore, maybe quarterly.

Q. Employees that submitted claims to you, did they

only work just for Fusion, or did they work for other

Larouche organizations?

A. The only members of the Larouche organizations

-- essentially we're talking about people who were in

the National Caucus of Labor Committees, that was

their primary affiliation you might say. A small

portion, a very small portion, like a total

membership internationally were employed by the

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1Fusion Energy Foundation for various tasks. Some

2people were employed in capacity as editor, others

3 as, let's say, a science writer, that kind of

4 designation.

5 And a number of those individuals were then --

6then placed on the roll for the insurance policy so

7that they would be covered from time to time; date of

F% 8 "their employment, or run under that policy for

9 insurance purposes. And Fusion Energy Foundation

Ui0 would pay that benefit.

11 I Q. Did you ever handle finances for an organization

12 called Caucus Distributors, Incorporated?

- 13 A. It was known as Caucus Distributors, Inc., yes.

14 I didn't handle their finances; I was associated

' 15 trancendentally with some of the people that were

16 handling their finances.

17 Again, the -- you have to really break that into

18 a couple of different areas.

19 Q. Okay. If you don't mind?

20 A. Caucus Distributors, Inc., was created as a

21 medium to coordinate the finances of the regional and
O 22 local offices throughout the United States. I don't

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1believe that there were any foreign affiliates with

2that title. It was -- I guess you could say

3registered, or whatever the proper term is. We filed

4 papers, you know, with the state, et cetera, set up

5bank accounts by George Canning. And the bank was

6probably Manufacturer's Hanover.

7 At the time, Barclays -- I know it from where it

O 8 is in New York City, from where the office was. It

9 was not a bank that had any dealings with the

i10 Larouche organization, that's why it was chosen.

C ii So my activity, as far as CDI was concerned, you

12 would say one: I was asked by George to carry the

_ 13 papers to the bank to drop them off one day.

- 14 0. Who is George Canning?

'D 15 A. George Canning. Who is he. Well, George

16 Canning, when I knew him, was housed -- his office

17 location, as it were, was on the second floor of the

18 building; I was on the fifth floor.

19 0. That is in New York?

20 A. New York City. The address was 304, I think,

21 West 58th Street, or something like that.. 22 Q. What was his title?

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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A. Well, I don't know what his title was because

titles -- titles, other than titles within a company,

were not -- there weren't titles like that. Whereas,

the structure of the NCL one might have a title as,

for example, you can be a member; you could be a

member of the National Committee; you could be a

member of the Executive Committee. And that would be

the three levels, the only three levels.

So somebody would be an NC member, or, you know,

an executive member or a member, and that would be

the title. What he did --

Q. That's what I want to know, what are his

responsibilities?

A. What he did was work with Richard Welch who was

housed, again, in the second floor in the offices

that were rented by Columbus Data Systems, which is

the company setup by certain members of the NCL as a

private business -- consulting business with the

purpose of securing a Whang mini computer that would

be used essentially for the activities of the

Larouche organization based in New York City. And it

was that computer I was talking to you about

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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earlier.

In one of the offices, Richard Welch, George

Canning; the adjacent office, Kathy Notley were

involved -- initially involved in preparing the

accounting system that had been procured by Columbus

Data Systems principles from their previous

employer. Another Larouche organization that had

been split off many years earlier with a lot of

acrimony. They secured, as part of a settlement for

back wages, computer program software for accounting

systems.

Fletcher James and Jim Everett and Paul Kringold

and Ian Levitt formed Columbus and secured the

software; were making changes to prepare to bring

into that accounting system all of the finances of

the various organizations that were handled by the

National finance office. So George Canning was

originally involved with that with the other people

that I mentioned.

And somewhere along the way of doing that, after

-- I'm not sure if it was after or before, during

that time period, it was decided by someone, probably

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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Richard Welch and the Executive Committee that a new

corporation would be established called Caucus

Distributors, Inc., in order to handle the finances

of the regional center. Essentially the money that

was being raised throughout the country by offices in

smaller states, in smaller localities, being

accumulated in a center in major cities and from

there accumulated in New York City as a national

center. Those receipts had to be accounted for. The

sale of literature, et cetera. And that is what the

caucus -- CDI was to do.

So I know they set it up at that bank because he

asked me to drop the papers off one day, act as a

messenger. And I know that CDI was the instrument

for a number of the leases and other activities for

the regional offices, and the regional office in New

York City as well, which I know a little more about.

0. You mentioned campaigner, was it still there

functioning in 1983?

A. Campaigner.

0. Campaigner Publication, Inc., I believe you

said?

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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A. Campaigner Publications, Inc., was one of the

corporations that had been set up many many years

earlier by the Larouche organization, the NCLC, to

distribute literature. Can I have a drink of water?

MR. WISE: Oh, surely. Let's take a break

then.

(A short break was then taken.)

BY MR. WISE:

Q. Back on the record. I want to ask you a

different question, another type of question. : Did

you ever have access to the -- all the financial

information coming from all the different

organi zat ions?

A. I had access to some of the information. The

kind of information that I had specific access to:

One, was in my capacity as the person in the finance

office handling what was called dead debt.

0. What is that?

A. Dead debt referred to -- well, the difference

between dead and live. Dead were those obligations

of various individuals and organizations associated

with Larouche that had come to the point beyond which

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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you might say amiable relations existed, and

especially come to the point where legal relations

existed between those parties. So that it would

range anywhere from a debt owed that was owed to an

individual or a corporation as a vendor, or an

individual who supplied money for some purpose either

as a loan to some organization or some cause that was

to be repaid or hadn't been where the relationship

had gotten to the point where that person could no

longer deal with the local individual, the local

office that had Originally been his conduit for the

funds.

Actually it is more the other way around. The

local office would not deal with that individual no

longer because that individual is no longer a

supporter, and that person was not a prospect for any

individual funds. And, therefore, would be a drain

on the fund raising individuals throughout the

country. And, also, very unpleasant.

That task was brought onto my shoulders when I

was brought into the finance office to handle those

kinds of cases, to handle the cases where credit
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collection agencies had been brought in and had

gotten to the point where it was felt that they

needed to be dealt with on a regular basis. Some

summary judgments had been secured against one or

another individual organizations, Marshals -- oh,

what do you call it, executions, I guess, were

threatened or enforced; attorneys had been secured

and were handling the affairs of some individual

corporation. Any range of that from the most

informal to the most formal were in a large file

called the dead file. And that was dead dead.

Q. Did this also include some contractors for the

Independent Democrats for the Larouche Campaign?

A. Well, I think originally -- I think originally

it included everything. Okay.

When I came in that winter of '83, very end of

December, first part of January, I sat down with the

woman who had been handling that for some time, I

don't know a year or two.

0. What was her name?

A. Linda Rogovin-Fish. Her maiden name was

Rogovin; she had been married to Joseph Fish, who was

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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also a member, and she had been divorced by that

time.

Okay. She had handled it for quite awhile. I

sat down with her at a terminal tied to the computer

and had her go through the list of items that she was

directly handling on an active basis. Again, the

file was a very large file, a subportion of that was

an active portion that she would deal with on a

recurring basis. There was a much larger portion of

that file which was not acted upon but it was just

there, but it was under her purview because it was

dead.

That file we went through. She pulled out the

subsection that she was dealing with actively. We

took information in a word processor so I could get

abreast of who I had to deal with, who their

attorneys were and phone numbers and information like

that.

And, then, I don't believe with her -- no, after

she introduced me to the files, I decided that it was

important to accumulate all the information, organize

it, put it into the computer so that it could be

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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dealt with so the obligations could be known.

At this point, no one knew what the obligations

were; they were just sheets of paper or promissory

notes. Or if we're going back a little bit, it was

written notes.

Q. Did the file also contain the amount of money

coming in and the amount of money going out and

things of that sort?

A. No. This was a file -- I will get to that. Let

me just finish this section.

This file was the actual documents that would be

the basis for making payments to someone or some

corporation, et cetera. All right. Then, this file

was a file of obligations. So in that file would be

either a piece of paper in a manilla folder that was

originally organized somewhat alphabetically, but

really randomly. A promissory note that was from a

particular corporation or entity, as we called them,

to an individual. And there would be many of those.

All the full range of entities associated with

Larouche were many many individuals and sometimes

many many individuals across many entities.

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1 Another portion of that large file were

2 documentations relating to the debt owed to a

3particular corporation, for example, by an entity or

4an individual of the NCLC. And in that information

5 for, let's say, one of those type -- let's say,

6 vendor type of debt, were some notations perhaps

7 about conversation with a collection agency or an

8attorney; there might be some information or sheets

9of paper detailing a past execution of judgment or a

10 summary -- a summary judgment or stipulation of

11 settlement that had been obtained by the attorney for

12 the Larouche organization.

13 And for that section of the dead file which was

14 live, she had maintained a -- one of these green

15 accounting sheets -- ledger sheets, with a date and

16 an amount paid and maybe a check number. When I came

17 into contact with this very large file and she

18 introduced me to that one section, and very small

19 section that she dealt with actively, I realized that

20 the method by which she was keeping track of all this

21 stuff was very labor intensive and did not provide an

22 overview of what was going on with the whole thing.
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1 aving worked in the computer industry since 1976-77,

2 I had written accounting systems, worked on existing

3 accounting systems and payroll systems and things

4 like that. I saw it was totally inadequate.

5 So the first thing that I did was to take all of

6 the files and segregate them. Take all the files

7 that had to do with individuals, the promissory

8 notes, per se, and organize them alphabetically by

9individual. I think originally they were probably by

10 entity or something, it was very difficult to find a

11 piece of paper. If someone called up and asked for a

12 payment against a note or against a loan being given

13 to some entity, years -- in some cases we're going

14 back from that point five, six, seven, eight, nine,

15 ten years, it would be very difficult to find any of

16 this documentation because the file system was

17 haphazard.

18 So the first thing I did was I took all those

19 sheets and organized them all alphabetically and then

20 proceeded to enter all of that information into a

21 program that was on that computer. I had taken -- I

22 tried to get agreement from the finance officer, Don

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

10

211

2

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.

22

Phau, and his boss, Ken Kromberg, would come into the

finance office by that time to write a program to

handle all of this information; that is, the

individuals, who was owned, to whom, how much, what

the payment terms were, how much had been paid, et

cetera. So that the whole thing could be programmed

and a complete accounting of it could be made. He

refused to let me do that.

The next thing I offered to do was take an

existing program that had been written by Paul

Kringold, and I had done some work on it for him

earlier, a mailing list program to just handle, you

know, addresses for mailing labels, et cetera. And

modify that slightly so that some of the fields that

were in this program for mailing information I could

use for the information that I had just talked

about. And that is what I did.

So I took his program, made a variation of it so

that I had access to it and then entered into that

mailing list program, the information that I needed

for all of these individuals. And that was: What

the entity was that owed the debt; who it was owed
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to; when was it initiated; what were the terms;

interest rate; payment schedule; how much had been

paid. And the variation of that program that I

created put a record into the file for every payment

that should be made on that note.

So, for example, if a note was there from 1980,

for example, to U.S. Labor Party, and it was for

$1,000 and it was at 12 percent interest and it was

to be paid monthly at a certain amount, I would take

one record for every one of those months that should

have been paid by that note and put that into the

system. What I generated out of that, using the mail

list, was a list of all of the obligations

person-by-person, month-by-month, dollar-by-dollar,

interest versus principal so that that could be seen

on every single payment; how much of it was

principal; how much of it was interest according to

the original stipulation of the note. And I prepared

a very very long many many many page listing of all

of those obligations. And provided that to Ken

Kromberg and the Executive Committee and Don Phau.

So that is why I know about the obligations.
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1 I did a similar thing, rnot as in exactly the

2 same way, for the vendors, because the vending type

3 of debt was -- there was no note, there was no

4 agreement. Where there was an agreement, I had

5 another system, which was just three-by-five cards

6 with all of this information set out by months. So

7 that at any given month, if I were not there to deal

D8 with it, somebody could just look at this little box

o9 and see what month they were in and say this

*.. 10 particular lawyer must be paid $50 on the account of

Cq 11 some particular entity for this purpose. All right.

12 And that information would then be, you know, could

13 be done by anybody, and they could keep track of it.

14 The other side I was just explaining was a very

t 15 laborious process and took all of my time to do it.

16 And the vendor stuff was not that large compared to

17 the number of individuals we're talking about.

18 Now, let's see, the information that I had

19 access to as to the receipts of the various

20 organizations. Anybody in the finance office --

21 well, frankly, anybody -- first let me start, anybody

S 22 in the organization who received every day a morning
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1 briefing could read at the end of that morning

2 briefing a session which was the daily stats. And

3 those stats were an accounting of the receipts by

4 region and some information about its distribution,

5how it was received FEF; money, as campaigner money,

6 for the campaign as a loan, et cetera. That was in

7the daily stats. So any member on a daily basis had

8access to some amount of information about what was

9 going on.

10 In the finance office, and, of course, in the

11 counterpart in the regional office, or the local

12 office sent to the region, each side knew how much

13 was being sent from the other side. If a regional

14 office sent a package by Federal Express with money

15 and forms -- subscription forms, et cetera,

16 promissory notes, et cetera, that information came

17 into the finance office was handled by Lenore Smith,

18 I think was her name, and it was accumulated and put

19 into stats. Now, what did I do.

20 MR. WISE: Can I stop you for a minute.

21 (Discussion off the record.)

22 THE WITNESS: I had prepared a glossary, which

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1 is Wang's parlance for a document containing

2 instructions which allowed the word processing system

3 to execute repetitive actions. That glossary was

4 created to allow an individual to enter information,

5 numerical information for stats, daily stats, region

6 by region, et cetera. And have it accumulate so that

7 it could be presented to the operation sector so that

8 could be included in the morning briefing.

9 There were a few occasions, when because of the

10 urgencies of the campaign, money had to arrive in the

C4 11 national office immediately after it was raised that

k5 12 same day so that it could be deposited with the Bank

13 of New Jersey, which was the bank for the Larouche

14 campaign.

-m 15 BY MR. WISE:

16 Q. Did each entity have its own separate bank

17 account, or was one -- was there one combined

18 account?

19 A. Every entity had its own bank account. In fact,

20 many had several. In the national office I'm

21 saying. Of course, in the regional offices, every

e22 region had bank accounts, one or several, depending

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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upon what purpose they needed it for. Some had local

accounts which they maintained so that they could

have access to money for local activities, buy

something for the office or rent a room for a seminar

or something like that. They had accounts -- local

accounts for Campaigner originally. Later on maybe

some of them probably opened CDI accounts. It was a

hodgepodge.

I remember Los Angeles had an executive

intelligence review account, which they weren't

supposed to have. I found out about it at one point

and told some people. Maybe they were supposed to

have it. I don't know.

Q. See what I'm trying to get at. Loans you said

came from organizations such as CDI. Was there any

possibility that the money that came in for the

purpose of CDI getting over into the campaign

account?

A. Well, let me just back out and say how money

might come in.

You got basically

to the national office

three methods of money to flow

from a local office or it's
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regional center. Someone might give cash; someone

might give a check; someone might give a money order,

or something like that.

0. Do they have it keyed to a specific entity or --

A. I will get to that. Or they might have provided

funds through credit card.

Now, certain entities had credit card

capabilities; that they have merchant bank accounts

for credit cards. And those entities, obviously,

could receive funds that way. Check or money order

money could be given to any entity, to any name.

And, of course, cash as well.

Money that flowed from an office outside the

national office would go to a local finance officer

either at a regional or local level. And if it went

to the local officer, he would send it to the region,

and the region would send it to the national. That

money was accounted for on a daily basis by that

finance officer to the next higher level as to what

the funds were, what the mixture of funds were; cash

check, credit card.

The entities that received those funds, and
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other information about what went out in terms of

books, literature, et cetera, and expenses, payment

they may make for their office to pay off debts that

were locally incurred, et cetera. So that money

would flow to the national office and be accounted in

that way. And those statistics would flow up to the

national.

Well, cash. Cash is cash. How can you, you

know, the assumption is cash can be deposited in any

account. I'm sure that cash was deposited in local

accounts. It was rare to send cash through the mails

like that. Checks and credit cards were sent local

to region to national, to the national finance office

where they were then deposited in the respective bank

accounts of those entities. And there was also a

bank account for an entity that such a check would be

secured for.

Another way of putting that is: It would be

unlikely that any member in the field would solicit

and receive funds for an entity that didn't have a

bank account because they would solicit funds for

entities that were part of the current range of
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activities that they were supposed to be doing.

And what I'm trying to say is: If money was

raised for Campaigner, that is because Compaigner had

publications and, et cetera, that could be paid for.

If it was raised for CDI as a loan, that is because

there were CDI bank accounts to accept that money.

Entities that had existed in the past that were no

longer functioning, no one would raise money for

because it was not a part of the political array of

-- of ideas that were being organized -- the

population was being organized around. All of those

purposes had relationships to one or another entity

so that money would flow into the national office and

deposited in the accounts.

Now, the original purpose I was told because of

the foundation of PGM, Publication and General

Management, was before I arrived in New York. I was

told that it was set up to be a clearinghouse for all

of the funds moving back and forth between the

various entities; that is, a publication that was

distributed in Seattle, or anywhere else in the

country, may be published, for example, by

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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Campaigner. It was the actual publisher of it. In

this instance, it would be printed by PMR the

printing company in New York City that was

established for this purpose. It would have had

typesetting, layout and artwork done by World Comp,

another company established in New York City. It

would have perhaps articles written by writers who

were in the national office primarily, although it

could be anywhere in the world. And the editorial

work to prepare those articles for publication that

is to go through that whole process of typesetting

and proofing, et cetera, and printing and

publishing. And distributor, that was CDI's purpose

to distribute this. This was the idea later.

All of those had their associated costs and

incomes. All right. So that the Campaigner

magazine, for example, published by Campaigner would

be in receipt of funds through its sales,

subscriptions, but it had to pay for typesetting

cost, editorial work and artwork and printing and

distribution.

So all the various entities interlocked with

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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each other because each acted for one particular

purpose in the whole group of activities that formed

the activity of the Larouche organizations, NCLC.

And PGM, I was told by Mike McCaley who said

that he had proposed this when he arrived in New York

a few years before I did, to be the clearinghouse so

that all of the funds of all of these various

organizations, the accounts payable and the accounts

receivable on each side, could be matched up and

liquidated through the account -- the one account of

PGM.

By the time I got to New York, PGM was just a

shell, an entity. Its original purpose had been --

again, I was told -- and what I was told I could

corroborate because I was in the finance office

eventually and see the effects of what had happened.

The functionality had been destroyed, as many

organizations functionality in this area, because it

had secured debt which it could not pay, bank

accounts were closed, et cetera. And, therefore, it

became difficult for it to function financially. So

its major purpose couldn't function because it had

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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done precisely what the other entities had done. And

that is secure debt because of its new name which it

couldn't pay, and, therefore, became impossible to

secure more new debt. And then the subject of the

litigation and that impaired it.

So by the time I got there, PGM's main function,

that I know about, was the company that paid the

editors, et cetera, in the national office to do the

work of preparing publications and gathering

information, et cetera, that had became its primary

purpose. So that now the movement of funds between

the various entities was just handled by transactions

from one bank account to another bank account; that

is, writing a check on one account and depositing it

in another.

Q. Was that basically a borrowing among accounts,

transferring funds from one account to another

account to pay certain debts?

A. Yes.

0. Suppose you had an account for CDI, Campaigner,

and one for Larouche orgainization here. If the

Larouche campaign, like the Independent Democrats for

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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Larouche, incurred a debt they could not pay, would

they borrow money from one of the other accounts to

pay this debt?

A. Well, okay. The way it occurred, as far as I

know it from having been there, would be -- and you

can give it a name of borrowing or not, depending on

how you look at it. The way it actually occurred

would be the following: Let's leave aside for the

moment the reconciliation of accounts as I've just

been explaining. One entity purchased the services

of another entity and therefore owed it funds, and

vice a versa. Okay. Potentially it could go both

ways. The payables on one side could be the

receivables on the other in some amounts; and the

payables on that side would be the receivables. How

that balanced was the task of the accounting system

that I was explaining earlier. So that is the

reconciliation process.

And the accounting system was to do all of

that. On a day-to-day basis, however, if a payment

of a check had to be written against an account for

some purpose, those funds, if not available in that
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account, if available elsewhere, would be secured by

transfer of funds.

The situation that occurred most usually would

be a crisis in payments at, let's say, World Comp.

This happened very frequently. Or PMR. They had to

pay for a delivery, or something like that, or they

needed to pay something because of some obligation.

They had gotten to the point where they could not put

it off any longer. Those funds had to be in that

account. Money would be transferred from any account

that had funds available that were not already

earmarked for other crisis payments. Every payment

in that organization was a crisis payment.

So at any particular moment every dollar

available in every account was accounted for by Don

Phau and Kathy Stevens for that purpose. And if

there were funds available to be moved into that

account so that that account could make its payment

to make its obligation, it would do that. And an

entry would be placed into the computer system to

account for that.

So you could call that a loan, I suppose. But
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1 it is not a loan in the sense of interest payments,

2 and, you know, line of credit or something like that,

3 not that kind of a loan. It's a loan of money. The

4 money had to be reconciled back, so that the money

5 had to come back sooner or later.

6 . So the way you explained it to me is if we had

7 an account set up with the Larouche Campaign, and if

8 the person who had loaned money to Caucus

9 Distributors, that money in the Caucus Distributors

1 0 account -- and if Larouche Campaign needed money, all

11i money was free and willing to get to if you needed

'C 12 money for that specific account?

13 A. Well, I'm going to extract from the Larouche

14 campaign.

* 15 0. Well, okay, because that's what I'm trying to

16 get to.

17 A. Because the Larouche campaign was handled

18 outside of the finance office. It was handled on the

19 second floor by Richard Welch, George Canning. My

20 understanding of how that would have been handled for

21 the Larouche campaign is not as I just explained.. 22 That would not have happened to them because of the
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strict accounting requirements of the FEC. There had

been another computer system -- accounting system

created by Paul Kringold for accounting for campaign

funds for the FEC reports, et cetera. And it is my

understanding that that kind of transfer would not

have occurred as I just explained it.

The way it would have occurred for those

accounts, the Larouche campaign, Independent

Democrats for Larouche, would be that if entities

owed money to them for some purpose that would be the

basis for transferring monies into that account. The

reason being that all monies transferred into that

account had to be accounted for strictly to the FEC.

And that computer system was there.

I can't think, off the top of my head, what the

reasons for owing money to those organizations would

be, but there were. I know because that was

discussed. And, again, in a crisis atmosphere where

money had to be provided, to let's say, NBC for a

half-an-hour spot, every available avenue of funds

into an FEC linked account would be secured. If

there was a debt that had to be paid to the Larouche

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1campaign, for example, then that debt would be

2liquidated so that those funds could be brought into

3 that account.

4 Again, I don't personally know of any instance

5where funds were brought into it without that kind of

6 accounting first.

7 . The way you explained it me it seems like the

8 campaign -- like the Larouche campaign would have

9 seem to have expend some service to one of these

10 organizations that they would have to pay them for to

11 get money into that account?

12 A. Right. Otherwise, it would have to be

13 contributions or loans through the normal channels.

14 Q. And is it possible that something like this did

15 happen? That it showed up in the accounting,

16 Larouche campaign, listing some service maybe to

17 Caucus, Campaigner, Fusion, and, therefore, they paid

18 them for that service?

19 A. I think it is kind of -- I kind of have a

20 recollection of that happening, but I don't have any

21 specifics about it because I was not involved in that

22 accounting. All of that accounting happened on the
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second floor and the computer system for that was

restricted to those individuals on the second floor.

Q. Who were those individuals that basically

handled the campaign accounts?

A. Richard Welch and George Canning were the

leaders of that. They were the accountants you might

say. Richard Welch was usually the treasurer --

yeah, I guess you would call it treasurer of the

campaign. And George Canning worked very closely

with him on those. Again, I don't know what his

training was or background was. I just know the kind

of things that he did.

Q. Did the information concerning the campaign

funds show up on the daily briefing also the

statistics part?

A. Oh, yeah. The reason why the stats were

provided back out of the national office in the

morning briefing to the full membership

internationally and supporters, was that every day

there were requirements for funds spread across all

of these various entities for various purposes.

Where those purposes were so specific that fund
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1raising could be made explicitly for that. It was

2 not only advantageous, but it was encouraged to

3 collect funds for that particular purpose.

4If, for example, for the Larouche campaign, a

5 payment had to be made by a particular date for a

6half an hour TV spot, then that was provided in the

7statics as a quota that had to be met. To meet that

8 purpose, the regions were provided their subportions

9 of that quota. And from the regions the locals would

10 be provided their sub-subportion of that, and, et

11 cetera. And every individual associated with those

12 campaigns, members in the National Caucus Labor

13 Committees or members of the Independent Democrats

14 for Larouche, for example, or whatever, who sought to

15 satisfy those quotas for those purposes would seek

16 funds. And those funds, as they came in, would be

17 accounted for.

18 And, therefore, any individual at any moment

19 would know how far the organization as a whole was

20 from meeting with that quota. So a region would have

21 a quota and how much of that quota it had collected

22 would be reported. And that included the campaigns.
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1 . What I want to get back to now. You said a lot

2of loans to a lot of these different entities from

3 individuals and sometimes other corporations were

4 loaning money?

5 A. Right.

6 . Was there ever, in your opinion, any kind of

7 attempt to pay these loans back?

8 A. Well, yes. I think that the original intent of

9the individuals who secured those loans was that they

10 would be paid back. I say that because when I was in

11 the field, and through the morning briefing, and

12 through being briefed, as we called it, by the local

13 leader, sometimes a national committee member,

14 sometimes not, it was stated explicitly and

15 emphatically that we needed money for a particular

16 purpose.

17 If a loan could be secured that was legitimate,

18 as far as the quota was concerned, you see originally

19 the quotas were just real money not loans. When

20 loans became important in the organization because of

21 the mounting -- the mounting of things for all the

22 various activities and loans became a legitimate

e.
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1portion of that, it was stressed over and over again

2 that those loans would be paid.

3 So the individuals who originally secured those

4 loans were fully under the assumption that those

5 loans would be paid by the entity. And to

6 corroborate that, a mechanism was created, from the

7 very beginning, to supply what appeared to be legal

8 paperwork to attest to that. That is a promissory

9 note saying promissory note; with information to the

10 individual, their address, all of these factors, as I

11 was saying, the entity, et cetera. Printed on their

12 letterhead, signed by an individual who represented

13 that entity as president or chairman or something

14 like that. And these individuals who signed that

15 originally were people who were known by the

16 membership at large as leaders of the organization.

17 They were often, if not Executive Committee members,

18 at least National Committee members.

19 So an individual in the field in a regional or

20 local office in those days, early days, who secured a

21 loan would have seen that paperwork come back, or

22 they prepared it themselves, all right, and that
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1 would have been provided to the person who lent the

2 money. So from their standpoint, this was a

3 legitimate loan.

4 The inducement for some people to give the money

5 was originally during the Carter years when the

6 interest was -- the interest was high, 20 percent,

7 and payment schedules were laid out. Some regions --

8 some local offices had very early on provided their

_9 own promissory notes on their own letterhead they had

. 10 prepared, their local office and their local leader

11 at that office had signed those promissory notes. I

12 know that from the files.

- 13 When I was associated with the finance office by

14 that time that practice was shunned. It was not to

15 occur. The only loans which were to be secured were

16 from entities; the notes were to come from the

17 national office; they were to be signed by the

18 appropriate individual who was the legitimate

19 representative of that organization. Subsequently,

20 the volume of loans to entities originally, campaigns

21 subsequently, became so large and was occurring with

P 22 some repetition that it became obvious that the
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1organization was having trouble paying those loans.

2 Now, you have to step back and look at who was

3 giving that money and who was securing that money

4from those individuals. People who were giving those

5 funds as loans were in every instance, except maybe

6one or two that I can think about and talk about in a

7 minute, were long time supporters, or if they were

8 recent supporters, they were very strong supporters

9 of some entity or aspect of the organization that

10 they had made an emotional intellectual connection

11 with a campaign, an issue or a program that was being

12 promoted. And as part of their activity in

13 purchasing the literature and distributing it amongst

14 friends, et cetera, perhaps those kind of individuals

15 would be the ones who would give loans.

16 And the people who were organizing those people

17 were in virtually every instance I'm sure, and all

18 the instances that I know about, were viewed within

19 the organization as good organizers, the top

20 organizers, the best organizers. That is why they

21 were given that responsibility; that is why they were

22 the ones in contact with these very close supporters
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and very adamant supporters. And it would be

anathema for them to think that they were going to

secure these loans from these people and that

eventually these people were not going to be paid

back and no longer supplying funds. Most of these

individuals, virtually to a man, especially in the

later days, were very close supporters and giving

much much more than just a loan. They had been

giving money earlier and steadily over years, in many

cases, and continued to give money even after they

had lent money.

The loaning of money was because it was a crisis

atmosphere and needed it immediately. So people who

were regularly, say, contributing $100; $200; $500 a

week or a month on a regular basis over a long period

of time might be induced to provide a loan on a

short-term basis because it was a crisis. They would

continue to give their money in almost all

instances. So those organizers, they had a stake in

making sure that those people did not become

alienated because that was the basis for them

satisfying their quotas.
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Now that was in the first part of the process.

By the time I was in the finance office, it had now

become obvious to all of these organizers that loans

were not being repaid. They were placed in a

quandry. By that time, the national office itself

had taken on major fund raising responsibility.

Where in the earlier period, years and years earlier,

the national office didn't provide all that much

funding through raising funds, selling subscriptions

for organizational activities. It was all outside of

the national office. That changed.

They had their own quotas. Every sector in the

national office had its quota. And every individual

there had to meet quotas. They were provided in

addition to the people that they normally contacted

for intelligence gathering and information exchange,

et cetera, that they were -- used to be in contact

with, they were now placed in the same position as

field organizers, calling people off of lists, people

who had purchased magazines, like the War on Drugs

years before, or the Solidarity newspaper or the

Campaigner, or one or the other publications. Those
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lists would be used for calls to raise funds.

Sometimes those individuals -- again, these were

people again who had in the past purchased a

subscription and given money, et cetera. Those

individuals might as well provide loans.

The reason I came into the finance office is

that Linda Rogovin was to be removed from the finance

office. First, because she was having a very

difficult time dealing with the difficulties of the

job. It was very unsettling and emotionally

troubling. She had had experience years earlier,

when she was in Rochester and Buffalo, where I

originally knew her in fund raising, she was a good

organizer, a good phone organizer. She was to be

part of a new group -- a phone team as they called

it, in the national office made up of people

originally from the various sectors in the national

office. And that team would have their own quota in

addition to augment the quota of the whole national

office. They had their own quotas. And those people

worked very much like phone organizers in the

regional office. Phone organizers contacting
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1 supporters and securing contributions, selling

2 literature and raising funds for one another campaign

3 entities through loans.

4 It is in that instance, especially, where it

5 became very evident to me, being in the national

6 office, we were in 1984, early '84, there was a

7 reorganization where Will Wertz was brought from

C) 8 California. He had a reputation for being a very

9 effective leader of the -- the campaigns in

p 10 California and the California organization. And he
11 i was known for his excellent campaign raising

12 capabilities, et cetera.

13 He came to New York and instituted a policy,

14 along with these quotas, of every morning,

. 15 afternoons, lunch hours, evenings, at least three

16 times a day, sometimes more, bringing the membership

17 of the national organization together in the

18 operations room on the fifth floor of the office and

19 updating the board, which was a board filled with

20 quotas and stats region by region, sector by sector,

21 entity by entity, et cetera, grid, the number ofI 22 grids there. And providing a discussion to the

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



S
Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

49

c 1

"C 12

13

14

' . 15

16

17

- 18

19

2

213

214

membership in the national office in the morning.

This is what your quota is going to be; this is what

the tactic is going to be; this is what you need to

do, et cetera, et cetera. Pep talks and threats.

Q. What do you mean by threats? Suppose a certain

individual didn't reach his quota, what do you mean?

Would Will Wertz have some kind of talking to this

person or --

A. Well, it was peer pressure. Everybody had to

meet quota. If the office as a whole did not meet

quota, the policy then became that the normal time

period for leaving off one's activities for that

evening would be extended to try to meet that quota.

So that was a punishment you might say.

Certainly people like myself and others viewed

it as a punishment, and others viewed it as just a

further opportunity to meet that goal. If

individuals who were consistently unable -- or

sectors which were unable to meet those quotas,

would, of course, you know, have to experience some

sort of discomfort in knowing that they were

responsible for those extended hours.
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In -- I don't remember him specifically

targeting individuals. In the way in which it would

happen in the region, in the local office, as I

experienced it when I was in a region and in a local

office, there individuals would be specifically

targeted at an evening briefing, ridiculed, et

cetera, et cetera.

0. What kind of ridicule would it be?

A. Okay. Well, the assumption was that if an

individual could not meet quota on a given day that

person was quote blocked, psychologically blocked.

They were -- I used the parlance of the organization

at that time --

Q. There were statements made about the individual?

A. Oh, yes, definitely. They were said to be

blocked politically, et cetera; they didn't

understand the issue; they didn't understand the

requirements; they weren't committed to those issues;

they weren't committed to those requirements; it was

said that they were sabotaging the organization; they

were accused of sabotaging other individuals that

they were out deploying with on a given day.
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And in the time period when I was in Syracuse

and Buffalo --

Q. Could you give me some type of year so we keep

the time straight?

A. Wel,'76 Syracuse. Immediately within months

moved to Buffalo; from Buffalo left briefly to --

left around '80, I believe, or '81. I have to think

about the time. To Detroit and was there for less

than a year and went to Atlanta. This was '81. From

Atlanta moved to New York in October 31st, 1981.

That was the day of the split between the Detroit

crowd and the rest of the organization.

So my experience that I'm talking about, in

terms of local meetings at a local level in Syracuse

and at regional level in Buffalo, would be -- cover

the period from 1976 through about '81.

My personal experience was, in addition to what

I just stated, was further sessions, as they were

called, often leading into the wee hours of the

morning; two, four o'clock in the morning. Sometimes

these were the evening briefings that might start at,

oh, maybe eight, nine o'clock at night; sometimes
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later. And they could stretch into two, three, four

o'clock in the morning because of a session that was

being conducted with an individual or individuals as

a target; usually one individual.

That individual would be subject to a review of

their psychological makeup, perhaps innuendos about

their subconscious sexual fantasies and preferences,

or anything that would make an individual feel

uncomfortable, be viewed poorly in the eyes of others

and bring about the -- the response which was the end

of all of these sessions. That is, using the

acknowledgement of the individual that they were

wrong; that all of these accusations were, if not

right, at least somewhat on the mark, and that they

would endeavor to do better. And they would be

committed and go out the next day and continue to

try.

That kind of activity was not practiced in the

national office by Will Wertz. The kind of activity

that he was more involved in was more of a general

statement of the whole office, or the whole of a

sector of individuals. They had different sectors
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1for different political purposes. The substance

2 would be similar, but not the kind of extreme

3accusations that would go on, you know, at a regional

4 or local, especially in the earlier days.

5 But it was a situation where the individuals

6were told that they were not doing their obligations;

7 they were blocked; they were trying to sabotage the

[ 8 campaign and trying to get Larouche killed. That if

9 they didn't do this, it was very dangerous for the

O 10 organization. They have an obligation to do this.

11I The metaphor that was brought forward by Will

12 Wertz was the idea of General MacArthur and fighting

13 in the trenches; that people had to view themselves

- 14 as combatants, that there was no possibility of

15 objection during war. Soldiers are not allowed to

16 complain about their condition, that is just the

17 condition of war. Anybody that complains about such

18 conditions is -- is not a member in good standing; is

19 attempting to sabotage others because they are

20 accepting the difficulties. So one person not

21 accepting it is a way of creating dissension and
e22 crippling the effectiveness of the organization.
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1Again, those people were trying to destroy the

2 organization, et cetera.

3 Part of the policy he brought in in order to

4 exact conformity to the new policies and new quotas

5 and meeting them at all costs: One, individuals had

6 to be in the office by a particular time. Most

7people came into the office by subway. At that time,

8 subways regularly made unscheduled stops because of

9 problems on the line, et cetera; that didn't matter.

10 If you got there late, you were placed on a special

11 list, that list was published, those people were

12 ridiculed. They were -- one of the punishments

13 eventually became -- not originally, but eventually

14 became that they were sent home. I myself was sent

15 home at least once or twice.

16 0. What was the reason behind getting sent home?

17 A. Again, the idea was that if you were not there

18 on time, doesn't matter what the reason is, that was

19 testimony to your political immaturity. And your

20 association with the organization during that day

21 would be inimical to function properly.

22 So your punishment was to be excluded and
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1shunned by the others. You were not allowed to enter

2 the office; you had to leave immediately. And I

3 would say I availed myself of that opportunity

4 several times.

5 Q. In the hierarchy of the national office, how did

6Will Wertz rank, was he the --

7 A. Will Wertz -- as I said, when I came in in 1983,

8 the national finance office was run locally in the

9 office itself by Don Phau; his right-hand person was

r 10 Kathy Stevens. They each occupied the same little9!.
11 office.

12 He answered directly at that time to Tony

13 Papert. Tony Papert was a member of the Executive

14 Committee. He was the individual -- Executive

15 Committee member responsible for finance. He had

16 been brought back into the Executive Committee by

17 Lyndon Larouche personally about a year or so earlier

18 because of the sorry state of the finance -- finances

19 as they existed in Mr. Larouche's eyes. And he

20 expressed in memos to the membership distributed to

21 the morning briefing that he had brought Tony Papert

e 22 back into the National Executive Committee because he
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1understood how to deal with this problem and he would

2be his right-hand man to solve this problem and would

3 answer to him. It was -- again, it was his surrogate

4 in the Executive Committee.

5 Tony Papert had, many years earlier, been

6 removed from the Executive Committee probably for

7 some failing that Larouche had seen in him. So he

8 was now being rehabilitated to serve this function of

9 watchdog over the finances. There were many charges

10 about misuse of funds, et cetera, by the Detroit

11 crowd, you know, after they split off in October.

12 And there had been a number of different instances

13 that you probably know about. And different entities

14 that had supposedly secured funds from the National

15 Center for purposes that were not for the

16 organizations, political activities, et cetera, et

17 cetera, et cetera. To forestall all of that, Tony

18 Papert was brought in.

19 When I came into the national finance office

20 during the year there, there was the prospect of new

21 campaigns, the quotas would have to be increased

22 dramatically, the half hour TV spots would cause
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1 tremendous financial strain. In order to meet that

2 need of watchdog, the accounts, et cetera, Ken

3 Kromberg was brought over from World Comp, where he

4 was running World Comp, to be the intermediary

5 between Don Phau and Tony Papert.

6 Ken Kromberg was suitable for that role in the

7 National Executive Committee's eyes because he had a

8 daily meeting with Don Phau and Kathy Stevens because

9 he was at World Comp. And World Comp was a company

,.-- 10 that raised a lot of cash through its business of

C 11 typesetting and artwork, et cetera. He was also the

12 financial officer in charge of PMR Publishing

13 Company. So he spent his whole day dealing with the

14 finances of those two companies.

' 15 And when I was at World Comp, and also when I

16 was in the finance office later on, when I personally

17 witnessed this idea of a crisis payment being made by

18 PMR out of an account, money to satisfy that being

19 moved from World Comp into a move to the national

20 office into that account. Or vice versa, that if the

21 national office needed funds for some reason that PMR

S 22 or World Comp had the funds in their account because
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1 they just got paid or for a commercial job that they

2 had done, it would go in that direction.

3 Ken Kromberg having been involved in that for

4 years, I think since about '81 or so, was seen as an

5 appropriate person to be brought over to the national

6 office to be the head of finance on top of Don Phau.

7 Subsequently, Will Wertz was brought in from

8 California and Tony Papert. His role was essentially

9 given over to Will Wertz.

p 10 Q. Did Mr. Larouche bring Mr. Wertz in also?

11 A. Yes.

12 Q. was there some type of memo, or he just -- one

13 day he just appeared?

- 14 A. Oh, no. There were a lot of memos, a lot of

' 15 discussions in the briefings about this because of

16 that -- because of his work in California.

17 Again, I might add a little historical

18 footnote. It had originally been the case that

19 during one of the Wertz' campaigns, he had raised, I

20 guess, a lot of money. I am talking from the basis

21 of the briefings. And it was reported in the

P 22 briefings that at some point he had used those funds
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1 for his campaign. I guess he was running for

2 governor of a state. In lieu of sending funds to the

3 national office when they needed it during that

4 earlier period, probably seven years earlier. I

5 don't know exactly what years that was. That was

6 looked on, in the briefing, as a failing of his.

7 I think later on, the ability -- his abilities

-- 8 to manage a big campaign like that and to secure a

9 constant fund rasing capability amongst the

1 0 membership that was very successful, was the basis

C< 11 for him coming to New York to head up the finance

\c 12 drive in the national office. And that was the

13 explicit purpose. The national office itself was

14 going to have a quota. And that he would be the

S 15 right person to do that.

16 MR. WISE: Okay. Let's take a break right here.

17 It's about twelve o'clock right now.

18 (A luncheon recess was then taken.)

19 Then.)

20 BY MR. WISE:

21 0. we can start right back on the record and you

S 22 can give an answer that you had anticipated giving
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me.

A. I'm trying to remember. Your mind just floods

with things. Oh, I know, in terms of -- terms of

when I was in the finance office.

Q. And that was '83-84 time frame?

A. Right at the very end. Probably until January

1, probably. Initially, because Linda had handled

loans. All right.

Q. That is Linda who?

A. Linda Fish -- Linda Rogovin had handled loans in

that one big portion of a dead file. Loans started

coming in; personal loans, promissory notes going

out, et cetera. They thought, when I first got

there, that because she had been handling all of

these past loans and things and now people were

getting new loans, that I could handle all the loans,

right, new loans as well as these old loans.

After I saw all the stuff that was there and

took into accounting the volume of it, it was

impossible. It was physically impossible to try to

keep track of all these things. And that's when we

moved it down to Richard Welch's organization. That
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is one thing.

0. Richard Welch's operation was basically the

campaign finance sector?

A. Right. Right on the second floor with that

special software that Paul Kringold put together.

Q. Were you involved with the move to Leesburg when

they left New York and went to Leesburg?

A. I was only involved with some of the initial

planning stages. It had to do with determining what

kind of telephony should be installed, telephone

systems, switches, et cetera. And proposals for

wiring for the physical plant, or the cable plant you

might say. And as soon as really -- almost -- a

little after Ken Kromberg came over from World Comp

into finance, I was removed from any further

discussions of that. Ken Kromberg and I -- I had

worked under him in World Comp and we were not

friends.

Q. So you didn't go to Leesburg?

A. No, no. I left way before that.

0. You say you left, when did you leave?

A. August of '84.
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1 . And they moved to Leesburg when?

2 A. I have no idea.

3 Q. You left the organization at that time?

4 A. They hadn't moved by September when we got

5 back. We were on vacation. And they suspended us,

6 we found out. So I don't know.

7 Q. I want to get back to the loan section. We were

8 talking about loans. You were telling me that the

9 people --

10 A. Oh, that's the thing I was trying to remember.

11 Will Wertz and all of that, these meetings, et

12 cetera, just to fit it into that context. An

13 instance did come up in which, again, this question

14 of the knowledge -- or the thought of an individual

15 who secured a loan during the time period when I was

16 in the finance office.

17 Okay. As I said, loans started to become more

18 prevalent just before I got there. When I got there,

19 because of the campaign requirements, loans took on

20 an immediate life of their own really. It became a

21 situation very quickly -- I remember this, as I said

22 earlier, although it was not my role in the finance
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office to receive the money that was coming from the

region. That was handled by Ray Smith.

There was a number of instances, several, that

everybody in the finance office, George Canning and

people from downstairs, came up to man phones, to

take credit card numbers over the phone and fill out

the credit card chits so that they could be deposited

the next morning in the -- the campaign account in

New Jersey. And so we did that because the money had

been raised in the field. It would normally be sent

by Federal Express where it would take at least a day

to get to New York. And that money was needed the

next morning.

0. Just one thing for clarification. You said

George Canning came upstairs to man phones to get

credit card numbers. Who were they getting the money

from?

A. The finance offices of the region would be

calling it in at night with their stats. Usually

that information would be sent in over the

communication network that I helped establish. But

because of the need to deposit funds in those
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accounts to pay for half an hour TV spot, et cetera,

or CBS or NBC or whatever, that was out of that

campaign account in New Jersey; funds had to be

brought into it. Fund raising would go on in those

instances all night.

Of course, other parts of the country are

farther back in time. California is three hours

back. The national finance office stayed open into,

you know, its early morning hours in order to receive

from California, to receive from Chicago, from Texas,

the credit card numbers and all of the information

for monies that could be deposited in the campaign

account.

Q. How did that work. I am not familiar with

finance. When they got the credit card numbers in,

you fill out the chit, what would it do -- how would

it get deposited then? What is the next step then?

A. Once you had the chit in hand, one copy is kept

with the merchant with the copy, other copies are

then deposited in a regular deposit fashion as any

business would into an account. And those deposits

would be reconciled, et cetera, as is in, you know,
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any normal company transaction.

The difference here is that because of the need

to deposit those funds the very next morning so that

funds could be withdrawn for the purpose of, for

example, half an hour air time, and had to be done

through that account for FEC -- for proper accounting

for those funds. Those credit card chits could be

called in over the phone so that the actual chit

could be filled out locally in New York, centrally in

New York, and then that chit deposited the next

morning in New Jersey in the bank.

As I said, so I and several others, had to just

get on the phone and just be read over the phone the

credit card number, name, address, what it was for,

how much, et cetera, et cetera and et cetera.

Q. And the amount, also?

A. Oh, yeah. The actual credit card chit. And

what then transpired was that the regions would send

in -- well, when I was doing this, a couple of things

occurred. One, people were getting loans on credit

cards. I came across an instance, one of the first

nights I did this, where one of the organizers in a
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city, I think it was probably Chicago, maybe

California. I can't remember anymore. Had secured

money from somebody that was broken into different

sections; that is, let's say, $500 in $100

increments, five chits had to be filled out.

That was a practice that was known to be -- not

a violation of the agreement with the credit card

company -- with the merchant bank, but something they

frowned upon. The reason for that the splitting of

the funds into those portions was that a credit card

transaction is authorized through some company, or

whatever, you call in a number and give your merchant

number, et cetera, and they give you an authorization

number for that transaction. That is essentially

what happens when you go to a restaurant and buy $100

worth of meals. They have a right to call it in.

Above a certain amount, they have to get the

authorization; below a certain amount, $50 usually,

there is no authorization required. So $50

increments using multiple chits --

Q. That totalled $500?

A. Well, 250 or whatever it was. It was at least
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1 four or five of these things. And it was obvious

2 that the reason they were doing this for the person

3 that supplied the credit card indicated -- well, they

4 went to one or two situations. I will give you the

5 500 or lend you the 500 but I don't have it on my

6 account. I don't have the funds available; I don't

7 have the credit line available. My card is in use to

8 its limit. And the organizer could then respond,

9 well, the credit card company will pass $50 without

. 0 authorization. And that's standard procedure. What

11I happens in that instance, the credit card company

12 will then send a notice to the card holder that

13 they're over their limit and they have to pay it

14 immediately.

[ 15 So it was used, briefly, as a way for organizers

16 to get somebody who said they wanted to give money

17 and didn't have it available on their credit card to

18 provide a temporary loan. So that was one of the

19 first ways in which credit cards were used for

20 loans. The person would say I will give you the

21 money, all right, on my credit card and I have to

22 have it right back because I have to pay it in 30
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days. Or, in this instance, when it hits, the credit

card company is going to call, send a note saying

you're over your limit you must pay immediately, like

an overdrawn type of idea.

Well, at any rate, there had been problems in

the past with the credit card company. They frowned

upon that kind of policy obviously. It does extend a

person beyond their authorized limit. And certain

credit card accounts had been lost in the past. When

this occurred, I brought it immediately to the

attention of Don Phau, look what's going on, it's

ridiculous.

Number two, in other instances, people were

getting loans as little as $25 on a credit card. I

pointed out to him that this was ludicrous to get a

loan for $25 that you had to pay back. In some

cases, this has to be paid back in 15 days, maximum

of 30 days. This is absurd To go through all this

work for a $25 loan. I knew at this point I had to

do the bookkeeping for all this stuff. I knew at

this point it was just massive.

So that was announced through the morning

9'

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



0 0
Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

69

1briefing, through those particular regions that were

2 most susceptible to that type of organizing. And

3 that it was no longer to be tolerated and we wouldn't

4 take the chits anymore; wouldn't even take it So

5 don't even get it that way because we are not going

6 to accept it from you. So that is that.

7 To get back to the idea of taking the chit

8 information, filling out a new chit and then

9depositing that with the bank. Again, because some

10 of this stuff was coming in and was loans, I was

11 concerned that in order to track it properly I needed

12 to have as much information as possible. The reason

13 I am saying that is that it was common knowledge that

14 people who either gave, or in some cases lend, or in

15 some cases, whatever, bought literature, people who

16 had provided funds for one of those reasons on a

17 credit card, gave checks or whatever, sometimes would

18 notify the organizer or the office -- one of the

19 offices later, or the credit card directly, that they

20 didn't want the literature. They never paid for the

21 literature, that kind of thing. When it came into

22 the national office, I was given the task sometimes

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



9
Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

70

1when that happened to prepare the paperwork for

2 that.

3All right. So I knew that I couldn't keep

4 track. If someone didn't keep track of all of these

5 chits, especially loans -- particularly loans, we

6 might be in a situation, which I had caught in the

7 past, where we had paid somebody and they had also

8contacted the credit card company and the company in

9 addition charged back. And now we paid twice.

10 So the policy that I proposed was adopted for

11 the few instances when we had to do this kind of

12 stuff was that there is a number that's imprinted on

13 every chit. That number was supplied over the

14 telephone in addition to all the other information

15 that was required for the chit. So what I'm saying

16 is the local office has a chit in hand, the person

17 may have signed that chit in their office. They are

18 calling the information in to be deposited with the

19 bank. The bank really only cares if the information

20 is correct. They do require the person's signature

21 on it as a telephone order. But to back it up, I

22 would put on that chit all the additional information

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

D1

•-% 12

13

14

".."- 5

16

17

18

19

10

211

2

71

if it was a loan, et cetera, in parenthesis, the

original chit numbers, identification number.

So that the regions were then to send that in to

the national office, the original chits, and then

those now could be matched up to the chit actually

put in the bank to be put together. That way if

later on somebody were to contact the credit card

company and say I never gave that money, or, you

know, in addition maybe contact us and say I want my

money back. That if a charge back came through, it

could be noted that it had already been paid or

refunded or whatever. Therefore, you could

potentially challenge the merchant bank and they

would not supply a charge back.

0. It seems to me like the preferred method of

receiving loans was the credit card? Was that the

preferred method of receiving funds?

A. It was the preferred method in those instances

where the deadlines for deposit of funds was

imminent. In that case, of course, it was the most

advantageous. Bank wire is the best method; cash is

always more preferred than checks because checks can
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bounce; credit cards are preferred over checks

because credit cards have to be authorized and once

authorized by the authorization bank will be

honored. There was no preferred method in that

instance, i think, except over the telephone.

Again, you have to look at it from the

standpoint of how the money was obtained. The

preferred method for somebody in the field was to get

cash, all right, not a check because a check could be

stopped. In lieu of that, credit card. Somebody

over the telephone, however, they have only one

method to get it. They either send a courier service

directly to the house to receive the check in-hand,

all right, which was a tactic which was tried with

some success, I guess, by the phone team. The best

method for a phone organizer was a credit card. If

you waited for cash, you'd have to send it through

the mails, that's no good. If you waited for a bank

wire, you have to wait for the next day and the

person may not do it. If you wait for a check, they

may not send it.

So in the instance where an individual would
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1 give it, but it would have to be in a check, or

2 whatever, they would have to try to get them to agree

3 to let Federal Express pick it up. And Federal

4 Express would go there. However, it was arranged for

5 that individual to try to put them essentially on the

6 spot.

7 Q. Did you ever receive any calls from people who

8 were trying to get their money back from loans and

9 things of that sort?

. 10 A. Every day.

11 Q. Okay. Well, did some of them ever complain

"© 12 about the fact that they had never intended it to be

13 a loan, or mainly a contribution that was listed as a

14 loan, or vice versa, a loan that was listed as a

S 15 contribution? Any complaint of that nature?

16 A. Not really. The kind of complaints I got were

17 the following: People had given loans, sometimes

18 well in the past, sometimes recently, sometimes to

19 one organization, sometimes to another. People would

20 call and say they wanted -- the terms of their

21 agreement was that they were supposed to receive

22 funds that they didn't. Okay.
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There was never an instance in any of those

where the person ever said I never gave that money.

Also, they had promissory notes in their hand. All

right. And they were trying to get the organization

to honor it.

Let's see. There was at least one instance, I

believe, of somebody complaining that he lost his

credit card because the payments he was to receive

for paying his credit card were never made. Okay.

To me -- calls to me, were never of that sort.

Calls like that may go to the person who was in

contact with that person.

0. Are you aware of any such calls to anyone at

all?

A. Not like that, no. There was a practice that is

similar in concept to what you're referring to, that

may be the basis for some of the discussion. And

that is that an individual who had given a loan, for

example, to FEF at some point in time. Let's call it

a $1,000 loan that was due. That person may have

been in contact with an organizer in a city that is

their primary contact. All right. And that person
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in the organization would ask them for money for

let's say the Larouche campaign. The individual

says, well, I don't have the money. I've already

lent you $1,000. I do support what Mr. Larouche

says. I wish I could do it, but I don't have the

money to do it. It occurred very often.

And in some regions, like Chicago, Goldberg --

Goldstein -- no, Goldberg, that the organizer would

tell the person we will pay you back the $1,000.

Lend us a $1,000 for the Larouche campaign. And in

that instance, a credit would come in, maybe a credit

card, for example, or a check or something. Okay.

And there would be a discussion, a request, a demand

by the organizer that that other loan be paid. Now,

that happened quite a number of times.

There was a particular instance where this was

brought up in one of these meetings in the meeting

with Will Wertz. I remember very clearly. And as I

said, this speaks to the idea of what people thought

about as they were fund raising from individuals, in

particular in the loan category. Again, as I said

earlier, they would have thought they would get
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paid. At a certain period of time, it was

questionable whether or not -- about whether the

organization was willing to pay back a loan that was

secured. And that question was raised at this

meeting and at other meetings. But at that meeting

in particular, the phone organizers who had got loans

they had not gotten paid and were very irate because

the people they were organizing didn't want to talk

to them anymore. And they were angry.

And Will Wertz and the Executive Committee

promised strenuously that the lack of payment of the

earlier money, in particular Larouche campaign and

the Independent Democrats for larouche. All right.

Yes, they had not made the payment against the TLC

loans and that was a problem. But they were -- they

promised to make good on that. And if new loans were

secured for IDL that they would be paid. And that

placted temporarily a number of individuals to go

back and raise more funds.

Chris Curtis in particular the next morning --

afternoon at lunch hour, we were down across the

street getting a sausage sandwich or something, and
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he came to me and asked me, because I was the person

that everybody knew was in charge of filling out and

putting information into my little system about these

loans, general loans, not the campaign loans but

general loans. So being in the finance office he

came to me and asked me if I thought that was true.

And I told him no That as far as I was concerned they

could not pay it. There was no way that they could

possibly pay it. The volume was too great.

All right. At any rate, this instance that that

evening was a situation in which one of the fellow

organizers, Renee Segerson, proposed a method similar

to what I've just been describing in terms of moving

money from one account to another account to Will

Wertz in this meeting. Again, everything had

quotas. And now they had new quotas for this IDL

money. And she asked pointedly -- rather naively

actually to Will Wertz if it was okay to get somebody

to agree to lend $1,000 to IDL if we paid them $1,000

against the Larouche campaign, a TLC.

I remember that very clearly because I turned to

Don Phau and said what is the use of organizing at
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all. We might as well just put numbers on the board

since it doesn't come to anything. This is

ridiculous. And Will Wertz was at the front of the

room and said, no, you can't do that. We want new

money; that's not new money. She did ask it because

that was a practice that people were trying to

employ.

People in Chicago in particular under Paul

Greenberg had employed that technique. He said to me

over the phone deliberately where they were -- they

had -- as he described it, he was telling people to

charge back against an earlier credit card loan and

then give that same amount of money again under one

of the other, you know, entities.

And when he told me that, I was astonished that

somebody at his level as the leader of the phone team

in Chicago who organized all those phone organizers.

I immediately went to Don Phau and brought it to his

attention, told Ken Kromberg that this was a practice

that had to stop. They had to stop it immediately

because it was this kind of charging back which the

credit card company in particular frowned upon. And
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that would be the fastest way to lose credit card

status with the merchant bank. And he was contacted

and that was stopped.

Q. I want to get back. You said Paul Greenberg was

he with FEF, Fusion Energy Foundation, or who was he

with?

A. Paul Greenberg was just one of the local leaders

in Chicago.

Q. The question I want to ask you is: It wasn't a

policy -- or did you hear of a policy where they

would tell a person over the phone, well, loan money

to the Larouche campaign or Independent Democrats for

Larouche, but make a check payable to CDI, Fusion, or

one of the others?

A. Well, no. Again, how I would see it would be

from the receipt side of it because I was not there

in the region when they were talking to people. The

way -- there was a history of things similar to

that.

All right. And that could carry-over into that

in the following sense: There was always a need for

funds for particular very special purposes. For
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example, Lyndon Larouche entourage had to fly from

one city to another city, or an individual organizer

had to go from one city to another city. And those

flights cost money.

In order to secure the money for those

particular flights, phone organizers began to get

money earmarked for those purposes. In that

particular case, this happened quite a number of

times. Somebody like George Rubinstein or Paul

Greenberg would secure money through some mechanism,

purchasing, someone -- one of the contacts would

purchase, for example, a subscription to the

Executive Intelligence Review $495 a year or

something like that. And the phone organizer would

workout with that person the use of their credit card

to pay for travel. And, again, this would be

something that was explicitly worked out with that

individual.

The reason is -- especially American Express.

There was a time that they had an American Express

account. And they were using that for this kind of

travel purposes because American Express; although,
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you don't -- you can only buy services with American

Express, you can purchase travel services. Wherein

normally American Express has to be paid immediately

upon receipt of the bill, travel related charges are

paid like any other credit card over time. So in

this case, the individual could use their American

Express to pay for travel and they would then get a

bill that they could pay out over time. That was

explicitly arranged with the individual because the

American Express company had to verify with them. So

they had to be notified to be prepared to receive the

call about the flight, et cetera.

All right. So there was a subset of organizing

out of the regions, particularly where this kind of

transaction was worked out with close contacts. It

had to be a close contact because the person had to

be somebody you trusted, you know, to respond to the

inquiry from American Express. Yes, they could use

their card; and, yes, that is what it was for; and

that it was okay to make the charge.

That was something which first started out -- I

don't know who happened upon that kind of idea. But
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1it became -- as long as that American Express card

2 was available, it wasn't very long, something that

3 was within the purview of only a certain number of

4 telephone organizers. It wasn't something that

5 anybody who got on the phone should do. Certain

6 people were allowed to do it. And they would do it

7 with their closest contacts. And a lot of those

8 funds, again, would be loans. And a lot of these

9people had every publication that we could possibly

10 print. So that, also, could be determined as a loan.

11 Q. Who would be listed as loaned to what entity?

12 A. If it was a loan, it would be to whatever entity

13 they decided it was appropriate to send it to. Often

14 times that was -- it was done based upon what the

15 individual in the field -- the person who is being

16 organized, what their closest connection to the

17 organization was. Some people, if it was presented

18 as nuclear power, then that would have been FEF.

19 They would want it to go to FEF.

20 Q. And even though the travel involved wasn't

21 involved with work being done at FEF, it could have

22 charges related to campaigning and --
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A. That's right. Oh, definitely. There was no

question about what the actual travel was for at all

and that was just travel. Again, the accounting of

it later on was to be handled through the accounting

system.

Now, as far as money going into the campaign

funds, I'm trying to remember. Again, it was only a

few days when I was involved in seeing some of these

things come through. That information would go down

to Richard Welch. In any case, since the loans were

being funneled to me, I would segregate them and send

them to him. All right. Eventually, I didn't even

get them, they went straight to him.

And I seem to remember -- there was a quite a

lot of this arrangement by which somebody would pay

back one and to, you know, lend to another entity,

another campaign. That was something that was, you

know, frequent enough to be noticeable.

As far as taking money that was let's say NIR

and putting that as a campaign contribution, I don't

know anything about that.

Q. I want to get back to the method of having to --
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A. Let me just back up for a second. Let me say

one other thing. Although an individual being

organized by a member of the organization would agree

-- could agree to either give or contribute or lend

money to the Larouche campaign or Independent

Democrats for Larouche, let's say that amount was

$500, it's not impossible that that individual would

receive literature from the organizer. From the

standpoint that the only way to maintain that new

contact with a supporter was the literature itself.

They had to read the literature.

So often times -- I know when I was in the

field, for example, somebody would come along and say

gee I like what you're doing here's 50 bucks. You

would say, well, wait a minute. Give me your name I

want to send you the War on Drugs Magazine or

Campaigner. And they would say no, no, no thanks.I

just support what you're doing. And we would go out

of our way trying to get their name to send them the

magazine or new Solidarity the newspaper, something,

so that they could become part of the network of

people who were supporting. Otherwise, it was just a
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one time contribution.

And it was, you know, a fairly consistent

practice in the field for people to supply

information in the literature whether it was

compaigner or FEF or if there happened to be a War on

Drugs Magazine, the few times that there was, or a

newspaper or a book, a campaigner book or a Larouche

campaign book or whatever, supply the individual with

literature as part of the organizing process.

Q. Back to the credit cards again. Many of the

people that tried the loan, contributing money, that

they didn't have that amount of money available on

the card and it was divided $50 here, $50 there to

get it through. Did they always call the credit card

holder back and say, well, look I find you can get

more on your card by doing it this certain way?

A. I don't know if an individual organizer called a

person back or not. I would have no way of knowing

that. The discussions that I had with -- I can't

remember who they are anymore, one or more of the

organizers in the regions over the phones. This is

all long distance telephone activity. In every
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instance, the organizer said that the person knew

that they were going to do this. That it was

explained to the person because they were going to

see multiple transactions.

Again, from the standpoint of the organizer, it

was important to maintain that person's interest and

trust of the organization; otherwise, they wouldn't

get any more money out of them. I believe them at

that time that they would have told the person that

this is what I'm going to do because this is how

you're going to see it.

Q. When the people complained to you about the

loans, did they ever complain I authorized a loan but

not in the amount. Did you ever get complains of

that sort?

A. Again, not to me. The people who would get to

me -- you got to realize that the only type of people

who would want to call me in the national office were

people who felt justified in their request. That is

somebody says I have a promissory note from Molly

Kromberg to the New Business Publishing House and I

was supposed to get paid and I haven't been paid.
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1After first talking to the local organizer, calling

2 the local office, and after getting nowhere at that

3 level, they call the national office which is one

4 main number for everybody. If they finally got

5 through the switchboard operator, the switchboard

6 operator at that time would definitely pass that

7person to me as a person who has some obligation that

8 is supposed to be paid. That is what I handled, to

9get them paid. So those kinds of people were people

10 who felt that they could demonstrate that they had an

11 obligation outstanding.

12 People who, in your example, would say I never

13 did this, never bothered to call me, they just called

14 the bank. And we did get charge backs through the

15 banking system. And those people would say -- they

16 said it to the bank and the bank reported it to the

17 entity that the reason this thing is going to be

18 charged back is that the person denied having given

19 the money or having gotten anything. I do know,

20 again, from personal experience from being there that

21 many many times the individuals who did that were not

22 only on the roles -- in the computer system as having
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received material, but in some instances had already

received a full year of the publication that they say

they didn't buy before they charged back.

And I know this because before I got into the

finance office, Jeff Steinhurst who was handling all

of that stuff, asked me about my opinions about what

-- he was supposed to handle all of this stuff and

drawers full of this correspondence from banks that

was never responded to. And they just chalked it up

as business expenses. And he asked me about it. And

I devised what I thought was a workable system and

proposed it to Don Phau as a way of getting money to

those people who said they wanted to get their money

back for the subscription, or didn't want to receive

it anymore, or changed their mind, et cetera, and

wanted their money back.

And then the system I proposed was that if it

was a credit card, then that credit card information,

copy of the chit, et cetera, would be sent with a

letter to the individual; they would have to sign it

and go through all of this auditing of it so that

when we charged back we weren't charged back credit
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cards on credit cards, you know, for the individual's

benefit. And make sure they could not do it anything

as well. If it was a check, again, with this kind of

mechanism, that mechanism was never put into effect.

It was considered to be too much effort. On the one

hand, they already accepted the fact that if they

happened to pay the person by check back for the

subscription the person paid, for example, and the

person additionally charge back that was just chalked

up to as too bad. But it wasn't worth their time to

try and track all of that stuff.

And the other thing that I proposed whenever

somebody did in fact give a credit card over the

telephone, since their signature was not on a chit,

and, therefore, it was very easy for them to notify

the bank that they had not in fact given permission

for the credit card transaction. I suggested that in

those instances a form would be sent -- should be

sent to that individual asking them to acknowledge

with their signature the particulars of that

transaction. So that that way, once again, if the

individual were to report to their bank that they had
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never authorized this, then that bank notifies the

company, us, that they were going to charge back

after 45 days or 30 days if these charges were not

responded to, we could then provide the evidence that

in fact they had given permission. Here's their

signature. Chits that had signatures, that was

easy.

Since it was a lot of telephone organization,

the only signature was T.O., telephone order. So in

those instances, it was very easy for the individual

to do that. That idea was not accepted because as it

was explained to me, if they did that that would give

the individual immediately the opportunity to cancel

the transaction. And they didn't want to do that.

They thought it was a greater expense, lost income.

There was more income if they did that than if they

took the chance of letting anybody charge back at

their will.

0. When you first started you were talking about

when you first went to the finance office you used a

mailing list to try to get your financial list, where

did you get those lists from?

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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A. The mailing list was a mailing list application,

you know, computer software, Paul Kringold and I had

done some work on beforehand. That was used by the

people in the office throughout the various sectors.

It was a list of their contacts, for example, every

individual had his own lists. A sector could have

its lists, a list could be transferred around, all of

that kind of stuff.

Okay. Information was kept in the regular

mailing system relative to what had been received by

that individual. For example, if a person was on

that list that is because they are going to get

mailings of some type, literature, whatever. A

system was set up where if that was the economic

sector, for example, and they sent out some

particular piece of literature to various people,

that would be noted on that individual's record that

they had received X,Y,Z mailing. They keep track of

all of this stuff.

What I did I expanded the capabilities of that

system to allow me to put in all of these multiple

records for each individual loan. Each record -- one

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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record being the basic thing; what is the information

about this; what is the obligation. All right. One

record for that. And as many records as it required

to account for every single obligation for payment

according to the terms of that agreement.

So that if a particular loan had an obligation

for 50 payments, that would be 50 entries that I

would put into that system. And I could now sort

that, all of that, by date or by company or by

person, alphabetically, et cetera. You could take an

actual look at what are all the obligations by when

the actual payment due, how much, to who, for what,

what was the principal, what was the interest. As

those payment were made, I would delete them out of

the system as they were made. Again, I couldn't

write a system so I had to use a mailing list

system.

The other purpose for that mailing list system

was to keep track of the subscription lists for the

publications.

0. Due to the volume of loans that are steady

coming in and the volume of people not being paid,

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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was there any kind of comments made or high level

meeting that we know these loans are coming in but

it's not possible for us to have enough money to pay

all these people back?

A. Well, as I said, the only time that that was

really brought up to the national membership, would

be the national office membership at several meetings

was when it became apparent to people after they had

gotten recent loans that were not paid back.

Again, the reason this is apparent is because of

the massive increase in quotas that had occurred

during this period. It probably went up four, five

six, seven, eight, nine, maybe ten times than what it

had been years earlier. People were getting loans by

the spring of '84 that had a maturity of 30 days. It

was immediately obvious, therefore, to that

individual that that loan was not paid, or a 60 day

note.

At first when they would come in and I saw these

things for 10 or 15 days, this is ridiculous. We

cannot do this. And they accepted my advice and told

people that it had to be for at least, you know --
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well, at one point they said six months, or whatever,

they tried to make it longer. You can't take a loan

for 30 days.

I objected to that to Don Phau. This is

ridiculous. By the time you get the chits in and

it's all processed you could've paid it back and

there would have been no charge back because the

paperwork takes too long.

But the membership that was involved in getting

loans could now, for the first time, see that the

loans that they had secured from the people were not

paid. And they had to be assured publicly through

the briefings that those loans would be paid. And

that was a promise from the National Executive

Committee and Lyndon Larouche.

Q. Did you ever attend any meetings where Mr.

Larouche was personally there at these meeting?

A. The only meetings that Mr. Larouche was at --

0. Other than the briefings that he may have given?

A. Were the annual conferences for the -- for the

National Caucus of Labor Committees. And there would

be a conference that was open for several days and
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then one day closed. Okay. And he might be there at

one or two of those days. The day he gave his key

note address, he might be there. And maybe on or off

at the podium depending on what would be discussed.

Again, it was a security question, it cost too

much to have him around, and security, et cetera.

And, of course, he would be there on the the close

session day just for the membership of the NCLC. And

that latter closed session day, you could consider to

be a briefing, but it was a business meeting for the

NCLC. Since he was not around in New York at any

kind -- of these kind of meetings that we're talking

about, I wasn't involved in any of that.

He did give, about '81 or so, something like

that. After the split, he was in New York and he gave

-- he held a meeting with the regional organizers

from the New York region at his home on Sutton

Place.

But generally the contact that any individual

had with him was either through a public forum that

he was participating in; a close session once a year

like this meeting of the whole membership; at his

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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home, that would be no general membership. Very few

people would go to his home. I was at his house a

couple of different times. I was physically close to

him but I didn't talk to him. That wasn't the level

I was at.

The discussion that he entertained with the

membership was through the medium of briefings and

the literature that he was writing and special

position papers that he would write and have

disseminated through the communication network. That

was the prime way by which he would communicate with

the membership.

Q. We're almost finished, but I'm going to mention

a few names and I want to know what their

responsibilities was with the organization that you

can recall that you may have had personal contact

with them. A Rochelle Asher I believe her name is?

A. She was head of the phone team in Baltimore.

Her husband was a leader in the Baltimore local. She

was involved in raising a very considerable sum --

sums of money, you know, through the phone mechanism,

a lot of loans.
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1 . Did she ever come to the national office in New

2 York in any kind of position -- I mean a capacity,

3did she ever leave the Baltimore local to come to New

4 York?

5 A. People were coming and going all the time. I

6 don't remember if she came or not to tell you the

7truth. All my dealings with her were really over the

8 telephone. I think I had breakfast with her one time

9 at a national conference down in Virginia. Other

10 than that, it was just telephone conversations.

11 0. Financial matter --

12 A. It was about loans. Again, she and the other

13 regional organizers -- regional telephone organizers,

14 the head of the phone teams, et cetera, would contact

15 me. I was in contact with them every day during that

16 time period. Sometimes many times a day. Because

17 they were keeping track of the individuals that they

18 wanted to have payments made to because they were

19 organizing them for further funds. So they would

20 contact me to tell me that one or another payment for

21 an individual had to be made by a certain date, you

22 know, to satisfy that individual and to satisfy
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them.

Since the amount of funds that was made

available for a loan repayment was a fraction of what

the total obligations were, and it was my job to try

to prioritize all of these requests and take the

limited amount of funds and propose which of the

individual -- which of the obligations should be met

and in what amounts. And I would give that to Don

Phau. And then if he accepted it, he would write the

checks, or Kathy Stevens would write the checks or

Dorothy Hints, whoever had the signing capability on

that particular checkbook. But it had to be okayed

by Don Phau because he was the finance officer.

In the instances where I didn't have enough

funds to make a payment for some particular

organizer's person that they were in contact with on

any given day or week or whatever, they would often

times go over my head to Don Phau directly and lobby

with him to put some individual at the top of the

list. Sometimes it occurred; sometimes it didn't.

Rochelle -- Shelly was one of those people that did

that regularly.

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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Q. What kind of policy was used to prioritize

people? I mean, what was the circumstances?

A. Well, most of the money that we paid out to

people were required by stipulations of settlement.

Q. They weren't people in hardship or people that

possibly had an attorney or legal action going

against the organization?

A. No. The top priority of anything was legal.

And the question was the prioritization of the level

-- the legal level at which that particular

obligation had come to. And you can grade that very

easily by looking at the legal ramifications of not

paying. At the top of the list is a Marshal's office

that has made a stipulation settlement with you for a

particular obligation at a certain amount on a

certain day over a certain period of time. That is

top priority. Below that, stipulation of settlement

with the attorney. Where the attorney has through

the court system got a summary judgment or an

execution accomplished or whatever. And below that

maybe something with an attorney that was going to go

to court. And then further below that maybe a

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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collection agency. And below that would just be

somebody who was irate. That's from the legal side.

Parallel to that is the placement of the

recipient of those repayment funds according to what

their usefulness was to the organizing process. And

that is what I was just speaking to. Someone like

Shelly would call and say I'm lining up a $25,000

loan, this guy has got to get a payment on the loan I

just got for him, according to the promissory note;

otherwise, he won't give me this loan. So that

became a very, very usual topic of discussion. The

idea of paying only those people -- especially paying

those people who were in line to give further or lend

further.

The least important consideration, as far as the

organization was concerned, was what some one

individual's personal requirements were. There were

several instances. Well, I have to say if you looked

at the range of funds that I paid out during the time

I was there -- well, that I didn't pay out, that I

said pay $25 to William Green or pay $50 to someone

else, or whatever. There are a number of people in

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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1that grouping who would normally be at the very

2 lowest level of the legal and would not even account

3 on the organizing side because they no longer

4 supported us, and they were paid because they were

5 just difficult people. They constantly called so

6 they harassed in that sense the telephone

7 receptionist. And in order to, you know, remove that

8problem, I made the suggestion that these people get

9 paid.

10 And in some instances -- a couple of instances,

11 people who I thought had hardship, I would try to

12 make a case that they should get paid something.

13 Sometimes directly on the idea that they had a

14 hardship that they had to -- that they had to meet,

15 you know. Sometimes if I thought it was not going to

16 be possible the other way, I would, you know, just

17 put it forward as -- I would rank it very high on the

18 legal side. And since I was the only person talking

19 to these people, there was no way for them to know

20 necessarily that that wasn't the case.

21 When, of course, an organizer would then go over

22 my head to Don directly and say I don't care about
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1what you have put out for this week on payment, this

2particular person has got to get paid $1,000 or $500

3 or $200. In those instances, no matter what I hoped

4 to accomplish in a particular week it might be for

5naught because all the money would be shipped out to

6 other people anyway outside of the ranking that I

7 had.

8 Again, there was an instance in California, a

9woman who had been organized by Lou Wiseman, she had

10 provided two loans I remember. One, I think, in the

11 amount of about 25,000; one for about 70 to $75,000.

12 She was to be paid on a monthly basis against her

13 $75,000, $500 a month or something like that. And I

14 guess for a while they were paying on and off. And

15 as it became harder and harder to make payment, they

16 were allocating less and less a budget so she got cut

17 by Don Phau. She didn't give anything; she had given

18 everything she had. I arranged several, for

19 instance, transfer of funds to her because she didn't

20 have any funds and her rent was due. I saw to it she

21 got paid a couple of times like that. Later on she

22 told me that she needed to have a cataract operation
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1and it would cost $5,000 and I tried to arrange that

2 as part of -- well, basically what happened was I

3 asked for the funds directly and was told no.

4 Q. Who said no?

5 A. Don Phau and Ken Kromberg. No question about

6 this. She was not going to get paid. There was a

7 note -- a $25,000 note that was coming due and the

8 stipulation in that promissory note was that there

9 would be a renegotiation at this point; that is,

10 since she was providing funds for a year, like, I

11 think, at no interest. But after this period, this

12 principal would be subject to renegotiation and

13 payments would have to start being made.

14 When it was impossible to get anymore funds for

15 her, even for her rent, I brought in Harry Cohen the

16 lawyer and explained the situation to him. He was a

17 man in his middle to late B0s. He understood what I

18 was saying. And he basically pledged to do whatever

19 he could to try to convince Don and Ken Kromberg to

20 do this thing.

21 I remember he and I both went into the office

22 and he tried to convince them. And they wouldn't do
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1it. And I thing I suggested to him after that that

2 he renegotiat her loan and put as part of the

3 stipulation that she get these $5,000 payments. I

4 think she needed two of them. I was asking him toc

5 something he wouldn't normally do. Usually his task

6 was to negotiate stipulations to attorneys, or

7 whatever, at the most advantageous rate to the

8 organization as opposed to the lender.

9 And in this instance, he expressed his

10 willingness to essentially use the ruce of his legal

11 language to draft -- for him to try to get the

12 organization to make the payment. That was just

13 before we left the organization. I don't think we

14 ever paid her.

15 MR. WISE: We can take a short break.

16 (A short break was then taken.)

17 BY MR. WISE:

18 Q. We can go back on now. The name Marcia Mary --

19 A. Marcia Mary Pepper.

20 0. -- Pepper?

21 A. Well, Marcia Mary was a national committee

22 member. She was married to Steve Pepper and

I
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subsequently divorced or separated. I don't know.
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She was in national office. It is hard for me to

know what she did.

Q. Did she have anything with finance -- did she

work under Will Wertz or anything of that sort as a

right-hand person -- like a right-hand man?

A. She was in the national office. I think she was

associated probably with the operation side which has

to do with organizing the organizers, the regional,

et cetera. I know that she was -- that she had some

personal dealings -- possibly an affair. I don't

know. With some of the -- one of the big

contributors during that time period. And I know she

was involved in speaking to some of those people like

that individual in New Jersey. I never dealt with

her that much.

Q. What about Mel Klenetsky? How do you spell that

last name? K-L-E-N-E-T-S-K-Y?

A. Probably, probably. Get an old publication and

read it. Mel Klenetsky had been, I think, on the

National Committee for a while. And he ran for an

office in New York, maybe senator or governor or

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



S
Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

106

1 mayor. I don't know. After awhile, some of these

2people ran for so many offices it is kind of hard to

3 keep track of.

4Well, at any rate, he had run probably

5state-wide in New York a very effective campaign, it

6 was thought. And because of the -- I guess, his

7 ability to organize, or whatever, he was eventually

8promoted to the Executive Committee by Mr. Larouche

9 and the executive end of the membership.

10 Q. Anita Gallagher?

11 A. And Klenetsky was involved in the operations

12 side, campaign stuff.

13 0. He wasn't involved in finances at all, was he?

14 A. Well, see, by the time something got to the

15 Executive Committee, you could say almost everybody

16 was involved in finance because that was the life

17 line of the organization. He was involved in finance

18 in order -- at least that he was in contact with

19 regions. And the reason for being in contact with

20 regions was on a day-to-day basis, I don't know.

21 Q. Maybe you will explain it to me. How was the

22 hierarchy in the finance organization basically --

1 jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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specifically in dealing with the numbers? How did

you fall in the hierarchy?

A. At the bottom. At the bottom were myself, Lenny

Smith, Wayne Hints, when he finally came in, and

Dorothy Hints, she married Wayne after she came from

Chicago.

The level above that, so that is a few people,

was Kathy Stevens. And in the same office with her,

and essentially her superior, was Don Phau. The

differentiation was primarily that Kathy Stevens

handled all the security related financing and even

debts, anything to do with security was in her area

and not my area, for example. Dorothy handled the

live vendors, the live debt. Don was responsible for

coordinating everything and the working with the

regions and various entities and reporting to the

Executive Committee and making the whole operation

run.

0. Did that level have any supervisory control over

your level?

A. I answered to Don Phau; I answered to Kathy

Stevens, you know. Above them was Ken Kromberg, a

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.
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National Committee member. And before him and after

Ken was Tony Papert as a National Executive Committee

member. And Klenetsky was involved when he got

promoted. And then Will Wertz when he moved from

California to New York State. He had been National

Committee and went to become Executive Committee.

Let's see. So you can think of it in that sense

the people that did the day-to-day stuff, Kathy and

Don managed the different areas. Again, she was in

the security side. And then above that, but the

other aspect of functioning in that office, were

people who were signers on accounts. Okay. And

those who weren't. Only a few people who could

actually sign a check. And I wasn't one of them.

0. Who were the ones that could sign?

A. Kathy Stevens. It is a question of accounts,

which accounts. Almost certainly without exception

Kathy Stevens and Don Phau would be on the account.

And I think Dorthy was on one or another account,

maybe campaigner. There were other accounts that the

signers were outside of the finance committee --

outside of the finance office. Wally Kromberg signed
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1for the Ben Franklin Publishing house. Anita

2 Gallagher -- did she ever sign anything. I think

3 Paul Gallagher signed for Fusion Energy Foundation.

4 George Caning signed for CDI. And, again, the other

5 one Don Phau and Kathy Stevens, Fusion and

6 compaigner, PGM, whatever else there was.

7 Q. In the national, do they have a separate legal

8 section also?

9 A. Yes.

10 0. Who was in the legal section at the time that

11 you were there?

12 A. The head of that was Ed Spanis.

13 0. was Mr. Spanis an attorney?

14 A. No. He had been a National Executive Committee

15 member. And at that time, I can't remember if he was

16 just National Committee. He had been bounced around

17 a lot. The person who worked with him was Barbara

18 Boyd. There are other people who worked, George

19 Canning.

20 0. What about Mary Jane Freedman?

21 A. Mary Jane Freedman, yep. But she were at a low

22 level. There were some other people, some people I
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1 don't remember their names.

2 Q. What about Gerald Rose?

3 A. Gerry Rose was a National Committee member from

4 Chicago. There was a point when he became very much

5 involved in things around the time of Wertz, around

6 that time period. I don't remember which one -- what

7 he did at the time.

S 8 Q. He had no responsibility -- well, was he in

9 charge of anything while you were there?

* 10 A. I remember seeing him in the office. Again,

c\. 11 they brought people into the national office, you

S 12 know, the Executive Committee would bring people in

13 for purposes. And I haven't thought about him in a

14 long time. I remember him being around at some

' 15 point, but I can't remember if he was transferred in

16 or just there for a little bit.

17 Q. Now, I'd like to ask you a few other names.

18 Just basically what they did and their

19 responsibilies, if you can remember?

20 A. Okay.

21 0. Vera Crunk?

e22 A. Vera Crunk she was from Canada. She had been in
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1the Buffalo region; she went down to New York City at

2 a certain point. She was to establish a travel

3 entity, you know, because of all the travel. I know

4 she worked in a travel office for a while. She was

5 involved with Marcia Mary Pepper at the fine arts.

6 She did some stuff in the national office. Again, I

7 know this from talking to her because I knew her.

8 When I got to New York City she was no longer in

9 the national -- well, she might still have been in

10 the national office on the way out of the national

11 office. She was in the mailroom for a while. At any

12 rate, she went to the region, the New York region and

13 she did phone organizing on the phone team. And

14 eventually left in '84 before I did.

15 0. Before you did, you left --

16 A. Not too much before I did. I advised her -- she

17 came -- she had dinner at our house. I had known her

18 for a while.

19 0. Did she give you any reason why she wanted to

20 leave the organization?

21 A. Oh, we had a lot of reasons. We were

22 dissatisfied. There was --
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Q. Did she no longer believe what the organization

was pushing, or did she get upset with some of the

policies?

A. Well, a lot of the disagreements at that point

were the way in which the organization was being

run. And she had had a lot of trouble because she

was a foreign national and she was trying to get her

green card at the time and she couldn't get any

support from the office to help her and that. And

she got a little embittered about that.

And she was working for a travel agency for a

while. And a lot of the travel was being run through

that company she worked for and large debts were

worked up and that ricocheted back on her because she

worked for the company and the basis for the travel

agency getting involved with the organization.

Although, the person who ran that company

subsequently was doing the interaction directly, it

made it difficult on her in terms of pay sometimes.

And especially when she left, some of the money owed

her was not paid her. Her boss was irate because the

company was not getting paid by the organization for
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its travel.

As I said, she came to me. Again, I had known

her in Buffalo when I was there. And she helped us a

little bit when we first got into New York to find an

apartment. And I discussed some things with her

then, things that I thought were bad about the

organization, the way in which people were running

the organization.

0. What kind of things were they?

A. Well, I thought some of the principles of the

organization as espoused were not being applied to

the organization. In particular some of the

criticisms that were leveled against some of the

ideological adversaries of the organization with

regard to social well being of the population, et

cetera. I felt, you know, that they were be

hypocritical because they were applying exactly the

same kind of economic policy against the membership

by not allowing the living standard that they could

have; allowed to work more often, or whatever; hours

were bad, time off was not existence. By that time,

there was no time off, seven days a week, sometimes
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16, 20 hours a day. And, you know, certain

philosophical considerations.

Later on, as I said, she came to me before she

was to leave. And, you know, we spoke about her

dealings at the travel agency and her problem with

getting any support for her move back to Canada. At

that point, it had come to the end of the process.

She would have had to hire an attorney in order to

stay in the country any longer. And she made the

election to basically allow the process to get to

that point and to move back to Canada. That was the

reason for having to leave as opposed to with the

organization, that was the ostensible reason.

I understood that. And we talked about it. And

I counseled her on how to get money out of Don Phau

in the finance office to help her with her move,

which she subsequently did and got some support.

Again, people who were not in the finance office not

seeing how money was dispensed would not -- did not

believe that there was money available. So that if

they had a need and they asked and they were denied,

they would usually drop it. Being in the finance
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1office and seeing what money was going for and what

2 kind of money was being misallocated. In those

3 instances where people talked to me about their

4 problems, I, in every instance, counseled them on how

5 to approach Don Phau directly. It couldn't be to me

6 because I didn't have any authority to dispense

7 funds. What to say, how to act, basically. And in

8 all those instances, people were able to get

9 something at least to pay a rent, to pay a doctor,

10 whatever.

11 Q. Did there ever come a time when there was sort

12 of a power struggle within the organization where the

13 organization said certain people left because they

14 couldn't take over control?

15 A. Well, that was an earlier period. That was

16 before, in '81, when the Detroit -- the organization

17 -- the organization based in Detroit and its locals,

18 most of that membership signed a paper -- telegram,

19 one line resignation from the organization. There

20 was an instance where people associated with

21 Computron, a computer company set up by the

22 organization. Computron broke away from the
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1organization. Things like that happened

2 periodically.

3 Q. But no power struggles up to the time you left

4 the organization in '84?

5 A. No. Not at all. I would say at that point, if

6anything, was the most cohesive structure because all

7activity was being coordinated from the very top and

8 being watched every day more than it had ever been

9 done before.

10 Q. Do you know what the responsibilities were of a

11 lady named Gale Lundsford?

12 A. Gale had been an airport organizer for the New

13 York region. She was at a certain point, with

14 support from the organization and -- well, I don't

15 know.

16 Q. Is she still with the organization?

17 A. No.

18 Q. About what time did she leave?

19 A. It is hard for me to place it because many of

20 these things they're political.

21 Q. Was it before or after your leaving?

22 A. Well, before. Most of the chronology is a
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political chronology because myself and many people

in the organization, there was so little time for

regular holidays you wouldn't demarcate your day or

year with normal holidays. I could tell you what the

political activity was at the time.

0. Or the year?

A. It would be at least, I think, a year or so

before and it was a split over the question of the

Soviet Union and whether or not it should be

considered as an empire.

Q. Mr. Christian Curtis?

A. Chris Curtis. Chris Curtis worked -- his

functioning in the national office was the Latin

American sector which was called LAUCK. A group of

individuals who did the intelligence on the countries

throughout Latin America. He also was sometimes

called upon to serve with the security for Lyndon

Larouche. And he was part of the phone team when it

was set up in January of '84.

0. Okay. Mr. Charles Tate?

A. Charlie Tate was a member of the security -- a

member of Larouche's security.

jack w. hunt and associates, inc.



0 S
Yepez - Wise - 9/15/88

118

12

13

14

" 15

16

17

18

19

~ 10

211

2

Q. Was he a security person?

A. That is what he was. I don't know him as

anything other than a security. As a member of

security, my first dealing with him was when I first

got to New York and Larouche was moving into Sutton

Place and I was drafted with some others to move

boxes around into a truck into the home. And I drove

over in a car with him from one part of town to

another part of town.

After that, I met him again when I went down to

Leesburg, Virginia to prepare for the installation of

the telephone system into the estate. And I stayed

at a bungalow that was part of the complex that he

was staying, and had some area of discussion of

history, Egypt, et cetera. And that's really the

extent of my contacts with him.

Q. I think I mentioned this name earlier and we

skipped over it. Anita Gallagher?

A. Anita Gallagher was the person in the operations

-- North American operations sector who was in daily

contact with regions over their quotas, and, you

know, the kind of literature they were to get out, et
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cetera, that was her main function.

Q. Any interaction with you as to concerning

financial matters for loans, contributions or

anything that you were dealing with personally?

A. I know I had some dealings with her, but I can't

remember what they were about frankly. She worked

with Molly Kromberg. And Molly Kromberg was the

signer the Ben Frank Publishing House, which I had to

get checks signed by Molly to pay people who had

notes to Benjamin. I had dealings with Anita, but I

don't remember those that had anything --

0. But nothing that you thought she was doing that

was some sort of unbusiness like or a little bit

unethical concerning financial matters?

A. Anita Gallagher I can't think of anything she

had to do with it.

0. Janet and Ken Mandel?

A. Janet Mandel had been an airport organizer,

field organizer in the New York region. She left at

a certain point because she wanted to have a child.

And the organization frowned upon its members having

children. Ken had been a member of long-standing, as
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1she had been. When I knew him in the national

2office, I had some contacts with him prior to being

3 in the finance office because he was the person who

4was to setup the filming of Mr. Larouche's commercial

5 and that kind of thing.

6 He made up a proposal to secure financing from

7 banks, or whatever, bank finance to go purchase

8equipment to set up a video, a small video studio in

9Larouche's estate so that all of that work could be

10 done there, and some equipment in New York. And that

11 never came to pass. At that time, he wasn't -- he

12 wasn't considered a member in the sense of an

13 individual who was deploying every day for the

14 purpose of the organization.

15 0. What was he an independent contractor with his

16 own business?

17 A. He had his own contacts in the communication --

18 in the media industry, I guess. And he was working

19 for the campaign. Again, his wife was a member. And

20 even after she was no longer organizing with the

21 local, he continued to carry on that function. And

22 there was, you know, from my standpoint when I was
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1dealing with him at that time, it was -- he was an

2 individual who had been a member who was not against

3 the organization but he wasn't a member. All right.

4 And this was his way of helping. And, also, it was

5 his way of making money.

6 Q. I'm going to ask you about a statement here. I

7 don't know what it means, maybe you heard it. A

8 policy called harass the harasser?

9 A. Well, there is no policy stated that way that I

10 can remember. I don't believe that you could find a

11 statement like that in a briefing. This is where the

12 policies would be stated.

13 Q. Do you know what it would mean?

14 A. The substance is a very well known tactic of the

15 organization. And that is a tactic that was employed

16 from time to time. Employed in the very first days

17 of my acquaintance with the organization to the very

18 end.

19 Q. What does it entail?

20 A. It signifies an activity conducted by members of

21 the organization and their supporters, if possible,

22 to harass; that is, to alarm, to upset, make
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1 uncomfortable individuals who were judged by the

2 organization to be harassing it or its members or its

3 supporters.

4 An example would be in the very early early

5 days, some individual who, let's say, was a member of

6 some group and that group was harassing in quotes the

7 membership or the organization. Right. Let's say by

8 denoucing -- denouncing the organization on a TV show

9 or in the news or at a union meeting, something like

'i0 that, somebody who is taking an active role in that.

¢k 11i Leading others to do that. Carrying on a personal or

12 organized campaign against the organization. That

13 person could come under the -- subjected to

.- 14 harassment.

' 15 In the early days, it was stupid things. Like I

16 remember they had plastered somebody's neighborhood

17 with pictures of the individual and charges about

18 him, you know, so that all his neighbors would have

19 these charges, smear tactics. Something put into a

20 mailbox, you know, Jello, or something like that.

21 0. Would it include calling them all hours of the

.22 day?
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A. Calling in the evening and having people getting

supporters to call somebody early and often and

late. As often and as many times as they saw fit to

ask them a question or to tell them to stop harassing

Larouche or something like that. This later time

period it would be --

Q. Later, we're talking about 1983-1984?

A. Right. During the campaign period. The

instance that would be in your mind, it would be when

the bank in New Jersey took away some privileges from

the campaign. And in that instance, people would

leaflet the bank, charges were leveled against the

bank officer directly alleging that he was involved

in one or another unethical or illegal activity.

Congressmen that were seen to be leaders in

activities against one or another of the

organizational entities or programs or policy

initiatives or whatever would be subject to

voluminous calls -- a voluminous number of calls into

the Congressional offices by voters, irate voters,

demanding that the congressman does not do that.

That probably lays it out.
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1 I guess I was subject to that after I left.

2 Family members were contacted told that I stole

3money; friends were told that I had stolen campaign

4 funds; people in the organization were told, and

5 family members were told, that I was an FBI agent

6 that I had started all the investigations against

7Larouche during the campaign period. I received like

8 night phone calls from what I believe to be -- from

9 recognizing voices of members that I had known as far

10 back as my first days in Buffalo and Syracuse

11 actually, you know, vile epitaphs, et cetera.

12 Q. Are you still getting those annoying calls?

13 A. No. I went to the police right after it

14 happened.

15 Q. I notice your phone number is still listed in

16 the telephone directory?

17 A. That wouldn't mean anything.

18 Q. What I am going to do at this point now is that

19 I don't have any more questions to ask you today at

20 all. I am not going to close the deposition, I'm

21 going to leave it open. That just means that maybe

22 sometime in the future I might have to come back to
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see you again and that will prevent me from seeking

another subpoena.

A. Right.

Q. And I'm also going to give you an opportunity

now, as we discussed earlier, I have to ask you do

you want to see a copy of this deposition for

yourself to sign it and make any corrections before

we consider it for any purposes?

A. Yes.

MR. WISE: Okay. So the reporter will furnish

you a copy of this and you will get a chance to look

over it. And you can also make any corrections on

it, maybe the spelling of the names and minor changes

like that or statements that you think were misquoted

on a separate document of what was really said here.

So you will get your chance to see this before we

consider it.
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I hereby CERTIFY that I have read the foregoing

125 pages, and that they are a true and accurate

transcript of the testimony given by me in the above
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Sworn to before me this

-~day of , 1988.

NOTARY PUBLIC.

RICHARD YEPEZ
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