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The above-described material was removed from this
file pursuant to the following exemption provided in the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. Section 552(b) ¢

g (1) Classified Information _ (6) Personal privacy

L/// (2) Internal rules and (7) Investigatory
practices files
(3) Exempted by other (8) Banking
statute Information
(4) Trade secrets and (9) Well Information
commercial or i (geographic or
financial information geophysical)

L/// (5) Internal Documents
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Marlene Hock MUR 1898

Marc Lerner

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 13,
1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take
the following actions in MUR 1898:

l. Find no reason to believe that
Marlene Hock violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 438 (a) (4).

2. Find no reason to believe that
Marc Lerner violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 438 (a) (4).

3. Approve and send the letters
attached to the General Counsel's
Report signed May 7, 1985.

4. Close the file.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald and
Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:
S-1- PS5 M C Hanson—
-V
Date z&"t/ Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 5-8-85, 2:48

Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 5-9-85, 11:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

May 20, 1985

Mr. Edward Spannaus
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150 GPO

New York, NY 10116

MUR 1898

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated February 20, 1985 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondent there 1s no reason to
believe that a vielaticn of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant: to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U,S.C.
§.43%g (a) (L) and L1l oRIR B LLT S

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel 9

s -—':‘ T _’) / '-”.:‘u\'i
i U T, i
Kenneth A. Gross ,fﬁfﬁy}

Associate Gendral Couticel

Enclosure

General Counsel's
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Marlene Hock MUR 1898
Marc Lerner

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
BACRKGROUND
The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") filed the complaint in this

case on February 25, 1985, alleging that Respondents Marc Lerner
and Marlene Hock had violated 2 U.S.C., § 438(a) (4) by copying
names from reports filed by TLC with the Federal Election
Commission for use in the organization of a class action suit

and related entities. Specifically, TLC alleges that

sent an anonymous letter to Stanford Bolzburg, a TLC
contributor, soliciting his participation in the proposed class
action suit. While Complainant has not produced a letter
addressed to Holzburg, it 4id submit a letter addressed to Lynn
Seeley, another TLC contributor. That letter, which was signed
"Concerned Citizen" and included a return address, inguired
whether the recipient had loaned money to Independent Democrats
for LaRouche, the National Democratic Policy Committee, or TLC.
"Concerned Citizen" stated that he or she had not been repaid for
a $5,000 loan to Campaigner Publications, an enterprise allegedly

related to the three organizations listed above. The letter
concluded that, if a sufficient number of persons similarly
to join together to institute a law suit, it might

to recover the money due without incurring

collection costs,
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Respondents have not denied responsibility for the anonymous
letter, Their response acknowledged, however, that "Miss Hock
obtained the campaign contribution list" from the Commission in
order "to find out from others whether they had suffered similar
fraudulent acts against then"; that is, whether those other
persons had lent money to TLC or related organizations and had
not been repaid. Respondents avowedly gleaned the names from
Federal Election Commission lists to identify potential
plaintiffs in a class action suit against TLC and its related
organizations. "Obviously the more people who had suffered
crimes against them, the more likely it would be that the
Attorney General -or Miss Hock, as a private attorney general,
would be successful in convincing the Courts to redress such
wronés."

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

As indicated above, there is scant dispute as to the facts.
The question, rather, is whether Respondents were within their
rights in using reports filed with the FEC in order to identify
persons who might wish to join in a class action lawsuit to
recover on delinguent notes issued by TLC or related
organizations. ‘he pertinent statute states:

I shall--

ho "t the time of
Commissio reports and
with it availlable

ang. copying ..., excepk

ition copied from such reports
may not be sold or used by any
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2008 HC, . § 438(a) (emphasis added). Thus the Act lists three
separate prohibited uses of the reports filed with the
Commission. There is no allegation here of any sale of the
reports, or of any use of them for the purpose of soliciting
contributions; we focus, rather, on whether the solicitation of
persons named in the reports in connection with a proposed class
action suit constitutes use of the reports for a commercial
purpose.

With respect to Respondent Hock, it is clear that her
purpose was simply to recover money that, she believed, was owed
to her. She was not pursuing profit in the oxdinary course of
business. In no cense, therefore, can her alleged use of FEC
reports be deemed "commercial,"

ﬁespondent Lerner, by the same token, was simply ~ccting as
an attorney to further the best interests of his client, and not
as an independent agent seeking to enrich himself. Thus the
attorney did not have a "commercial purpose," as that term is
used in the statute. In a proper case, to be sure, an
attorney's use of FEC reports in connection with his profession
might constitute a violation of 2 U.5.C. § 438(a) (4). But a
situation where an attorney was merely seeking the most effective
means of assisting his client to recover funds of which she was

purportedly wrongfully deprived, does not present such a case.




In summary, 2 U.S.C. § 438 (a) (4) prohibits use of
information on reports for a commercial purpose., Neither Ms.
Hock's efforts to organize a class action suit, nor Mr. Lerner's
representation of her in that suit, should be deemed a commercial
purpose. It is recommended therefore that the Commission find no
reason to believe that Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. § 438 (a) (4).

RECOMMENDATION
4 Find no reason to believe that Marlene Hock violated
ZeURSCL s 438 (a) (4);
27 Find no reason to believ: that Marc Lerner violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 438 (a) (4)

Approve and send the attached and letters,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

“//4’{,@444 Lk By ,, L i
Date (7 henne*h”k Grocs
Associate General Counsal
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Attachments

IE Response
s Proposed letter to Richard A. Stone.
2% Proposed letter to Edward Spannaus.
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N STONE AND LERNER .
a ':*.i:' ur::WE YEBA W LE~IRE BOWLEVETD *""-'t'.--:¢°=5 203
aBT oLERNC : 4 i
? SLITE 8D SULCNCA.L FESECRAL B .DING ELEPRONE 2748740

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA @02(2

april 11, 1985

Kennth A. Gross, Esq. ,
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
Dear Sir:

I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 27,
1985, in which you enclose what purports to be a copy of a docu-
ment which, according.to the complainant, was mailed to a contri-
butor to the La Rouche Campaign. In response to that and your
letter dated March 1, 1985, Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock categori-
cally deny any violations of the Federal Election Taws and in
particular, deny that their activities with regard to the canm-
paign contributcr list of the La Rouche Campaign, was in any
way intended to or is a "commercial use" within the meaning of
the Federal Election Laws and Regulations. Before setting forth
the factual basis Eor the denial, it is pzrhaps important that
you be aware of background regarding this matter.

The La Rouche Campaign engaged in a vigorous solicita-
tion of funds from unsophisticated persons, particularly din the
Southern California area. The solicitations took one of two
approaches., First, donations were sought by persons placed at
shopping centers and other major traffic areas, If the persons
were unable to donate monies to the La Rouche Canna\gn, they were
asked to charge the contribuLlon to their credit cards.
Thereafter, many of those persons who did so found unauthorized
charges made against their credit cards by the Committee to Re-
ele ct La Rouche. The items were fraudulently charged to the

donor without his or her knowledge in an attempt to obtain suf—
ficient campaign funds to receive federal Mthhlng funds for th

La RolLche Cempaign. Currently, several states are conducting
investigations into these tactics, including the Federal Electi
Commission. EZnclosed for your -review are several articles fro

the La Rouche publications, acknowledging such investigations :id
ingquiries. g
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Federal Election Commission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
April 11, 1985

Page Two

Second, persons who were unable to donate money to the
La Rouche Campaign were asked to loan money to Campaigner
Publications in return for a Promissory Note. 1In fact,
Campaigner Publications was without sufficient assets or funds to
repay the indebtedness. Investigation reveals that it was known
to Campaigner Publications at the time that it did not have the
ability, nor did it ever intend to repay the Notes. B8uch conduct
constitutes fraud in this state. Further investigation disclosed
that at the time of the activity complained of by the La Rouche
Party against Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock, no HNotes had in fact been
repaid. Attached is a Dun & Bradstreet report showing the finan-
cial status of Campaigner Publications. The whole cperation had
the aura of fraud in that unsuspecting persons were induced to
loan money to a company in Wew York with minimal or no assets,
from which they had absolutely no prospect of being repaid. Nor,
ndeed, did they have the financial wherewithal to seek redress.

o
O
cr
23]
rr
o)
(7]
)

against
in an

1
4

-
D
= rr
o

a0
(]

. n .
oo
Q

ey &)
~
.
o
s

’-F..
n (D

0 pee
1]

rOSE O et sl OF
"o om0
(D
=
5

= 2 th
M O O Wt S0

i

[t i T I i S
=

L&
D T ;
D O
Gl N 0 A

Ut e 3 cr

= o

T ) h O
0N r D (D ke b= (A QO

I S S 7

™ ry ooy
rr (&7 Cljn

(O
o
W oerin 00 (D (D N

0

@
r 0 q

moer 0 Qe 3

es of some of
arious governmen-
ry Note, Miss Hock
egard consulted Mr.

b ] 1O o Y o
M re (D p=2 H = O

ST AD
Qs+ (D

[ T (B S (VY]

o (D
o
H O O 1 -0
- N
Gdgh=a]
- 5 s
[l 5 e
m n

o
f = 3 (D €t (D
r (D i =

P E rrerer YD M
D
(1]
=Tty
cr
O
e
rt
o
<
O

M W W

5
cr
(0]

=5

fraud com-
n contribution
irpose of the
£ they had suf-
usly the more
more likely it
as a private

(¢7]
1]
ik

~= (D
(9]
ur Q7

>

(o7
oM
DT g A O

Qa0 ™

b o]
¥
cr

{95 e of

e 5]

= m

D

e e
fa

&) 0

' Lo}
T rn b= W

D
W

[

M~
fu

e () e
O
o 3

W cr

T T
cr pe-

(1)
O
O T o

®n wawermd r

(s S C) TIPS VI S o
“n (M

a=: Bite)]
=]
=

QO v Lo

(03]

m w r

=]

T -
3
0]

£ MO

rnorh G
i~
e O

3
o Y

(D ha

)
m
}—
b pEa | B S0 S S e

M ct -0 »n O
n
rhocf M
-
fu (D

Q
o n

(&)

3 0 = -3

® O O
o=

= O
=)
om0

e 2 [
DG

Lo
Ghec U OHiE:

Gy p=-

—
Lo B =

(§]

%

=
rh

e
e O
T

£') rmc 3

tr O Mm@ W -
o L B i o Te @ I
D
= e O
n
4 n Qs
1537
EESETR=ISEE
(7 Pes 2l ¢ I S

mmn o
O H ]

QO m

o o
Uocr

(D
Tk
Q @
o < mQ

D U
D
s
~
0~ 0| R
iy

9]
f

=
o S e B 7 B

™

it
—H Q. ot

ST

) 4D

Bt =Ty
e
(D

g Qe X

A

= U
(@]

Lo P e 8. e

D mgm e

D 1
(mpliz s

03]

(3}

0 (D

i =R

r <

T
3 ] i
o g Y B nr (D e

=
&
=
<
)

O uwu )3 o
=

T
e

=
oAy it

wn o3 W
O
o2

H

M O
o
©
=
] O W
]
=
O
Py
C o
P

D O
&

o V7]
Q

=i,
cr
o

=0

0 i B e it o B O I L )
=3
(W)
=

o D (T

0
O
=)

— 3w o;
— 0O =

r
&

L

¥ (S Ay B )
3 Qo

TGl DGy

2a (0 (D
9]
[}
=
i

b Y
Qs
Q =-0 fu

YNt Gh

L
D
T - = r O 00 3 e
e
=
=3
(Vo]
o
e B

GilEe

o
rnoee

Qo 0
B8 e
o5

~ %

Trai-aa3) oo o )
rr
0 -0 % G

0 -0

=
wm D o u D
bd

(¢9]

e 0
m M Dy DG

=)
Yot D
u

@]
=
)U Ch

[l S e
- 0

e i PO o
(v

¥ bors
= O

bt
X
~ O
+ O
8 i S
(S
19
O
ot R ON
Qs O 2 2D

oy
=)

(9]

(o i
x

PR
~

3 gy
(&)
T

ot
o]

faladiae
O &

O

1

e
®
G -

- 5
o)

T
Q.
e

vl U

_- \(~

1 ™M

1© Vi il |
7
W -

v
0 @ O
5
cr fu (D

R
g

DO r 0O =

subseqguent
would have
engaged in

Vel
16V

crn

o~

a
g

Wy B et
5 o

.

<
=
o S
=

0

0

® |
m o no
WD 0

5

T A cr

o)
J

QY -

) R e

5 il ¢ A =
M 3 (b
cr 0 =2 )

ct
o
8]
®)
{




Federal Election Qmmission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
April 11, 1985

Page Thnree

The clear intent and purpose of preventing a "commercial
use" of the list is to prevent businesses, who for profit conduct
mail order and catalog sales and the like, from using the list to
sell their wares to persons who have made campaign contributions.
It is not the purpose of the law to prevent redress of or stop
crimes against the very persons who have unknowingly become vic-
tims of a wholesale fraud by persons running for office and their
surrogate entities. Obviously, Miss Bock and Mr. Lerner are very
nmuch aligned with the authorities and the Federal Election
Commission in seeking to stop the conduct of the La Rouche
Campaign Committee and their various entities. It would be
somewhat ironic if the perpetrators of such a scheme, who used
the processes of the Federal Election in the pursuit of their
fraudulent objective, be allowed to maintain a complaint with the
Federal Election Commission against the very parties whom they
3 avded, It is an outrage that the Commission has allowed

used in this ' For the Federal Election
1=sxon to continue to sue thlS matter against Miss Hock
. Lerner would miscarriage of justice, and I an
ent that you wi ismiss this matter imme-
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Thank yoW for bringing this incidentTte our attention,

Sinearely, . Al

Gerald B. McDowell, Chief
Public Intaguity Saction
1

Criminal Division y

Craiy C, Donsanto, Divector
Fleaticn Crimas Dranch
Tublic Tntegrity Sechtion
Criminal Division

4

2

850405




Eagnpa;gﬂﬁr 1011 .utionsj fC.

304 West SKeh, New York, NN TOOEO 15 200 KRN

R P B ST M e

TR IO I T T v e SRS ) AR SR X35 T e o

Taked: ac'nt.mnu-r 7 lva 4

.

RN e u— LRy VR

RN S ERCNSRE S R iy
[

the untossicned  agrtes

of 3919 Condar Avenuc

(e Yy, e
B SRS ol

RS @ e

X !
n-‘--»- —_ Ty e - ~yp K-
eSS, #nsens! oy ¢

Tiolve parcent) nenble disihg the

s P
i e s (g AN R

T
N
1N
Q
T
C

5

"
Nt Al s B Sy T Tl §
SUeEnR G

\_,\_‘\_...._.Lj el aClis.,.

il LR 2N "".“-"‘:'.\.A"f'.‘\'t_\ ‘“. —\JL‘"— "'\

I..u\‘J\..\\a <y LaNAL WS L




jf‘ NOK VAN D RAMDE Stadeaf Califueni
ALy G ! OESIRENTENT O JUNTEC)

Pl KON, SUITE
BOEIVANITNTO Hond
[HGY 415657

SRR AR BB

Mavlone liock
3429 Gondar Avenue
Fong Yeach, ChA 90808

letter. dated Deconbar 28 lgg i

|
451

F—

) )
Yo ’;.l\: &

o &

T ocT

ol
="

&

ibtorney . An attorngy would
i bho r-nf' w"x ese dvice would
PEARA Hliciney

b T = B |
®
~
0 =<2

3 AL

2 4

LN
O
v
(@)

8 5




WHEREFORE Respondents respectfully request an extension
ime to and

of
inclWding April 225 19854 in SUntieht to

mail a
gsponsive Brief to the Ganeral Counsel's Brief.

Respectfully submitted,'

"Fren:uk EkHaz/l oSV %m

7/
HAMILTON & DOUGLAS, P.A.

2020 West Kennedy E

Foulevard
Tampa, Florida 33609 :

813/879-9842

CERTIFICATE OF

SERVICE
HREREBY CERTIEY

I Chat “a,te

rue and correct '‘copy of cthe
- ‘oregoing has been furnished to Charles W. Steele, General
o sunsel , Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463, this
= !C) day:of April, 1985.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC. 20463

Mr. Richard A, Stone, Esg.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite B0l

Glendale Federal Building
Beverly Hills, California 90212

RE: MUR 1898
Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

Dear Mr. Stone:

On-Mareh 1, 1985, &i ommission rotified your clients of a
aint al1ng1wg violati of certain sections of the Federal
1 Campaign Act of as amended.

- Commission, on , 1985, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and information
“rovided by your clients, there is no reason to believe that a
1"olation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been

“ultted Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
ma“"ﬁr ﬂatter will become a part of the public record
within

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DIC. 20463

Mr. Edward Spannaus
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O., Box 2150 GPO

New York, NY 10116

MOR 1888

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated February 20, 1985 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondent there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed. 2ccordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should

additiocnal information come to your attention which
you believe est

su

(=41

1
aollshes a violation of the Act, you may file a
ant to  the requirements set £orkh in 2°00.8.C.

4 ll Gl RS

complaint pur
§ 437g(a) (1)

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Gross
neral Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D.C. 20403

Mr. Richard A, Stone, Esqg.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 801

Glendale Federal Building
Beverly Hills, California 90212

REs MUR 1898
Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

Dear Mr. Stone:

, 1985, the Commission notified your clients of a
ing violations of certain sections of the Federal
ign Act of 1971, as amended.
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I May 13 , 1985, determined that on the
n in the complaint, and information
vided by your cl there 1s no reason to believe that a
lation of any st = within its jurisdiction has been
mitted. uuucxd¢ngly, the Commission closed its file in this

This matter will become a part of the public record
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Sincerely,

850405

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIOR

In the Matter of

Marlene Hock MUR 1898
Marec Lerner

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

BACKGROUND

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") filed the complaint in this
case on February 25, 1985, alleging that Respondents Marc Lerner
and Marlene Hock had violated 2 U.$.C. § 438(a) (4) by copying
names from reports filed by TLC with the Federal Election
Commission for use in the organization of a class action suit
against TLC and related entities. Specifically, TLC alleges that
Respondents sent an anonymous letter to Stanford Holzburg, a TLC
contributor, soliciting his participation in the proposed ¢lass
action suit. While Comp-éinant has not produced a letter
addressed to Holzburg, it did submit a letter addressed to Lynn
Seeley, another TLC contributor. That ietter, which was signed

"Concerned Citizen" and included a return address, ingquired
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whether the recipient had loaned money to Independent Democrats
for LaRouche, the National Democratic Policy Cemmittee, or TLC.
"Concerned Citizen" stated that he or she had not been repaid for
a $5,000 loan to Campaigner Publications, an enterprise allegedly
to the three Th ett

similarly

to join together to institute a law suit, it might
to recover the money due without incurring

collection cesikts.




Respohdents have not denied responsibility for the anonymous
letter., Their response acknowledged, however, that "Miss Hock
obtained the campaign contribution list" from the Commission in
order "to find out from others whether they had suffered similar
fraudulent acts against them"; that is, whether those other
persons had lent money to TLC or related organizations and had
not been repaid. Respondents avowedly gleaned the names from
Federal Election Commission lists to identify potential
plaintiffs in a class action suit against TLC and its related
organizations. "Obviously the more people who had suffered
crimes against them, the more likely it would be that the
Attorney General or Miss Hock, as a private attorney general,
would be successful in convincing the Courts to redress such
wrongs."

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

As indicated above, there is scant. dispute as to the facts.

The question, rather, is whether Respondents were within their

rights in using reports filed with the FEC in order to identify
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persons who might wish join in a class action lawsuit to
recover on delinguent notes issued by TLC or related
organizations. The pertinent statute states:
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7RSI E] A é38(a) (emphasis added). Thus the Act lists three
separate prohibited uses of the reports filed with the
Commission. There is no allegation here of any sale of the
reports, or of any use of them for the purpose of soliciting
contributions; we focus, rather, on whether the solicitation of

persons named in the reports in connection with a proposed class

action suit constitutes use of the reports for a commercial

purpose.

With respect to Respondent Hock, it is clear that her
purpose was simply to recover money that, she believed, was owed
to her. She was not pursuing profit in the ordinary course of
business. In no sense, therefore, can her alleged use of FEC
reports be deemed "commercial."

Respondent Lerner, by the same token, was simply acting as
an attorney to further the best interests of his client, and not
as an independent agent seeking to enrich himself. Thus the
attorney did not have a "commercial purpose," as that term is
used in the statute. In a préper case, to be sure, an
attorney's use of FEC reports in connection with his profession
might constitute a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 438(a)(4). But a
situation where an attorney was merely seeking the most effective
means of assisting his c¢lient to recover funds of which
purportedly wrongfull

y deprive oes Copresenci suchsa




In summary, 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4) prohibits use of

information on reports for a commercial purpose, Neither Ms,

Hock's efforts to organize a class action suit, nor Mr. Lecner's

representation of her in that suit, should be deemed a commercial

purpose. It is recommended therefore that the Commission find no

reason to believe that Respondents violated 2 U.S5.C. § 438(a) (4).
RECOMMENDATION

3 Find no reason to believe that Marlene Hock violated

2 U.5.C. § 438(a) (4);

Ly Find no reason to believe that Marc Lerner violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 438 (a) (4):;

B Approve and send the attached and letters,

4. Close the file.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

™

b///@i&,{z g Pl By %}ﬂ_%" L LAELD

b

Date Z/ Kendeth A. Gross T

Assoclate General Counsel

Attachments

Response
Proposed letter to Richard A. Stone.
Proposed letter to Edward Spannaus.
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STONE AaND LERNER
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SUITC 80! GLONZA.E FEDESAL BUILDING FELERERNE 274 679
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORN|A 9C2|2

R C<LAT 4 §TONE
NABT LERNLCH

april 11, 1985

Kennth A. Gross, Esg.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Comnmission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock

Dear Sir:

I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 27,
1985, in which you enclose what purports to be a copy of a docu-
ment which, according to the complainant, was mailed to a contri-
butor to the La Rouche Campaign. In response to that and your
letter dated March 1, 1985, Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock categori-
cally deny any violations of the Federal Election Laws and in
particular, deny that their activities with regard to the cam-
paign contributer list of the La Rouche Campaign, was in any
way intended to or is a "commercial use" within the meaning of
the Federal Election Laws and Regulations. Before setting forth
the factual basis for the denial, it is perhaps important that
you be aware of background regarding this matter.

The La Rouche gn engaged in a vigorous solici!
tiow of ands : insopt icated persons, particularly in
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Federal RElection Commission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
Rprislee 'Ly 1985

Page Two

Second, persons who were unable to donate woney to the
La Rouche Campaign were asked to loan money to Campaigner
Publications in return for a Promissory Note, In fact,
Campaigner Publications was without sufficient assets or funds to
repay the indebtedness. Investigation reveals that it was known
to Campaigner Publications at the time that it did not have the
ability, nor 4id it ever intend to repay the Notes. Such conduct
constitutes fraud in this state. Further investigation disclosed
that at the time of the activity complained of by the La Rouche
Party against Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock, no Notes had in fact been
repaid., Attached is a Dun & Bradstreet report showing the finan-
cial status of Campaigner Publications. The whole operation had
the aura of fraud in that unsuspecting persons were induced to
loan money to a company in New York with minimal or no assets,
from which they had absolutely no prospect of being repaid. Wor,

Iy

indeed, did they have the financial wherewithal to seek redress.
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Federal Electiongmmission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
Ammale SR8

Page Three

The clear intent and purpose of preventing a "commercial
use" of the list is to prevent businesses, who for profit conduct
mail order and catalog sales and the like, from using the list to
sell their wares to persons who have made campaign contributions.
It is not the purpose of the law to prevent redress of or stop
crimes against the very persons who have unknowingly becoma vic-
tims of a wholesale fraud by persons running for office and their
surrogate entities. Obv1ouqu, Miss Hock and Mr. Lerner are very
much aligﬁed with the authorities and the Federal Election
Comﬂ1sslon in seeking to stop the conduct of the La Rouche
paign Committee and their various entities. It would be
hat ironic if the perpetrators of such a scheme, who used
ocesses of the Federal Election in the pursuit of their
1lent objective, be allowed to maintain a complaint with the
1 Election Comwlssion against the very parties whom they

. It is an outrage that the Commission has allowed
to be used in this fashion, For the Federal Election
i to continue to pursue this matter against Miss Hock

12

er would be a gross miscarriage of ]u¢t1ce, and I anm

see fit to cﬁsmﬁas this matter imme-
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Ms. Marlene lock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, California 90808

Ms. Hock:

have received your two lgfters of Docember 10, 1984,
ing monay that ycu have locaned to organizations
‘aGon LaRouche,

rom your correspondence that vou loaned some
iche organization, and that you received valid
return., Jf the LaRowche organizatica fails
obligation undertaken in these promissory
is to sue thow in "a civil cowrt. ' Such
martors vate nature, and this izpartment has no
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Thank y"for bringing this im:idrm.. ko our attentinng,
Simderaly,

Gerald By MeDowall, Chief
Pulilic Integrity Section
Criminal Division
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By: Craiy C. Donsanto, Directcr
Electicn Crimes Branch
Public Tnltegrity Seclhion
Criminal Division
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“leone Hock
y Gondar Avenue
Zeach, Ch 9G808

Hoc K
L8 in response o yeuriletter Walked becemhiher XS, 1084
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vour ‘interests and is the ene whose aduvice
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WHEREFORE Respondents respectfully request an extension of
imesea s rand i sincluding’ April w22y - 1985, - AniEuhiahtto

mall a
gsponsive Brief to the Genmeral Counsel's Brief,

Respectfully submitted,

Stonk Zldam

Frank E. Hamiltonm, ILI o &3
HAMILTON & DOUGLAS, P.A.
2620 West Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, Florida 33609
813/879-9842

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
HEREBY  CERTIFY

I e e

true and corredt —eopyl of the
o Forepoiing | has been furnished to Charles . Séeeie, General
o ‘ounsel, Federal Election Commission, Washington, DiC. 20463, this
N _U2~ day of-April, 1985.
<
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Mr. Richard A, Stone, Esq.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 801

Glendale Federal Building.
Beverly Hills, Califernia 90212

RE: MUR 1888
Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

Dear Mr. Stone:

On March 1, .1985, the Commission notified your clients of a
complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federzl
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. -

The Commission, on , 1985, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by your clients, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter, This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
General Counsel

Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, BIC. 20463

Mr. Edward Spannaus
The LaRouche Campaign
P.0O. Box 2150 GPO

New York, NY 10116

ME. Spannaus:
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deral Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
plaint dated February 20, 1985 and determined that on
of the information provided in your complaint and
n provided by the Respondent there is no reason to

t a violation ¢f the Federal Election Campaign Act of
wended ("ithe *ct“) has been committed. Accordingly,
ion has decided to close the file' in this matter. The
ction Cnmpalgn Act allows a complainant to seek

yiew of the Commission's dismissal of this action.
§ 437g(a) (8).
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Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Mr. Richard A. Stone, Esq.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 801

Glendale Federal Building
Beverly Hills, California 90212

RE: MUR 1898
Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

(]

oy Dear Mr. Stone:

o On March 1, 1985, the Commission notified your clients of a
complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal

N Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

2 The Commission, on May 13 , 1985, determined that on the

Lo basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by your clients, there is no reason to believe that a

o violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been

< committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record

c within 30 days.

Lo

- Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By Kenneth A. Gros y y
Associate General Lounsel

Enclosure

0
General Counsel's Report (:fQLtﬁ
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C 20463

Mr. Edward Spannaus
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O0. Box 2150 GPO

New York, NY 10116

RE: MUR 1898
Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated February 20, 1985 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondent there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

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

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ol

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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BEFORE THE PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 14 .00
In the Matter of - g D2 B

Marlene Hock MUR 1898

Marc Lerner

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

BACKGROUND

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") filed the complaint in this
case on February 25, 1985, alleging that Respondents Marc Lerner
and Marlene Hock had violated 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4) by copying
names from reports filed by TLC with the Federal Election
Commission for use in the organization of a class action suit
against TLC and related entities. Specifically, TLC alleges that
Respondents sent an anonymous letter to Stanford Holzburg, a TLC
contributor, soliciting his participation in the proposed class
action suit. While Complainant has not produced a letter
addressed to Holzburg, it did submit a letter addressed to Lynn
Seeley, another TLC contributor. That letter, which was signed
"Concerned Citizen" and included a return address, inquired
whether the recipient had loaned money to Independent Democrats
for LaRouche, the National Democratic Policy Committee, or TLC.
"Concerned Citizen" stated that he or she had not been repaid for
a $5,000 loan to Campaigner Publications, an enterprise allegedly
related to the three organizations listed above. The letter
concluded that, if a sufficient number of persons similarly
situated were to join together to institute a law suit, it might

be possible to recover the money due without incurring

prohibitive collection costs,




i

Respondents have not denied responsibility for the anonymous
letter. Their response acknowledged, however, that "Miss Hock
obtained the campaign contribution list" from the Commission in
order "to find out from others whether they had suffered similar
fraudulent acts against them™; that is, whether those other
persons had lent money to TLC or related organizations and had
not been repaid. Respondents avowedly gleaned the names from
Federal Election Commission lists to identify potential
plaintiffs in a class action suit against TLC and its related
organizations. "Obviously the more people who had suffered
crimes against them, the more likely it would be that the
Attorney General or Miss Hock, as a private attorney general,
would be successful in convincing the Courts to redress such
wrongs."”

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

As indicated above, there is scant dispute as to the facts.
The question, rather, is whether Respondents were within their
rights in using reports filed with the FEC in order to identify
persons who might wish to join in a class action lawsuit to
recover on delinquent notes issued by TLC or related
organizations. The pertinent statute states:

Duties of Commission. The Commission shall--
ee+.(4) within 48 hours after the time of
the receipt by the Commission of reports and
statements filed with it make them available
for public inspection, and copying ..., except
that any information copied from such reports
or statements may not be sold or used by any

person for the purpose of soliciting contributions
or for commercial purposes....
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2 U.8.C. § 438 (a) (emphasis added). Thus the Act lists three
separate prohibited uses of the reports filed with the
Commission. There is no allegation here of any sale of the
reports, or of any use of them for the purpose of soliciting
contributions; we focus, rather, on whether the solicitation of
persons named in the reports in connection with a proposed class
action suit constitutes use of the reports for a commercial
purpose.

With respect to Respondent Hock, it is clear that her
purpose was simply to recover money that, she believed, was owed
to her. She was not pursuing profit in the ordinary course of
business. In no sense, therefore, can her alleged use of FEC
reports be deemed "commercial."

Respondent Lerner, by the same token, was simply acting as
an attorney to further the best interests of his client, and not
as an independent agent seeking to enrich himself. Thus the
attorney did not have a "commercial purpose,” as that term is
used in the statute. In a proper case, to be sure, an
attorney's use of FEC reports in connection with his profession
might constitute a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4). But a
situation where an attorney was merely seeking the most effective
means of assisting his client to recover funds of which she was

purportedly wrongfully deprived, does not present such a case.
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In summary, 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4) prohibits use of
information on reports for a commercial purpose. Neither Ms.
Hock's efforts to organize a class action suit, nor Mr. Lerner's
representation of her in that suit, should be deemed a commercial
purpose. It is recommended therefore that the Commission find no
reason to believe that Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4).

RECOMMENDATION
X Find no reason to believe that Marlene Hock violated
2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4);:
25 Find no reason to believe that Marc Lerner violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 438(a) (4):
o Approve and send the attached and letters.

4. Close the file.

Charles N. Steele
General Counse

Date

Attachments

1. Response
2. Proposed letter to Richard A. Stone.
3. Proposed letter to Edward Spannaus.
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RICHAND A STONE
NaRs LEANER

iy \) $

.é/mm/m«r / ’ .,rAna'!s pl:0l

LAW OFFICCES

STONE AND LERNER
9484 WiL8~ WE BOULEVARD AREA COOE 213

SUITE 80! GLENDALE FEDERAL BUILDING
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90212

April 11, 1985

Kennth A. Gross, Bsq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
Dear Sir:
I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 27,

1985, in which you enclose what purports to be a copy of a docu-
ment which, according to the complainant, was mailed to a contri-

butor to the La Rouche Campaign. In response to that and your

letter dated March 1, 1985, Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock categori-
cally deny any violations of the Federal Election Laws and in
particular, deny that their activities with regard to the cam-
paign contributor list of the La Rouche Campaign, was in any

way intended to or is a "commercial use"™ within the meaning of
the Federal Election Laws and Regulations. Before setting forth
the factual basis for the denial, it is perhaps important that
you be aware of background regarding this matter.

The La Rouche Campaign engaged in a vigorous solicita-
tion of funds from unsophisticated persons, particularly in the
Southern California area. The solicitations took one of two
approaches. First, donations were sought by persons placed at
shopping centers and other major traffic areas. If the persons
were unable to donate monies to the La Rouche Campaign, they were
asked to charge the contribution to their credit cards.
Thereafter, many of those persons who did so found unauthorized
charges made against their credit cards by the Committee to Re-
elect La Rouche. The items were fraudulently charged to the
donor without his or her knowledge in an attempt to obtain suf-
ficient campaign funds to receive federal matching funds for the
La Rouche Campaign. Currently, several states are conducting
investigations into these tactics, including the Federal Election
Commission. Enclosed for your review are several articles from
the La Rouche publications, acknowledging such investigations and
inquiries. :

TELEPHONE 374-8749
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Second, persons who were unable to donate money to the
La Rouche Campaign were asked to loan money to Campaigner
Publications in return for a Promissory Note. 1In fact,
Campaigner Publications was without sufficient assets or funds to
repay the indebtedness. Investigation reveals that it was known
to Campaigner Publications at the time that it did not have the
ability, nor did it ever intend to repay the Notes. Such conduct
constitutes fraud in this state. Further investigation disclosed
that at the time of the activity complained of by the La Rouche
Party against Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock, no Notes had in fact been
repaid. Attached is a Dun & Bradstreet report showing the finan-
cial status of Campaigner Publications. The whole operation had
the aura of fraud in that unsuspecting persons were induced to
loan money to a company in New York with minimal or no assets,
from which they had absolutely no prospect of being repaid. Nor,
indeed, did they have the financial wherewithal to seek redress.

Both of the above solicitation methods were used against
Miss Hock. Miss Hock tried various governmental agencies in an
effort to obtain redress for the wrongs committed against her.
Such entities include the District Attorney and the Attorney
General for the State of California, the Justice Department and
the Federal Elections Commission. Enclosed are copies of some of
the responses to Miss Hock's letters to these various governmen-
tal authorities. With regard to the Promissory Note, Miss Hock
was referred to private counsel and in that regard consulted Mr.
Lerner.

In order to investigate the extent of the fraud com-
mitted against her, Miss Hock obtained the campaign contribution
list from the Federal Election Commission., The purpose of the
use of the list was to find out from others whether they had suf-
fered similar fraudulent acts against them. Obviously the more
people who had suffered crimes against them, the more likely it
would be that the Attorney General or Miss Hock, as a private
attorney general, would be successful in convincing the Courts to
redress such wrongs. It was never the intent of Congress to pre-
vent the disclosure of persons on the campaign list against whom
a crime had been committed. To do so would be to reward those
committing the crime and punish those against whom the crime has
been committed. Under both federal and state laws, in the event
a class action is filed, the Courts allow the discovery of the
names and addresses of members of the class and allow counsel to
speak directly to them for the purpose of investigating the
nature and extent of the allegations of the complaint.

Therefore, whether the list was disclosed prior to or subsequent
to filing a lawsuit, the plain fact remains that it would have
been disclosed in order to prevent the type of conduct engaged in
by Campaigner Publication and the La Rouche Campaign.
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The clear intent and purpose of preventing a "commercial
use” of the list is to prevent businesses, who for profit conduct
mail order and catalog sales and the like, from using the list to
sell their wares to persons who have made campaign contributions.
It is not the purpose of the law to prevent redress of or stop
crimes against the very persons who have unknowingly become vic-
tims of a wholesale fraud by persons running for office and their
surrogate entities. Obviously, Miss Hock and Mr. Lerner are very
much aligned with the authorities and the Federal Election
Commission in seeking to stop the conduct of the La Rouche
Campaign Committee and their various entities. It would be
somewhat ironic if the perpetrators of such a scheme, who used
the processes of the Federal Election in the pursuit of their
fraudulent objective, be allowed to maintain a complaint with the
Federal Election Commission against the very parties whom they
defrauded. It is an outrage that the Commission has allcwed
itself to be used in this fashion. For the Federal Election
Commission to continue to pursue this matter against Miss Hock
and Mr. Lerner would be a gross miscarriage of justice, and I am
confident that you will see fit to dismiss this matter imme-
diately.

Sifhcprely,

RICHARD A. STONE
RAS:si
encl.

bc: Marlene Hock




{] l-r"u‘."q::l

LYLLRy U

e ra
i

R ING

*
ARTEN
4 .
FONIMENT
AL N

R R

UL AT TN et R e T
vom Wfel R va, cate 0 s

o™
™~N
b g
o~
wn
o
A i

5 0

« &b
with
-

Ynig o Netwy, Vst




2

8 5040524

() i

Uit

il
ot

hr . 5
LS R 5

-
—

it

T
’
s
- -
ey
EERTN o |
' e
(S
e et

ade g

-
- Y
LR |

-th' YA

B U

A

el

CEEIEN
v

e
R
Frie e

SAVL 8T AT
TN R S SR

P

sl

i

; g
gt |
PIAT:

Saa

fa TG

TR e

O fp o

LT N

il

S en 0 ERRATSS

Ui St mirinse. PTemiTied gt

O d

material

L 3 e - i e
frhanined Leas
e - i OOyl T |

Ui 2k L PR S il

| %
DO S R
Al S
LTI e A e

PO \ % Mow b =
AL A S TR AR S I

(S

ik oo




: ; j K A i w-" -
ré 1=:u‘f7'- . . ., - { | ’
Sl Ty AVATCADLE 8V Yo b eam oy VEPCUOGE THONG I LR -r .
RO T a e S TR DO T Rt LIRS AN S St e
PR, AR R RN R R R e O Sy B R S I RO TR L e

SRS s RIS NG T

bt

85040524223




85040524224

GFEMeD:CCh: csm
186-017-51

Washington, D.C°. 20530

MAIR 1.5 1849

Ms. Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, California 90808

Dear Ms. Hock:

We have received your two letters of December 10, 1984,
concerning money that ycu have loaned to organizatlons affiliated
with Lyndon LaRouche,

1t appears from your correspondence that yeu loaned some
$6,000 to the LaRouche organization, and that you received valid
premisscry notes in return. Jf the laRouche organizaticn fails
to honor the legal obligation undertaken in these promissory
notcs, your recourse is to sue thew in a civil “gourt, “Huch
matters are private in nature, and this P=2partment has nc
authority to assist you in recovering the money you loaned in
this marnner.

You further state that after lending the LaRouchen
organization the $6,000, they procceded to make an unauthorized
charge of $§500 to your VISA credit card. The unauthorized use of
credit caré accounts in this manner can involve violations of
fecderal criminal laws dealing with fraud. We have made a ccpy of
veur correspondence available to the Federal Burecau of
Tnvestigation.

Most credit card issuers will not hold you responsible for
charges made to your account number without your consent snd
approval. In that regard, the usual proccdure is for & card
holder who has been victimized by an unauthorized card use to
notify the issuing bank of the unauthorized use, and to request
that a credit adjustment be made te the account involved. e
note from your correspondence that you have already done this.
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Thank you for bringing this incident teo our attention.
Sincerely,

Gerald B, McDowell, Chief
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division

Cog CIS >

By: Craiygy C. Donsanto, DMirector
Election Crimes Branch
Public Tntegrity Section
Criminal Division
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{Uampaigner Publications, Inc.

304 West SHth, New York, NYL 10019 el 0212, 2474820

WPLE reve S S S S

ated: Scptcmh_rg[_'l, 1984

UNSECURFD PROMISGIY NYIT

o value received, the undersicned agree:s to nav e

SREAGE 1. HOCK . of 3929 Condar Avcnue

- —

andno /100 ™llars) _ _"hiree Months

fran i 3ate of this note.

in sddition, the undersigrnad agrees to pay Y netelhnlder interest ot o

Binial cabn of 212 % (. Twolve peroent) povable during the toon of

nates g Iellows: at the end of the teorm nf the note

0
o™
N
)
o
Ln

n40

Jzmoaigrner Publications is lccated at 3C4 Weot 38th street, Sth Fleor,
S Yok, NY 10019, Both parties shall be subject to laws of the state of

U governing such contracts.

o
Je W

8 5

Signed for Camaicner Publications

SN T g_; i o 1

XIS NOTE MAY NOT BE ASSTGNED, TRAIUGERNHED SR DISOOWITED.
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JOUN K. VAN DE KAMDP

Attorney General

AT B g b e 2 R e D SR

State of Califrrnin
DEPARTMENT OF JUNTICE

5 K NTREET, SULTE 5110
MALHAMENTO 00814
(91o) 443-07°45

January 2, 1985

Marleae Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long teach, CA 90808

Dear Ms., llock:
"his is in response to your letter dated Decembeor 15, 1904,

We suygest that you consult a private attorney, An attorney would
directly represent your ‘interests and is the ane whose .advice would be
most helpful to you. If you wish, you may contact a private attorney
ttirough the lawyers reference service of your local bar association.

Wie regret this office could not be of mere assistance to you.
Vuery truly yours,

JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP
Attorney General

) i & A A /
ddok et @!Um%“
ROBERT M., RAYMER, QA lyst
Public Inguiry Uni\"

[
.

SR mee

it




WHEREFORE Respondents respectfully request an extension of
ime to and including April 22, 1985, in which to mail a
esponsive Brief to the General Counsel's Brief.

Respectfully submitted,

Frank E. Hamilton, r%é ;

HAMILTON & DOUGLAS, P.A.
2620 West Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, Florida 33609 ‘
813/879-9842

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the
“oregoing has been furnished to Charles . Séeele, General

‘ounsel, Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463, this

1EL_day of April, 1985.
3%-2/@@1@_

Frank E. Hamilton, III

i
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ATTACHMENT 2.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

Mr. Richard A. Stone, Esqg.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 801

Glendale Federal Building
Beverly Hills, California 90212

RE: MUR 1898
Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

Dear Mr. Stone:

On March 1, 1985, the Commission notified your ciients of a
complaint alleglng violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. :

The Commission, on , 1985, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint, and information
provided by your clients, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

Mr. Edward Spannaus
The LaRouche Campaign
P.O. Box 2150 GPO

New York, NY 10116

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated February 20, 1985 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondent there is no reason to
believe that a violation ¢of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(8).

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

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: Office of the Commission Secretary
FROM: Office of General Counse£§i}i§</
DATE: May 8, 1985

SUBJECT: MUR 1898 - General Counsel's Report

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

m
o~ for the Commission Meeting of
< Open Session
o Closed Session
LN
o CIRCULATIONS DISTRIBUTION
~ 48 Hour Tally Vote (X Coméliance [ X]
o Sensitive [ X
Non-Sensitive [ ] Audit Matters [ ]
"
24 Hour No Objection [ ] Litigation &1
o Sensitive [ 1]
Non-Sensitive [ ] Closed MUR Letters [}
Information (] Status Sheets [
Sensitive (%)
Non-Sensitive [ ] Advisory Opinions [ 1]

Other (see distribution
Other [ 4 below) ]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. msomﬁ” /" <
DATE: APRIL 18, 1985
SUBJECT: MUR 1898 - First General Counsel's Report

signed April 15, 1985

o

M

o~ The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

< Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

£y April 17, 1985.

L0 There were no objections to First General Counsel's
© Report at the time of the deadline.

o

| Xy]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: Office of the Commission §gcre;ary

FROM: Office of General Counseli ﬁf%”

DATE: April 16, 1985 R

SURJECT: MUR 1898 - First General Counsel's Report

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document

for the Commission Meeting of

Open Session

Closed Session

CIRCULATIONS DISTRIBUTION

48 Hour Tally Vote [ ] Compliance
Sensitive [ ]
[ ]

Non-Sensitive Audit Matters

24 Hour No Objection [
Sensitive [X
Non-Sensitive [

Litigation

Closed MUR Letters

>
[SVI S i)

Information [ Status Sheets
Sensitive [

Non-Sensitive [

[ S Sy )

Advisory Opinions

Other (see distribution
Other ] below)

[ X]
|
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FEDERAL ELECTION oM ¢
1325 K Street, N.W. "~ i
Washington, D.C. 20463

B APR IR PI2» &
bl LIS TR RS \)g
FIRST GENERAL COUMSEL'S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITT MUR § 1898

BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION { -/ DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC: February 2 1985
DATE OF ICATION TN
RESPONDENT: March 1, 1985
STAFF: Charles §nyaer

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: The LaRouche Campaign, per Edward Spannaus

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: Marlene Hock
Marc Lerner

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4)
11 C.F.R. § 104.15

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: The LaRouche Campaign Reports

FEDERAL AGENCIES
CHECKED: None
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The LaRouche Campaign ("TLC") filed the complaint in this
case on February 25, 1985, alleging that Respondents Marc Lerner
and Marlene Hock sent an anonymous letter to Stanford Holzburg, a
TLC contributor, soliciting his participation in a class action
suit against TLC. Subsequently, TLC forwarded to this office a
copy of a letter, addressed in fact to Lynn Seeley, another TLC
contributor. 1In essence, the letter, which was signed "Concerned
Citizen" and included a return address, inquired whether the
recipient had made any outstanding loans to TLC, or related
organizations, and , if so, whether he would be interested in
joining a class action suit to enforce repayment of such loans.

Complainant believes the letter was sent by Respondent Hock. It




2423

4 05

(e
£

-2-

is further alleged that Respondent Lerner had previously warned a
TLC employee of his intent to solicit TLC contributors on Ms.,
Hock's behalf for the purpose of undertaking a class action suit
against TLC.

Complainant infers that Respondents had drawn the names of
TLC contributors from FEC reports in order to solicit their
participation in the suit just described. Presumably because
Respondent Lerner would be paid for his legal services,
Complainant alleges that the Respondents have thus used
information copied from FEC reports for commercial purposes in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 438(a) (4).

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complainant in the case did not include a copy of the
solicitation letter that embodied the alleged violation of the
statute. It was consequently unreasonable to expect Respondents
to make informed responses to the allegations. On March 11,
1985, this Office contacted Complainant to advise that this
Matter could not be pursued absent a copy of the relevant letter.
The letter in gquestion was thereafter supplied and, on March 27,

1985, this Office forwarded a copy of that document to each




==
of the Respondents., Their responses are, therefore, now due on
April 15, 1985. ~ Upon review, this Office will prepare a report

with appropriate recommendations.

Charles N. Steele

¥ 'S e : enneth A. Gro
/{Lﬂ?PQ Associate Gengral Counsel

Dat¥ X

242 3 5
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85 APRIS P 1: 01
STONE AND LERNER il )

ty A, TONE
RicHARD Shis 9454 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AREA CODE 213
MARE LEHNER TELEPHONE 274-8749
SUITE BO! GLENCALE FEDERAL BUILDING

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 902i2

April 11, 1985

Kennth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463 5

b S

Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
Dear Sir:

I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 27,
1985, in which you enclose what purports to be a copy of a docu-

(e ment which, according to the complainant, was mailed to a contri-
butor to the La Rouche Campaign. In response to that and your

M letter dated March 1, 1985, Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock categori-

o~ cally deny any violations cof the Federal Election Laws and in

particular, deny that their activities with regard to the cam-
=1 paign contributor list of the La Rouche Campaign, was in any

way intended to or is a "commercial use®™ within the meaning of
d the Federal Election Laws and Regulations. Before setting forth
the factual basis for the denial, it is perhaps important that

n you be aware of background regarding this matter.

e The La Rouche Campaign engaged in a vigorous solicita-

T tion of funds from unsophisticated persons, particularly in the
Southern California area. The solicitations took one of two

i approaches. First, donations were sought by persons placed at
shopping centers and other major traffic areas. If the persons

n were unable to donate monies to the La Rouche Campaign, they were

o asked to charge the contribution to their credit cards.

Thereafter, many of those persons who did so found unauthorized
charges made against their credit cards by the Committee to Re-
elect La Rouche. The items were fraudulently charged to the
donor without his or her knowledge in an attempt to obtain suf-
ficient campaign funds to receive federal matching funds for the
La Rouche Campaign. Currently, several states are conducting
investigations into these tactics, including the Federal Election
Commission. Enclosed for your review are several articles from
the La Rouche publications, acknowledging such investigations and
inquiries.




Federal Election Commission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
April 11, 1985

Page TwoO

Second, persons who were unable to donate money to the
La Rouche Campaign were asked to loan money to Campaigner
Publications in return for a Promissory Note. 1In fact,
Campaigner Publications was without sufficient assets or funds to
repay the indebtedness. 1Investigation reveals that it was known
to Campaigner Publications at the time that it did not have the
ability, nor did it ever intend to repay the Notes. Such conduct
constitutes fraud in this state. Further investigation disclosed
that at the time of the activity complained of by the La Rouche
Party against Mr. Lerner and Miss Hock, no Notes had in fact been
repaid. Attached is a Dun & Bradstreet report showing the finan-
cial status of Campaigner Publications. The whole operation had
the aura of fraud in that unsuspecting persons were induced to
loan money to a company in New York with minimal or no assets,
from which they had absolutely no prospect of being repaid. Nor,
indeed, did they have the financial wherewithal to seek redress.

Both of the above solicitation methods were used against
Miss Hock. Miss Hock tried various governmental agencies in an
effort to obtain redress for the wrongs committed against her.
Such entities include the District Attorney and the Attorney
General for the State of California, the Justice Department and
the Federal Elections Commission. Enclosed are copies of some of
the responses to Miss Hock's letters to these various governmen-
tal authorities. With regard to the Promissory Note, Miss Hock
was referred to private counsel and in that regard consulted Mr.
Lerner.

In order to investigate the extent of the fraud com-
mitted against her, Miss Hock obtained the campaign contribution
list from the Federal Election Commission. The purpose of the
use of the list was to find out from others whether they had suf-
fered similar fraudulent acts against them. Obviously the more
people who had suffered crimes against them, the more likely it
would be that the Attorney General or Miss Hock, as a private
attorney general, would be successful in convincing the Courts to
redress such wrongs. It was never the intent of Congress to pre-
vent the disclosure of persons on the campaign list against whom
a crime had been committed. To do so would be to reward those
committing the crime and punish those against whom the crime has
been committed. Under both federal and state laws, in the event
a class action is filed, the Courts allow the discovery of the
names and addresses of members of the class and allow counsel to
speak directly to them for the purpose of investigating the
nature and extent of the allegations of the complaint.

Therefore, whether the list was disclosed prior to or subsequent
to filing a lawsuit, the plain fact remains that it would have
been disclosed in order to prevent the type of conduct engaged in
by Campaigner Publication and the La Rouche Campaign.




Federal Election Commission
Re: MUR 1898 - Lerner/Hock
April 11, 1985

Page Three

The clear intent and purpose of preventing a "commercial
use" of the list is to prevent businesses, who for profit conduct
mail order and catalog sales and the like, from using the list to
sell their wares to persons who have made campaign contributions.
It is not the purpose of the law to prevent redress of or stop
crimes against the very persons who have unknowingly become vic-
tims of a wholesale fraud by persons running for office and their
surrogate entities. Obviously, Miss Hock and Mr. Lerner are very
much aligned with the authorities and the Federal Election
Commission in seeking to stop the conduct of the La Rouche
Campaign Committee and their various entities. It would be
somewhat ironic if the perpetrators of such a scheme, who used
the processes of the Federal Election in the pursuit of their
fraudulent objective, be allowed to maintain a complaint with the
Federal Election Commission against the very parties whom they
defrauded. It is an outrage that the Commission has allowed
itself to be used in this fashion. For the Federal Election
Commission to continue to pursue this matter against Miss Hock
and Mr. Lerner would be a gross miscarriage of justice, and I am
confident that you will see fit to dismiss this matter imme-
diately.

Simcprely,

RICHARD A.

STONE
RAS:si
encl.

bc: Marlene Hock
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GFMchi1CChicam
186-017-51

Washington, .C. 20520

MAIt 131933

Ms. Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, California 90808

Dear Ms. Hock:

We have received your two letters of December 10, 1984,
concerning money that you have loaned to organizations affiliated
with Lyndon LaRouche.

1t appears from your correspondence that you loaned some
$6,000 to the LaRouche organization, and that you received valid
promissory notes in return. Jf the LaRouche organization fails
to honor the legal obligation undertaken in these promissory
notes, your recourse is to sue them in a civil court. Such
matters are private in nature, and this Department has no
authority to assist you in recovering the money you loaned in
this manner.

You further state that after 1lending the LaRouche
organization the $6,000, they proceeded to make an unauthorized
charge of $500 to your VISA credit card. The unauthorjzed use of
credit card accounts in this manner can involve violations of
federal criminal laws dealing with fraud. We have made a copy of
vour  correspondence available to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation,

Most credit card issuers will not hold you responsible for
charges made to your account number without your consent and
approval. In that regard, the usual procedure is for a card
holder who has been victimized by an unauthorized card use to
notify the issuing bank of the unauthorized use, and to request
‘that a credit adjustment be made to the account involved. We
note {rom your correspondence that you have already done this.
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Thank you for bringing this incident to our attention.
Sincerecly,

Gerald E. McDowell, Chief
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division

Oy CI D

By: Craig C. Donsanto, Director
Election Crimas Branch
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
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Campaigner Publications, Inc.

304 West $8th, New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel (212)247.8420

Dated: Septemboer 7, 1984

UNSECURED PROMISSORY NOTE

For value received, the undersigned agrees to pay to

JIMRLLNE M. HOCK , of _3929 Condar Avenuc :
_Long Beach , CA. 90808 , the principal sun of $5,000.00
( Five tnousand andno /100 Nollars) _ Three Months

fran the date of this note.

In addition, the undersigned agrees to pay the notelwlder interest at an

annual rate of 12 X (_ Twelve percent) payvable during the tenn of this

note as follows: at the end of the term of the note

Campaigner Publications is located at 204 West 58th Street, S5th Floor,
Nw York, NY 10019. Both parties shall be subject to laws of the state of
New York governing such contracts.

Signed for Camxaicner Publications

-

JA&\J_JELF QA.LM»IMW'

THIS NOTE MRY NOT BE ASSIGNED,  TRAMSRERHER O DESCOUNTED.
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JOUN K. VAN DIE KAMDP State of Califurnia
Attorney General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

1515 K STREET, SUITE 311
SACRAMENTO 05k14
(016) 445-9575

January 2, 1985

Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90808

Dear Ms. Hock:
This is in response to your letter dated December 15, 1984,

We suggest that you consult a private attorney. An attorney would
directly represent your interests and is the one whose advice would be
most helpful to you. If you wish, you may contact a private attorney
through the lawyers. reference service of your local bar association.

vie regret this office could not be of morc assistance to you.
Very truly yours,

JOHUN K. VAN DE KAMP
Attorney General

/ o

{F /' T £ /
A [Y\ ' () %A%
ROBERT M. RAYMER, lyst
Public Ingquiry Unif
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Election Commission
Joins NEC’s Drive
Against LaRouche

by Mary Jane Freeman
Dec. 20 (NSIPS)--Fotlowing the lead of NBC-TV and Rostan U8 Atlor
ney William Weld, the Federal Election Commissian has nov jumperd
on the “credit card fraud” bandwugon attempting a frameup of the 198§
Laltouche campaign commitices On bee 11, the commission volidd to
open an investigation of “unautharized” eredit card chargs <, without
any cvidence whalsoever to back up their charges
A joint command structure is now in place, consigting of il loast the
Natiunal Broadceasting Company (NRUL U.S. Atlarney We bsf s the FRIL
and the FEC's General Counsel, Charles NoSteele, Thew <o appointed
task: to eliminate the palitica! machine built by Lyndon 1 aRonche over
the past 10 years once and for all

Over the last five days, LaRouche supporters notificdd eangden head-
quarters that they have received tetlers from the FEO fpguivime qhout

their $40 and $100 contributions to The Laltauche Campaion' v far ery

from Mondale's hundreds of thousands of dallars of actuaily illepal con

tributions.) The witehbunt nature of the investigation inlo The La-

lRouche Campaign by the FEC is evidenevd by the fact that the Jeliers

se tar reecived by contributors ask if they have ever had contact oy made

cotitribidons to =any other urganizations related to fxaudon Laltanche
NBC-I'EC

Just hefore election day, NBC's Roston aftitiate, WY, van a con ey
fravd smear alleging credit eard frand by The LaRowche Cappaden 10
and Independent Democrats for LoRouehe (V) 1 was of couree Niue
that atthored o 20-minute defamation apainst Lalowehe st the wt o
ul his campaign on ils ow-dofiunct First Camera prog
the WBZ smear, U.S. Attorney Weld lannched a geand jury oy e -ticafog
af the Laltouche campaign committees e effeel of which was o olose
down the campaign's bank account just before 101 wis to poa for
election eve nationwide TV broadeast. The hank, in el stole over
$200.000 in LaRouche campaign funds some of which was never e
voveied

Next in line was the FEC. Even before TLC received notiicatinn of
the epetng of the new investigation, TLC contributors were receiving
letters [rom the FEC. This rencwed fishing expedition into TI4 sun-
parters gives the best evidence 1o date of the blatant political motie
tion behind this trivmyirate's actions.

Who Owns the FEC?

The FEC—the brainchild of the MeGovern reformers of the 10708
was reputediv established to clear out the smoke-flled backromus wherg
the “bosses” were making deals. Today, the patronage partisanship of
Please turn to page 2, col. 1
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PRI Dizector Wilkiam Webster— his menhave sun amok, (o the sio at henefit
o) the Soviel KGR

FBI Goes On
Int’l Rampage
Agsainst LaReuche

Special to New Solidarity

Juti 27 (NSIPSHJudge Wiitham Wehster's Federal Euieau of Investi
has beern ance apam bmphicats dan eriminal activities dirve teedd
natassesiates of Lyndon and Hela Zepp LaReuche, Sinee Ny 1,
1900 when the FBE joncd forces with elemente with i the U8 proca
Daneing commugdty dinkod to Casy' b s amd Phero Amenoar diag i
foner Rebort Vesee to stead over $2mido frop Laeon b alonches eam
P cheat, bazeau othicia's have been continu sty eneccod in a i
I :rl."; varfare consprraey vielatne the federal RICG Ko b o toering
KIP d derstate Cnminal Cooanrationt satudes

N, that anti-LaRouche efiort bas been extended ante Vv oco B
tope where a stnag of Mo, ul Geancin! warfioe aetioe s Leae Liees,

woched stace the st of the sear aanst the Scallor i firate the

Couceoof Life and the Baropeon bareass of Executives Inteolhooeee R
T '1 wae action: precisely paratei the tactics cmpias d meade the
Cinted States by the FBI and scorfaced privade chapnels s lnding

e i Defamatian Led ! ith. the Ir:. e fst Dlpstricl
ek oy, the Nattonnl Data Carpesntion Chengiead Haad aud VI8
International-simce elecrion eve

recent iostance in which of
sonncs of antimidation visits e e case s 4
Dot vomgasy et had recently dopc Pacinessowalt ta Ssg
{ S8IPS has Jearned that the haco srent was invsted oot of the

W ningtan, DG deadguaricrs af the 119 Acearling to Fronel fnted
I e sources, FBI officials b et chrnts os sl rtesg the
prosdve lacties frocs secc it fove ! DNT aeontswha mooe Liaver s bt

LR vie ]

Mals ol e Frove s 8 aasd o
'

[Tl i

Al

VASS I

Buirau
U sourees Beve backed up those sonaats wath addiona! it
SANAT 3 SIE-person Special untt o Boen ennstitutod a0 PG he ald
guaateis exclusiwely (o carty cul prossaie ticties asntnst e
cinontamd venders ol any otic of o dosca companmes pned asosatn
shovtoihm a recent rories of Wadinoton Poct articles o =T altone b
e ied TThisspeend vt repetedls e gala socenpt ol detante d
rerotes el atb ol the credit cand and P onkine ansac tens o the s 1 o)
clani Ntutems The two prime caehidates saspeete d o iloenily pro
vidi tus confideatiad businesy dato to the PRI are e N oo Dty
Corpotatmn of Allasta, Gooand e VIS S Tnternationad ©Copoaation, o
senvice brakch of VISA The Nationad Data © m\‘f\r.' HON 00 oy
crocnt wreney aadling perconal Gnereind dits on vty every
A as atizen, & weil s every eardndite fon fedonat orboe Foaanded
W donap of Tretwred” A Foreo svstems onndyets, XD

o n !l]« n
Please turn to pase 3, col. 5




Politically

FLASH Jan, 30 (NSIPS)—Un Wednesday,
Jan. 30, a politically motivated federal
Grand Jury out of Boston, Massachusetts
iss1 -d subpocanas attempting (¢ garner
every financial record under the sun from
2 number of organizations assoclated with
formeys ptesidential candidate Lyndon H.
Laltouche, Jr. The Grand Jury, under the
direction of libcral Republican Willlam
Weld, has been stiting for three moaths.
The Grand Jury was triggered by an NBC-
TV broadcast on its WBZ affiliate In Bos.
ton right afler the Nevember presidential
clections. Now, thivee months later, the new
subpuenas demonstrate that Weld is en-
gaged in nothing Lut a tetally broad fish-
ing expedition becuuse he has come up
with mo evidence whatsoever of any
wrangdolng on the part of LaRouche cam-
paign organizations.

BOSTON, Jan. 27 INSIPS)—The office of
the Schiller hastitute here was broken
into ind burglarized in the small hours
Gl this morning, in what Institute spokes-
men deseribe as a vpeliticslly suspi-
ci0::” manner. The break-in occurred 12

days after the Institute brought 10,000
pu: ale from threughout the country to

Washington, D.C, including @ siveable
delegation frem Bostonm, for a demon.
stration in favor of using American tech:
nology to feed and develop Africa, and
to build defenses apgainst nuclear wis
siles, the Prexident’'s Stratcgic Defyn
Initiative.

The erime also comes during the same
week that 2 wave of dirty tricks has been
exceuled apainst organization: pscocy
ated with economist and Democratie
Party lesder Lyndon LaRouche inter
nationally, including Colintelpro wtile
incidents ia France which this news or
vice has learmed were tnftiated out of the
I'BY offices in Washington, DC.

The Schiller Institute was founded i
May 1984 by LaRouche's wife. lelua
Zepp-LaRouche.

The bresk-in and burglary, the nicht
afler a successful motorcade and rallvn
this city sponsored by the Institute. 1n-
volved the following elements:

1) The theft of communications eqnip
ment essential for the day-to-day ape:a-
tiont of the internationally ceordinat. |
Schiller Institute:

S&ﬁcﬁous Break-in i ®@ston

21 Siting through of wastepaper trash
fur documents:

3iThe theft of numerous items of little
moretary value--llems, however, essen-
tial for the Institute's eurrent campoign
to bring I million citlzena to Washington,
D Coon April 13 to shut-down the meet-
ing of the Interim Committee of the gen.
ocidal International Monetary Fund.

The Roston office of the I3, in partic-
ular dirty-tricks specialist Richard Exan,
is alveady under {nvestigation for order-
Ini n New Jersey bank to unlawfully
withhoeld hundreds of thousands of dol-
Lars in deposits by LaRouche's presiden-
tial counpuign committee, furcing cin
cellation of an clection-eve television
lioadeast, and  for wndertaking a
sroundless, Cointelpro style “investiga-
ton” of Laltouche's campmyn commit.
tee for credit-card fraud.

Nichord Black, local Institute spokes-
man, said that the mass Movement for the
l.atienable Rihts of Man being built by
the Sehiller Institute “will bring the per-
petrators of such erimes -be they on or
ofl the I'BI payroll-—to justice. The ene-
mics of Dr Martin Luther King, thi~ time,
will he stopped.”
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Boston U.S. Atioraey Wlllam Weld. What next, jadved—now that he's been
cattght Involved lmeovering up a glant dirty messy srandal?

Corrupt Boston
Prosecutor Tied
To Threat to Pope

Peds 32 (NSIPSS-This past woek Justice Degutsent prosecittors in
Postor, Mooy admsed the chitewash of what s probatiy the biguest
co-¢ of meney lasndering in rocent history. e chiel proseecutor in-
voived s Witham F ®eld. US Ataroy there

Wilhiam Weld s 2 key fizuie i i neial ware operations against
toroer presidentsal candidate yndon i Lalsuche

A look at Weids supporters and pelrons cxplains the dirty-money
ceveruy he s nos mvolved 1n The networks te whom Weld is behol-
tun--troni the Eaprepean olicarchy to the 1bers-American dru: mafia—
are petwor ks whese sasiness Je pends on this e ef money laundering,
and tre the Agunes Mis news senace exposed  aecent plots on the life
af Pope John Pasd TR during s Thero- Amenesms tour

Hot Money

Aithou di the Fied Natien, ! Bank of Bostor geaded guilty for failing
e ot sume &2 Bllion 1 cash transactions ftem 1990 through 1934,
the bank was allewrad to ples begiin, on a tednarzl violation the benk
avand up with wdy @ 3300 0! e TS Aerzes Weld, whose office
patbicrpated in the myesticndion as pirt of the Fmancia! [nvestigative
Task Force set sz Bosten Jas! yens, told 4y aeess he is unlikely to
o other chames sgamst the hapk or ity persemsed in the neat future

This despiie Be Laet that Wead himsdlf had dmarped thnt 734 of the
€285 mithon indaergn deposits nudde at the Yk hetw cen July 1, 1980
md Sopt 30, 18% was an samall biiis of 850 o less. andd. of the $696 1
robion an withdremals, 75 was an ails of S8 or moie’ None of this
oney - most of & froim Swiss banks. was regareed by First National
Lank of Borton teihe Internal s cnue Scrvee, 2< the law reqaires

it fuct, the prese=ators fii ¢ oo une awanc of the overseas eurrency
trarsee Guny of et Nationa! Boston 1o connee®as with o criminal prohe
it cashiner ehend marchases by e ahors of sweputed orvaniced eninie

Family Ties

Woeld nnd has Dady tice hove Deen nnder meesticiion by this nows
corace nnee bebocane W ot s for s smaseal harassment op-
croten end fsde expeditian span - Uthe 190 &dependo ! Democratic
et caccae of Livoor 11 ToBone®e and orcivicoions as-

worsted with Ledwac e
Sooamitiedioy retevant e Among e Seve migos Saiss banks
wittow b B e n ] Bostan v desbog wes Coochit Suisse of Za-
ricr, Sectzerland Sedit Sas o new owms gEmeestor Witliam Weld's
faminy rnvestmust donse, Whitte wold Aside Sy this divect confhiet of
Pirme turn to pare 3, col. 5




5. Postal Service iakes Free SpeeCh a Criminal Offense

by Sanford Reberts
NSIPS—Most Americans be-
it nigints of free speech and press
+cted by the First Amendmeat
». Lonstitution. This belief is not
. the United States Postu! Ser-
1478, the Postal Service passed
{1on prohibiting electioneering,
1on of funds by political groups,
«r forms of First Amendment =:c-
: postal premises. Now Lue Postal

: I8 using the-}978 regulstion to

ly prosecute members of 8 politi-
ip because they solicited monies
R organization on postal proper-

p. 15, 1485, the United States At-
anta handed down a 26-count

#on against five political orzan-
pciaied with the Nauonal Dem-
Policy Committee (NDPC). The
fon. filed in the case of Uniied
| Belsky, el al., alleged tne five
ats had solicited funds or aidca

and abetied the solicitation of funds in
violation of the {ederal postal reyuiaticn
and 18 U.S.C. 2. 4 :tatute wiuch pro-
SscTihes giving 2 wislance Lo anjone who
violates a federad law. lneredibly enough.
the Atianta U.S Atturney’s forebodiny
informatiun does nething more than
charge the NDVC orgranizers with en tag-
1ng in activity which the Supreme Court
has said for over 40 years is protected by
the First Amcndment!

Inthe seninal 1943 case of Murdock v.
Pennsylvania, the U.S. Supreme Court
decided the protections of the First
Amendment should be extended to re-
ligious and political groups who solicit
funds from the pubiic. As the Murdock
Cc:ort stated, it “should be remembered
that the pamphlets of Thomas Paine were
not distributed free of charge.” What the
Murdock Court remembered. today's U S.
Pustal Service has either foruotten or
ueiiberately coosen to ignore.

Liae Thumas Paine, tic Naotivial

0 4005

Democratic Policy Commitiee is en-.
gaged in educating the cilizens of this
nation to understand and act upon the
rrinciples of what used o be known as
the American System. NDPC miembers
and volunieers use public places to dis-
cuss the vital political questions of the
day with the general public: to distrib-
ute and sell political literature; and to
raise funds. This activity takes place in
specific public arcas which the courts,
guided by the First Ameodmeant, have:
termed public foruins. As & matter of

2425

o

constitutional law, the US. Supreme
Courtrecognizes that any species of pub-
lic property 15 a public forum provided
that the exercise of free speech un the
Premisesisr i “bastcaiiy incomnatipje”
with the purposc to which the pubhic
property is devoled.

Despite the fact that posial praperty
is clearly a public forum, the U.S. Postal
Service, for several months priur to the
8iing of the 23-count inforination, waged
a cmm‘ién of lliegal harsssment against
the N in Adanta, Atlanta postmaes-

1]

ters and other postal officials contiscat-
ed card tzbies, literature, sizns, and even
a tape recorder from NDPC organizers
who merely excreised their {ree speech
rights 0a postal property. The prosecu-
tion of the NDPC activists brings the
Pos;al Service's mini-gueirilla war
:gamst the ¢:tganiza:ion into the publie
omain. Foilowing yesterday’'s heari
42,Y0r¢ ok voned o i
U1 uet
Postal Sesvice all ihe way to the Ui"l‘:
prome Court if necessary,

|



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

March 27, 1985

Mr. Edward Spannaus
P.O. Box 2150
GPO

New York, NY 10116

RE: MUR 1898
Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This Office acknowledges receipt of the letter that you had
intended to attach to your complaint in the above-captioned
matter. We have forwarded copies to the Respondents.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

March 27, 1985

Richard A, Stone, Esq.

Stone and Lerner

9454 Wilshire Blvd.

Suite 801 - '
Glendale Federal Building

Beverly Hills, CA 90212

&

:+ MUR 1898
Marc Lerner

Dear Mr. Stone:

In response to your letter of March 6, 1985 pointing out the
absence of the letter Complainant had apparently intended to
attach to his complaint in the above-captioned matter, -please
find enclosed a copy of the letter in question.

Your response to the complaint is now due within fifteen
days of your receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Ste

Associate @eneral Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

March 27, 1985

Ms. Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, CA 92621

RE: MUR 1898

Dear Ms. Hock:

1" With reference to the complaint, that you recently received,
in the above-captioned matter, Complainant had omitted to attach

Lo a letter relevant to his claim. We have now received a copy of

o that letter, which we are enclosing for your information.

T You now have fifteen days from receipt of the present letter
in which to respond to the complaint.

o

in Sincerely,

o Charles N. Steele

Gene

-

o

H By: ‘Kenneth

(< 8]

Associate Genefal Counsel

Enclosure




Concerned Ci n |

481 W. \\'illoit. .

Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806 T-

February 11, 1985

Lynn Seeley ;;2
363_E1 Verano 52
Palo Alto Ca 94306 R

Dear M8, Seeley:

I am writing to you for the purpose of inquiring as to whether
you have loaned money to The Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
National Dermocratic Policy Committee, or the LaRouche Campaign,
which lcens have not been repaid.

I loaned $5,000.00 to Campaigner Publicatioﬁs, which I believe to
be related to t“he other three entities soliciting on behalf of

Mr. LaRouche. The note provided that I be repaid on December 8,
1984,

To this date I have not received the whole or any part of the sud
I loaned.

After soliciting the help of all governmental agencies and receiv-
iug either ni response or nc help, I rcntzcted a private attorney
with regard to my rights, because of the amount of my note and the
cost of pursuing the parties who owe me the money, I have determin-
ed that it is u:neconomical to proceed alone,

However, it is possible by joining forces in one collective action
that the attorney I have contacted would possibly have an interest
in attempting to collect my loss, as well as yours, if any, on a
basis whereby the attorney wiil receive his fees only if he is suc-
cessful in obtaaining the money;which I as well as you may have de-
cided it is too costly to pursue alone.

8 5N040524256

In other words if there are enough people interested the attorney
would be compensated only if he achieves results.

If you have any interest in pursuing this matter on a collective
basis then please contact me and provide me with the following in-
formation: (1) Your telephone number (2) Copy of any written note
signed on behalf of the above entities of which all or a portion is
past due and owing or in the event you do not possess a copy of the

note, the particulars of the transaction, including the amount you
loaned.

I will forward this information to my attorney for his evaluation,
and provided there are enough persons, and that there are sufficient
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Concerned Cigeh A ‘
481 W, Willow St. :
Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806 February 11, 1985 Page 2 of 2

Lynn Seeley

facts to establish a basis of a law suit, I will be in touch with
you concerning our next step.

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizen
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RICHARD A, STONE

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 30212

March 15, 1985

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Marlene Hock - MUR 1898

Gentlemen:

I acknowledge receipt on behalf of the
Respondent of your letter dated March 1, 1985 and its
contents. I understand that a Complaint has been filed
against my client, Marlene Hock. Enclosed in your
letter to her was a photocopy of the Complaint letter
dated February 20, 1985.

The Letter of Complaint dated February 20, 1985
did not include the attachments referred to. Since it
is the attachment "Letter of Solicitation” which forms
the basis of the Complaint of Mr. Spannaus, I must have
the opportunity to review it before I can respond on
behalf of Ms. Hock.

I would appreciate your forwarding to me
promptly all materials that were delivered to the
Commission with the Complaint Letter of February 20,
1985, so that my client's rights to have full knowledge
of the charges against her will be preserved.

Vexy quly yours,

RICHARD A. STONE

P.S. Enclosed is Statement of Designation of Counsel.




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1898
NAME OF COUNSEL: _ Richard A. Stone
ADDRESS: 9454 Wi ire Blvd. 801

Beverly Hills CA 90212

(213) 274-8749

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.

~;§54244£14;. jZZQAA/ :

Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar

ADDRESS :

Long Beach, CA 90808
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HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:
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Federal Election Commission
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Mel Klenetsky .
National Campaign Director
Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

Mr. Snyder, Please find enclosed the letter which was
sent out to our contributors list -‘which I referred to in my
complaint filed -'with the Commission.

Edward Spannaus
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Concerned Cit’n
481 W. Willow St.

Suite #204
Long Beach, CA 90806

February 11, 1985

Lynn Seeley
363.E1 Verano
Palo Alto Ca 94306

Dear Ms., Seeley:

I am writing to you for the purpose of inquiring as to whether
you have loaned money to The Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
National Democratic Policy Committee, or the LaRouche Campaign,
which lcans have not been repaid.

I loaned $5,000.00 to Campaigner Publications, which I believe to
be related to the other three entities soliciting on behalf of

Mr. LaRouche. The note provided that I be repaid on December 8,
1984.

To this date I have not received the whole or any part of the su=z
I loarned.
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of all goverumental agencies and receiv-

nc help, I ncntoccted a private attorney

because of the amount of my note and the
pursuing the parties who owe me the money, I have determin-
it is uuneconomical to proceed alone.
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Hcwever, it is possible by joining forces in one collective acticn
that the attorney I have contacted would possibly have an interest
in attempting to collect my loss, as well as yours, if any, on a
basis whereby the attorney will receive his fees only if he is suc-
cessful in obtaaining the money;which I as well as you may have de-
cided it is too costly to pursue alone.

In other words if there are enough people interested the attorney
would be compensated only if he achieves results.

If you have any interest in pursuing this matter on a collective
basis then please contact me and provide me with the following in-
formation: (1) Your telephone number (2) Copy of any written ncte .
signed on behalf of the above entities of which all or a portion is
past due and owing oY in the event you do not possess a copy of the
note, the particulars of the transaction, including the amount you
loaned.

I will forward this information to my attorney for his evaluation,
and provided there are enough persons, and that there are sufficient




N P

sl s L S LR TR
A R

Concerned Ci’Zen
481 W, Willow St.
Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806 February 11, 1985 Page 2 of 2
Lynn Seeley

facts to establish a basis of a law suit, I will be in touch with
you concerning our next step.

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizen
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Mel Klenetsky

National Campaign Director

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

Mr. Snyder, Please find enclosed the letter which was
sent out to our contributors list °-'which T referred to in my
complaint filed ‘with the Commission.

Edward Spannaus
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Concerned Citzen

481 W. Willow St,.
Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806

February 11, 1985

Lynn Seeley

363_.E1 Verano
Palo Alto Ca 94306

Dear Ms, Seeley:

I am writing to you for the purpose of inquiring as to whether
you have loaned money to The Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
National Democratic Policy Committee, or the LaRouche Campaign,
which lcans have not been repaid.

I loaned $5,000.00 to Campaigner Publications, which I believe to
be related to the other three entities soliciting on behalf of
Mr. LaRouche. The note provided that I be repaid on December 8,
1984.

To this date I have not received the whole or any part of the sum
I loaned.

After soliciting the help of all governmental agencies and receiv-
iug either nc¢ response or n. help, I rcntacted a private atiorney
with regard to my rights, because of the amount of my note and the
cost of pursuing the parties who owe me the money, I have determin-
ed that it is uneconomical to proceed alone.

However, it is possible by joining forces in one collective action
that the attorney I have contacted would possibly have an interest
in attempting to collect my loss, as well as yours, if any, on a
basis whereby the attorney will receive his fees only if he is suc-
cessful in obtaaining the money;which I as well as you may have de-
cided it is too costly to pursue alone.

In other words if there are enough people interested the attorney
would be compensated only if he achieves results.

If you have any interest in pursuing this matter on a collective
basis then please contact me and provide me with the following in-
formation: (1) Your telephone number (2) Copy of any written note
signed on behalf of the above entities of which all or a portion is
past due and owing or in the event you do not possess a copy of the
note, the particulars of the transaction, including the amount you
loaned.

I will forward this information to my attorney for his evaluation,
and provided there are enough persons, and that there are sufficient




Concerned Citizen
481 W, Willow St.

Sujte #204
Long Beach, CA 90806 February 11, 1985 Page 2 of 2

Lynn Seeley

facts to establish a basis of a law suit, I will be in touch with
you concerning our next step.

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizen
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A ARaT NG 9454 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD AREARCODE 213

MARC LERNER TELEPHONE 274-8749
SUITE B80! GLENDALE FEDERAL BUILDING

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 902I2

March 6, 1985

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Marc Lerner
MUR 1898

Gentlemen: o

I acknowledge receipt on behalf of the Respondent of your letter
dated March 1, 1985 and its contents. I understand that a
Complaint has been filed against my client, Mr. Lerner. Enclosed
in your letter to him was a photocopy of the Complaint letter
dated February 20, 1985.

The Letter of Complaint dated February 20, 1985, did not include
the attachments referred to. Since it is the attachment "Letter
of Solicitation®™ which forms the basis of the Complaint of Mr.
Spannaus, I must have the opportunity to review it before I can
respond on behalf of Mr. Lerner.

I would appreciate your forwarding to me promptly all materials
that were delivered to the Commission with the Complaint letter
of February 20, 1985 so that my client's rights to have full
knowledge of the charges against him will be preserved.

Very truly

D13

RICHARD A. STONE




85N04052427219

STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1898

NAME OF COUNSEL: pichard A. Stone, Esg.

ADDRESS: 9454 i d i 0l
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
TELEPHONE : (213) 274-8749

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.

March 6, 1985 /(//{/(MQTW/'\

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Marc Lerner

ADDRESS :

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: (213) 274-8749
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

March 1, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Marc Lerner, Esquire
Stone and Lerner
9454 Wilshire Boulevard
Beverly Hills, CA
Re: MUR 1898

Dear Mr. Lerner:

This letter is to notify you that on February 25, 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 MUR 1898.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

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




I1f you have any questions, please contact Charles Snyder,
the staff person 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,
Cha;&es N. Steele

Genetral -
e

e )
B;:’\}ég;etﬁ A. Grogs

Associate Ge

ral Counsel

o Enclosures
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~N 2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

March 1, 1985
Certified Mail

Return Receipt Requested

Ms. Marlene Hock
3929 Gondar Avenue
Long Beach, CA 92621

Re: MUR 1898

Dear Ms. Hock:

This letter is to notify you that on February 25, 1985 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that you may have vi~lated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 197i, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint
is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1898. Please
refer to this number in 11 future correspondence.

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

Plecase submit any factuval 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.
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If you have any questions, please contact Charles Snyder,
the staff person 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,

Enclosures

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




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSICN

WASHINCTON D C 20463

March 1, 1985

Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Campaign

P. 0. Box 2150, GPO

New York, New York 10116

Dear iir. Spannaus:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on February 25, 1985, against Marlene
Hock and Marc Lerner, which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been
assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondents will
N 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 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,

n 4052427

Charles N. Steele

8

Enclosure




P 180 GPO.
NY. 10116
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Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20463
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Mel Klenetsky
National Campaign Director

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

D
February 20, 19&5;

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Steele:

This constitutes formal complaints against the following
individuals: Marlene Hock, 3929 Gondar Ave., Long Beach CA
92621, and Attorney Marc Lerner, Stone and Lerner, 9454
Wilshire Blvd., Beverly Hills, CA.

On Feb. 11, 1985, a contributor to The LaRouche Campaign,
Stanford Holzberg, received the attached letter of solicitation
which I believe was sent by Ms. Hock. Mr. Holzberg forwarded
the letter to The LaRouche Campaign. Mr. Paul Glumaz, West
Coast representative of The LaRouche Campaign reported to me
that Mr. Lerner had previously informed him that he intended to
solicit campaign contributors on Ms. Hock's behalf for the
purpose of filing a "class action" suit.

I believe that Ms. Hock and Mr. Lerner obtained Mr.
Holzberg's name from the report of contributors to The LaRouche
Campaign filed with the Federal Election Commission. I further
believe that a number of such letters have been sent out to our
contributors, in apparent violation of 11 C.F.R. 104.15 and 2
U.S.C. 438(a)(4), which prohibits the use of such information
for any commercial purpose. The solicitation of contributors
to support an action to collect a commercial debt from a
business corporation (Campaigner Publications) is certainly a
"commercial purpose,® as is the soliciting of business by, or
on behalf of, an attorney.

I will expect notification of your opening a Matter Under
Review to be mailed to both The LaRouche Campaign and the
respondents within 5 days of receipt of this complaint.

Sworn to and subscribed this Q,@ { QPC
day of February, 1985.

MARY IANE FHEEMAN
ry Public, State of New York
No. 31-4782310
Qualified in New York County
Cammissien Expirez March 30, 1985




Mel Klenetsky
Nationa! Campaign Director

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

P.O. Box 2150, GPO, New York, N.Y. 10116, (212) 247-8820

Charles N, Steele

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Steele:

This constitutes formal complaints against the following
individuals: Marlene Hock, 3929 Gondar Ave., Long Beach CA
92621, and Attorney Marc Lerner, Stone and Lerner, 9454
Wilshire Blvd., Beverly Hills, CA, ‘

On Feb. 11, 1985, a contributor to The LaRouche Campaign,
Stanford Holzberg, received the attached letter of solicitation
which I believe was sent by Ms. Hock. Mr. Holzberg forwarded
the letter to The LaRouche Campaign. Mr. Paul Glumaz, West
Coast representative of The LaRouche Campaign reported to me
that Mr. Lerner had previously informed him that he intended to
solicit campaign contributors on Ms. Hock's behalf for the
purpose of filing a "class action" suit.
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I believe that Ms. Hock and Mr. Lerner obtained Mr.
Holzberg's name from the report of contributors to The LaRouche
Campaign filed with the Federal Election Commission. I further
believe that a number of such letters have been sent out to our
contributors, in apparent violation of 11 C.F.R. 104.15 and 2
U.S.C. 438(a)(4), which prohibits the use of such information
for any commercial purpose. The solicitation of contributors
to support an action to collect a commercial debt from a
business corporation (Campaigner Publications) is certainly &
"commercial purpose,” as is the soliciting of business by, or
on behalf of, an attorney:

140
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I will expect notification of your opening a Matter Under
Review to be mailed to both The LaRouche Campaign and the
respondents within 5 days of receipt of this complaint.

Sworn to and subscribed this (;L‘) { g;m>cﬂ_._____‘
day of February, 1985. \

MARY IANE FEEMAN
Notary Putlic, State of New York
o, 3147823510
Quelified 1n New York County
jesion Expire> March 30, 1685




Concerned Citaen

481 W, \\'illou.t.
Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806

February 11, 1985

Lynn Seeley
363.E1 Verano
Palo Alto Ca 94306

Dear Ms. Seeley:

I am writing to you for the purpose of inquiring as to whether
you have loaned money to The Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
National Democratic Policy Committee, or the LaRouche Campaign,
which lcens have not been repaid.

I loaned $5,000.00 to Campaigner Publicatioﬁs. which I believe to
be related to the other three entities soliciting on behalf of

Mr. LaRouche. The note provided that I be repaid on December 8,
1984,

To this date I have not received the whole or any part of the sun
I loaned.

After soliciting the help of all governmental agencies and receiv-
iung either nt response or no help, I rcontocted 2 private attorney
with regard to my rights, because of the amount of my note and the
cost of pursuing the parties who owe me the money, I have determin-
ed that it is uneconomical to proceed alone.

However, it is possible by joining forces in one collective action
that the attorney I have contacted would possibly have an interest
in attempting to collect my loss, as well as yours, if any, on a
basis whereby the attorney will receive his fees only if he is suc-
cessful in obtaaining the money;which I as well as you may have de-
cided it is too costly to pursue alone.

In other words if tnere are enough people interested the attorney
would be compensated only if he achieves results.

If you have any interest in pursuing this matter on a collective
basis then please contact me and provide me with the following in-
formation: (1) Your telephone number (2) Copy of any written note
signed on behalf of the above entities of which all or a portion is
past due and owing or in the event you do not possess a copy of the
note, the particulars of the transaction, including the amount you
loaned.

I will forward this information to my attorney for his evaluation,
and provided there are enough persons, and that there are sufficient




Concerned Ci(ken .
481 W. WillowiSt.

Suite #204 q
Long Beach, CA 90806 February 11, 1985 Page 2 of 2

‘Lynn Seeley

facts to establish a basis of a law suit, I will be in touch with
you concerning our next step.

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizen
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Concerned Citz
481 W. Willow .
Suite #204

Long Beach, CA 90806

February 11, 1985

Lynn Seeley
363_.E1 Verano
Palo Alto Ca 94306

Dear MsS. Seeley:

I am writing to you for the purpose of inquiring as to whether
you have loaned money to The Independent Democrats for LaRouche,
National Dermocratic Policy Committee, or the LaRouche Campaign,
which lcens have not been repaid.

I loaned $5,000.00 to Campaigner Publicatioﬁs, which I believe to
be related to the other three entities soliciting on behalf of

Mr. LaRouche. The note provided that I be repaid on December 8,
1984.

To this date I have not received the whole or any part of the sun:
I loaned.

After soliciting the help of all governmental agencies and receiv-
iug either nc response or nc help, I rcntccted a private attorney
with regard to my rights, because of the amount of my note and the
cost of pursuing the parties who owe me the money, I have detercin-
ed that it is uuneconomical to proceed alone.

However, it is possible by joining forces in one collective action
that the attorney I have contacted would possibly have an interest
in attempting to collect my loss, as well as yours, if any, on a
basis whereby the attorney will receive his fees only if he is suc-
cessful in obtaaining the money;which I as well as you may have de-
cided it is too costly to pursue alone.

In other words if there are enough people interested the attorney
would be compensated only if he achieves results.

If you have any interest in pursuing this matter on a collective
basis then please contact me and provide me with the following in-
formation: (1) Your telephone number (2) Copy of any written note
signed on behalf of the above entities of which all or a portion is
past due and owing or in the event you do not possess a copy of the
note, the particulars of the transaction, including the amount jou
loaned.

I will forward this information to my attorney for his evaluation,
and provided there are enough persons, and that there are sufficient




& .. Concerned Citigen Q
481 W, 'Willow St.
Suite #204 |
Long Beach, CA 90806 February 11, 1985 Page 2 of 2

Lynn Seeley

facts to establish a basis of a law suit, I will be in touch with
you concerning our next step.

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizen
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