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1. Memo from Spiegel to L. McCoy, 6-9-76

2. Memo from B. Pagan to 3piegel/Hershman/McKay, 6-3-76

3. Memo 1rom~epiegeé—%0»MeKay, 5=2U.-76

i, Memo from Murphy to Spiegel/Oldaker, 5-4-76

5. Memo from Murphy to Commission, 4-27-76

6. Memo frem—Dbi—Yaushiy to Riley, 1=22=-26 =)
7. Memo from OGC/Dlscloeuro to Commission (joint report), no date.

8. Memo from 3piecel to chachman, 11-20-75

9., Memo frem-Spiesel-toMurphy/Sehachman, ll=5=725
10, Memo from 3piesel to 3chachman, 11-4-75

11. Press Memo from Fiske to McKay/Roman, 10-3-75
Memo fromSchachman-to-Kile;—10-6-25 =
13 Memo from 3chachman to ile, 8-18-75

—
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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 si524160) 2

< (1) Classified Information (6) Personal privacy
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- practicoes files
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FRC 9-21-77 14, Memo from :chachman to File, 8-18-75
15. Memo from 3chachman to File, 8-12-75
16. Memo from Schachman/McKay to File, 7-15-75
17. Draft Audit Report, from B. Fagan, no date

13, Memo from OGC/AID to the Commission, no date.
19. Chronology Memo dated 3-5-76

20. draft letter to Thomson 4-22-76

2l. Memo to Murphy dated 12-10-75

22. Memo to File 12-10-75-from Schachman

23. Memo to Schachman from Spiegel 11-18-75

24. Summation of Litton no date

25. Memo to Schachman from Spiegel dated 10-28-75
26. Memo on Hearings of 9-17-75

27. telephone memo dated 9-2-75
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May 18, 1976

Mr. John G. Murphy

General Counsel

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

RE: Litton Compliance Action - MUR 002 (75)

Dear Mr.Murphy:

Enclosed are documents submitted in compliance with
the Conciliation Agreement of March 22, 1976. 1In order to pre-
pare these documents, the Congressman retained an accountant
who scheduled the various accounts involved. The accountant's
work papers, plus other underlying documentation, will be made
available to Commission auditors in the event you wish to confirm
the accuracy of this report and others filed by the Litton cam-
paign.

Attachment 1 is a schedule of travel disbursements
made by the Congressman that may be deemed campaign-related under
the Federal Election Campaign Act, as interpreted by the Com-
mission. The period covered is from May 1, 1975, to March 31,
1976. Additional disbursements after March 31 that may fall
into this category will be reported on FECA reports filed for
the second calendar quarter of 1976.

Following are the categories of disbursements for the
periods in question, as reflected on Attachment 1, that may be
reportable under the FECA:

Column 1 Staff travel and lodging paid by the Congressman from
his personal accounts; such disbursements could appear
as expenditures on Congressman Litton's personal FECA
reports for the periods in question.

Column 2 Travel received as a contribution in-kind that could
appear as contributions on Congressman Litton's per-
sonal FECA reports for the periodgyinyqqpst&oﬁf” )
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Travel by Congressman Litton himself that could appear
as expenditures from his personal funds on personal
FECA reports filed for the periods in question.

Column 4 Travel that has now been paid by the Missourians for
Litton political committee; These expenditures will
be reported on the committee's FECA report for the
second calendar quarter.

Column 5 Miscellaneous disbursements made by Congressman LItton
himself that could appear as expenditures on the Con-
gressman's personal FECA reports for the periods in
question.

Attachment 2 is a summary of monthly production costs
of the Dialogue with Litton program. Once again, full documen-
tation and accountant's work sheets will be made available to
FEC auditors upon request. After March 22, the Litton campaign
has paid and will pay all expenses for the Dialogue show.

As you know, the Compliance Agreement requires the
Litton campaign to repay the Dialogue committee for 44 percent
of its disbursements for each month from September 25, 1975,
to March 22, 1976. The significance of the repayment is sub-
stantially diminished now that expenditure limits have been
struck down. Moreover, the Litton campaign committee has now
taken over the Dialogue Committee pursuant to the requirements
of the Conciliation Agreement, so a payment from one committee
to the other is less meaningful. Nevertheless, payment has been
made in compliance with the Agreement.

Attachment 3 is a list of all honoraria received in
1975. Some of the amounts designated as "actual travel expenses"
were recomputed, according to FEC interpretations. You will
note on page 3 of this attachment that certain honorariums and
expense payments were returned to the donors. The Congressman
has not exceeded honoraria limits in effect during 1975.

I particularly want to thank you for the extensions
of time granted for compliance with the Agreement. Considerable
time and effort were expended to prepare these materials. I
now believe them to be accurate and in full compliance with the
Conciliation Agreement.

RoBert Thomgs@R..s-.

Counsel to Congressman Litton

RT:af
Attachments

PRESTON., THORGRIMSON
ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER




ATTACIMENT I JERRY L. LITTON -- DISBURSEMENTS & IN-KIND RECEIPTS May 1, 1975 to August 21, 1975

1 2 3 4 5

LOCATION STAFF TRAVEL TRAVEL/ TRAVEL/CANDID- TRAVEL/PAID OTHER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE
AND LODGING/ INKIND ATE EXPENDITURE BY "MISSOURIANS Description Amount
CANDIDATE CONTRIBUTION FOR LTITTON"
EXPENDITURE
5/10/75 Ozavrk Airlines AR
IR28/75 Flight Kansas City

Qf‘ to St. Louis $36.35
28/75 St. Louis

overnight 3 L
6/5/75 Kansas City - y Refreshments $218.
o O el 2 and room for
= meetings
&+7/75 Lake Ozark
overnight
677/75 Mileage
b/14/75 Kansas City Dinner Meeting SAlLZ N
(DY s St. Louils Rreakfast Meeting 23,
A7 Ho St Lotis Sk Miscellaneous
: food, parking,etc 201.
¥/20/75 St. Louis Dinner Meeting 124.
A Jefferson City $ 32.60
/26/75 Sit “LoTlils $ 41.61
i) 1) SHEL L aNs SIS e L A
EAYYEIS Kansas City
flight




ATTACIHMENT I

DATE

q’723/75
n

%424/75
8/25/75

€726/75
8/26/75

v 8/27/75
8728/75
X2/75

.7'13/75

9/25/75

9/25/75
V/26/75
9/26/75

10/7/75

-- JLRRY L.

LOCATION

Private plane

St. Louis to

Osage Beach to

St. Louls

IFlight St. Louis to
Kansas City

Flight Kansas City

to St. Louis
Southeast Missouri
Overnight-Blytheville

ARK

Overnight-Cape
Girardeau

Flight 'lemphis

to Kansas City

IFlight Kansas City

to Washington

Flight-Private plane
in-kind contribution

by Bill Powell-farmer

Princton, Missouri

Private plane

St.

to St. Louis

IFlight Washington to

St. Louis

Flight St. Louis to
Washington
Privatc nlane St.
to Hannibal
Overnight

City

Jefferson

LITTON --

Page 2

DISBURSEMENTS & IN-KIND RECEIPTS --

August 22, 1975 to March 31, 1976

1 2 3 4

STAI'F TRAVEL TRAVEL/ TRAVEL/CANDID- TRAVEL/PATID
AND LODGING/ IN=-KIND ATE EXPENDITURE  BY "MISSOURTIANS
CANDIDATE CONTRIBUTION FOR LITTON"
EXPENDITURE

5

OTHER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE
Description Amount

$36.35 =

$36.35

= Car Rental

€158,25
& P ‘C;
$18.40 (est.)

16.89
$38.37

$120.37

£296.60

Louis to Farmington

§232.00
$71.37

$71.37

Louis

t

~~~~~




ATTACHMENT

10/10/75
@p/0/75
10/14/75

/16/75
10/17/75

¥8/24/75

£0/25/75
10/26/75
10/28/75

10/29/75
N/1/75

@/ 275

11/3/75

11/8/75

11/15/75
11/16/75
11/15/75

I

JERRY I.. LITTON --

LOCATION

St. Louis

Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Overnight-Jefferson
City
Overnight-Joplin
Overnight-
Columbia

Flight Washington
to St. Louis
Overnight-Columbia
Overnight-Sedalia
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis

$t. Louis

Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
Flight St. Louis
to Xansas City
Overnight-
Kirksville

Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Fliglit Kansas City
to St. Louis

St. Louis

1

STAFI' TRAVEL
AND LODGING/

CANDIDATE

EXPENDITURE

DISBURSEMINTS §

2

TRAVEL/
IN-KIND
CONTRIBUTION

IN-KIND RECEIPTS

3

TRAVEL/CANDID-

ATE

EXPENDITURE

Page 3

August 22, 1975 to March 31, 1976

4 5

TRAVEL/PAID
hy '"MISSOURIANS
FOR L TTTON'

Nescription

Breakfast

Miscellaneous

Intertainment

Breakfast

OTHER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE

Amount

$35.00
(est.)

$1.77




ATTACHMENT 1

._)._/20/75
¥1/21/75

€/22/75

11/22/75
[
-

12/5/75

8/19/75
12/29/75
™N/10/75

1/11/76
@ 1:/76 o 1/16

1/16/76

1/31/76

271776

B%S [IH0
LRETHTG
3/5/76

JERRY L. LITTON --

1
LOCATION

CANDIDATE
EXPENDITURE

Flight Washington

to St. Louis

IFl1ight St. Louis to
Columbia to St. Louis
St. Louis

Private plane

St. Louis to

Lake Vzark to

Kansas City

Private plane St. Louis
to Lake Ozark
Overnight-llannibal
Overnight-Sikeston
Overnight-llannibal
Overnight-Warrenton
Overnight-St. Louis
Overnight-Columbia
S EONNS

Brivate plane

St. Louis to Milan
to Kansas City
in-Xind by

Bill Powell-farmer
Princeton, Missouri
SO
Overnight-Sedalia
Overnight-Lebanon

s
30057
BluSN3 4
1185
598.08
559,40

STAFF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/

DISBURSEMENTS & IN-KIND RECETIPTS

2 3

TRAVEL/ TRAVEL/CANDID-
IN-KIND ATE IXPENDITURE
CONTRIBUTION

$101.37

§ 64.74

$336.40

g

Page 4

August 22, 1975 to March 31,

4 5

OTHER/CANDIDATE
Description

TRAVEL/PAID
RY "MISSOURIANS
“FOR LITTON"

Breakfast

$311.60
§ 29.37

XEROX

1976

EXPENDITURE

Amount

$70.00
(est.)




ATTACHMENT 1

»20/76
_Qﬁs to 3/7/76

-- JERRY L.

LOCATION

St. Louis
Overnight
St. Louis

LITTON. -- DISBURSEMENTS® §

1 2

STAI') TRAVIL TRAVEL/

AND LODGING/ IN-KIND
CANDIDATE CONTRIBUTION
EXPENDITURE

$ 36.55

IN-KIND RECEIPTS

page 5
August 22, 1975 to March 31, 19076

3 4 5

TRAVEL/CANDID- TRAVEL/PAID OTHER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE
ATE EXPENDITURE  BY "MISSOURIANS Description Amount
FOR LITTON"

Car Rental
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ATTACHMENT 11

"DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"
EXPENSES

September 28, 1975 to
March 22, 1976

MONTH TOTAL 44% OF
EXPENSE TOTAL
EXPENSE

October oL $125, 2670 ;
November $6,321.45 $2,781.44

Decenmber $6,981.82 $3,072.00

January $5,342.06 $2,350.51

February $4,924.93 $2,166.97
March $9,372.13 $4,123.74

$38,081.16 $16,755.72




ATTACHMENT ITLI e
Total Qualified Net
Sponsor Peonle Location Receipts Expenses  Honorarium

Agriservices Foundation Congressman San Antonio, TX i 405.47 165.00 640,47

Ohio Cattlemen's Association, Inc, Congressman Columbus, OH 102,73 146.00 — 43,27

Ark-La-Tex Agricultural Council Congressman Shreveport, LA 253.47 141.00 112.47

National Association of Animal Breeders Congressman  Denver, QO §29.47 136.50 692.97
International Haine-Anjour Association Congressman Denver, QO > 8'2:9.47 175.00 654.47
Wnite Farm Equipment Company (film)‘ Congressman Washington,D.C. ‘ 500.00 0 500.00
Farmm and Industrial Equipment Institute Congressmnan Boca Raton, IL 674.73 | 500.00
Southeastern Aerial Applicators Congressman "t. Walton Bch,IL 300.00 300.00
Mo Ag Industries Council, Inc. Congressman Tan-Tara, MO 140.71 0
Trojan Seed Campany Congressman ,A.A,L.A St. Joseph, MO 1030.19 500.00
Mississippi Valley Farm Equipment Association Congressman St. Louis, MO 676.73 0 676.73
Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association Congressman Atlanta, GA EN50/73 150.73 1000.00
Deep South Farm and Power Equipment Assn. Congressman,L.A.guest,wife New Orleans,lA 725.88 545.88 180.00
Federal Land Bank Association Congressman St. Louis, MO 640,71 140.71 500.00
Spoxane Chamber of Camerce- Congressman,wife,PressSec,P.Asst.,L.A Spokane, WA 944.00 944.00

0. A. Cooper Carpany Congressman, Press Sec,Press Asst. Lincoln, NE 754.41 180.00

U. S. Feed Grains Council Congressman,D.A. ,guest Scotsdale,AZ 764.23 545.23

Barton County Farm Bureau Congressman Lamar, MO 61.73 61.73

Western Association Congressman Kansas City, MO /3 0
Scutiwestern Hardware and Inplement Association Congressnan g, Workh, TX =7

Southern Illinois University Congressman Carbondale, IL «00




Total
Receipts

Qualified Net

Sponsor EXPENSES Honorariim
—— e ——m. i a— —_——

People Location

National Pork Producers Council
Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Houston
Drury College

The Missouri Bar

Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc.- Congressman,Appt.Sec,Press Sec,Sec

Missouri Life Underwriters Associaticn
Warrensburg School District R-VI

Marshall School System

Columbia School District

Missouri Young Bankers Conference

Martha Keys Congressional Forum

The American Jersey Cattle Club

Colorado Cattlemen's Association

Florida Cattlemen's Association

Minnesota Agriculture Education Summer Workshop
1975 All-American Angus Breeders' Futurity
Park College Commencement

Pineapnle Growers Association of Hawaili

Allied Chemical

Congressman
Congressman
Congressinan

Congressman

Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressiman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressmnan

Congressman

Kansas City, MO.
Houston, TX
Springfield,MO
Kansas City,MO
Salisbury,MD
Kansas City, MO
Warrensburg, M)
Marshall, MO
Columbia,MO
Tan-Tara, MO
Leavenworth, KA
Iouisville, KY
Montrose, CO
Orlando, FL
Fargo, ND
ILouisville, KY
Kansas City, MO
San Francisco,CA

Hollywood, FL

28RS 228,73

770.74 270.74

100.00 0

.89

.40

240.00
652.00
836.00
710.00
574.00
646.00
70.00
857.00

862.00

500.00
500.00
100.00
0
1000.00

0




IS A
PEADT T TOCATION e AT s
Luopuu LJCKJ/\ALO RE\»ELPIS . uXthSES

NG

HONORARTUM
166 Annual Farm Institute

Congressman Maquoxeta, IA 578.60 278, 60

300,00

Great Lakes Southern Milk, Inc.

Congressman Louisville, XT 152.00 152.00
Xentucky Association of Electric

S
Cooperatives Congressman - Louisville, KT 500,00 1) 500.00"
North Carolina Agribusiness Council, Inc. Congressman Ralcigh,.NC '596.00 . 96.00 510008
American Feed Manufacturers Assoc., Inc. Congressman St. Louis, MO. 696.00 196.00 §00.00**
Hawailan Sugar Technologists

Congressman &
Admin. Asst, Homo Mk, ikl

IR ) mR-6:7415!6

Sl
Industrial Forestry Association

Congressman §
Toveito Portland, OR
Congressman Tom Harkin

FS

Congressman Creston, IA PG

*lonorarium returned, (4/30/76)
"*Honorarium & expensos returned. (4/9/76)
AMfpreparing -revised bill for expenses of this tri

Ip, but no honoraium will be accepted
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Mr. John G. Murphy
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463
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May 3, 1976

Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

I'ederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20463

REZ: Litton Compliance Action
Dear Mr. Murphy:

Pursuant to our telephone conference of this date, I
hereby request an additional fifteen (15) day extension of
the dates for compliance with the Litton conciliation
agreement. I have reviewed the material prepared for
submission on this date and found it to be unsatisfactory.
1t 1s now apparent that a major overhaul of bookkeeping
procedures will be required before I can verify to the
Commission that the compliance material is accurate.

In addition to problems with bookkeeping procedures,
the Litton accountants are in possession of his personal
records in order to prepare his tax return. Moreover, the
Litton campaign has retained accountants in Kansas City
who are just now familiarizing themselves with appropriate
books and records. Consequently, I must travel to Missouri
to prepare an accurate response to the Commission's order.

This is to inform you, as well, that my inspection of
Litton books and records is likely to reveal the necessity
for amendments to all FECA reports filed by the Litton
committee and by the Congressman himself. I intend to
travel to Missouri this weekend and compile the appropriate
reports shortly thereafter.




Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr. - 2 -

The requested extension of time will not run counter to
the philosphy of full disclosure, since enough time remains
before the Missouri primary for the electorate to analyze the

amended reports, even with the extension.

Very truly yours,

Robert Thomson
Counsel to Congressman Litton

e RT/1mb

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON
ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
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Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr.

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463 :



April 27, 1976

Robert W. Thomson, Esq.

Preston, Thorgrimzon, Ellis,
Holman and Tletcher

1776 F Street, J. W.

wasnington, D. €. 20008

Re: MUR 002 (73)

Jaar Mr. Thomson:

ihis letter 1s in response Lo your communication
dated April 21, 1976, in which you reguest a 10 day
sxbension to file certain materials required by the
Conciliation Agraement signed between the Federal
Sdlection Jomalssion and Congressman Litton on March 22,
1976. I am authorized by the Comnission to agree to
such an 2xtension. Accordingly, please file the
materials in guestion on or before May 3, 1976.

Sincerely yours,

John G. Murphy, Jr.
Ganeral Counsel

DSpiegel:mpcid4/26/76

\Mt RIS
i 2R T oqpy

!}E‘;’H‘ZQ; M caal SRUHSEL
FEER

,
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April 21, 1976
=l
i
The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis }@L//
Chalrman

Foederal Elcction Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

RIb: MUR 002 (75) Conciliation Agreement

Dear Chairman Curtis:

On March 22, 1976, the Commission and Congressman Litton
entered into a Conciliation Agreement that requires certain

amended reports to be filed within 30 days. Congressman Litton
hereby requests a ten (10) day extension of all such filing
dates.

We have been having substantial difficulty arriving at
=) cost figures for the Dialogue with Litton program. There
have also been problems arriving at correct totals for travel
and honoraria payments received by the Congressman. The
Congressman has been out of town for much of the recess, so
he has been unable to review the work papers we have prepared
until very recently.

A 10-day extension of the filing dates will not be
detrimental to any other candidate or the Commission itself
and will insure that the amended reports, when filed, are
accurate. The Missouri primary is not until August 3, so
interested Missouri voters will have ample time to review
the amended reports if the extension is granted.

\Y ruly yours,

Robert Thomson
Counsel to Congressman Litton

RT/1mb




RESTON, THORGRIMSON. ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
SuTE 201
1776 F STREEL N W

WASHINGTON, D G 20006

David Spiegel
Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463




o

(3 I

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of )

) MUR 002 (75)
Congressman Jerry Litton

~

COMMISSION ACTION

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the matter
concerning Congressman Litton and has concluded that it should
be closed on the basis of the Conciliation Agreement dated

March 22, 1976. 'The Federal Election Commission has accordingly

voted, , to close the file.

P D S R A o e b
Thomas B. Curtis Thomas Harris

Chairman Commissioner
/ . , ) 4
Neil Staebler Vernon Thomson
Vice Chairman Commissioner

. . ¢J~%,L,p} ~,4!9‘~«“

Joan D. Aikens Robert Tlornan
Commissioner Commissioner

DATLE :




& LIENENIPEIE
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

Congressman Jerry Litton

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was instituted by the Federal Election Commission

(hereinafter FEC) on July 3, 1975, pursuant to allegations that

Congressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth District of Missouri had begun

a campaign for the Senate seat from the State of Missouri during the
spring of 1975, but had failed to meet certain of the disclosure
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

This agreement is entered into after conference and conciliation
with Congressman Litton's representatives who cooperated fully with
the FEC staff. The agreement shall in no manner be construed as an
admission by Congressman Litton that he has violated any provision of
the Federal election laws.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Beginning May 1, 1975, the costs of certain speaking engage-
ments made by Congressman Litton in Missouri, outside of his Congres-
sional district, shall be regarded as expenditures and shall be
reportable as such. The Congressman agrees that after August 21,
1975, he will report the costs of all of his speaking engagements in
Missouri according to the principles enumerated in Advisory Opinion
1975-13, published in 40 FR 36747. Within 30 days of the date this
agreement is approved by the Commission, Congressman Litton will
submit a list of the costs of all unreported speaking engagements
affected by the terms set forth herein.

2% (a) The show, "Dialogue with Litton" was instituted on
March 19, 1973, shortly after Congressman Litton's election to
Congress, and serves to inform the Congressman's constituents of
his legislative activities. However, the Commission has concluded
that the show must also be construed as promoting the Congressman's

Senatorial candidacy.




It is agreed that the costs of "Dialogue with Litton" which
relate to the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy shall be reported
as an expenditure between September 25, 1975 -- the date Congressman
Litton registered as a candidate with the Secretary of the Senate --
and the date of this agreement. The costs shall be calculated
according to the following formula:

TV and radio audience
out of Litton's C.D.
but in Missouri X production costs of show = costs allocable

Total TV and radio as expenditures
audience in Missouri

Under this formula 44% of "Dialogue's" production costs must
be reported as expenditures. A listing of the monthly costs of
"Dialogue with Litton" between September 25, 1975 and the date of
this agreement will be submitted to the Commission within 30 days.

(b) In an election year the proximity of the election over-
shadows the informative role of a show such as "Dialogue with
Litton." Accordingly, all costs of the show are reportable as
expenditures. However, in the present matter this provision will
be applied only as of the date of this agreement.

(c) The Litton Senatorial Committee -- the duly authorized
committee supporting the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy --
agrees to pay back the Sixth District Congressional Club ("the Club)
for the percentage of costs assumed by it which are to be counted
as expenditures. No donor to the Club prior to the date of this
agreement will be deemed a contributor witnin the meaning of the
Federal Election Campaign Laws, with respect to dues money which
was used to pay for the costs of "Dialogue with Litton."

3. It is further agreed that the total of all honoraria
received by Congressman Litton from January 1 to August 26, 1975,
is $14,583.98; that no single honorarium received by Congressman
Litton during this period exceeded $1,000. Within 30 days of the
date of this Agreement Congressman Litton will supply to the
Commission a listing of all honoraria received in 1975, after

August 26, 1975. In the event that Congressman Litton has

T Fibase

£
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violated either of the separate limitations in 18 U.S.C. §616,

subds. 1 and 2, he will return to the sponsoring party or parties

all excesses received.

4. This agreement is executed in full satisfaction of all

issues raised in this compliance action.

DATE:

Geperal Counsel
eral Election Co
325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
Telephone: 382-5657

<AL

Robert N. Thomson

Attorney for Respondent

Preston, Thorgrimson, Ellis,
Holman and Fletcher

1776 F Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20006

Telephone: 331-1005
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OFFICIAL FiLE COPY

al Dt

biv i BENER




LAW OFFICES
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March 4, 1976

Mr. John Murphy

General Counsel

Fedoeral Flection Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Rz CA 002-75
Decar Mr. Murphy:

After reviewing the staff report in the matter of
Congressman Jerry Litton (CA 002-75), I find it 1s necessary to
clarify several points. The Congressman has agreed to do whatever
the Commission thinks he must do in order to comply fully with the
FECA. However, he admits no substantive violations. We intend
to preserve our rights with respect to every issue presented by
this compliance action.

It was my understanding that this matter was to be presented
as a consent decree. Unfortunately, there is language in the
staff report that runs counter to that concept.

With reference to language on page 3, paragraph 3, we have not
agreed that the costs of Dialogue should be allocated. However,
if the FEC determines that such costs should be allocated,
Conrressman Litton will be happy to comply.

On page 4, paragraph 1, the report indicates that
Congressman Litton is prepared to accept the 44% formula. As a
matter of fact, Congressman Litton thinks the 44% formula is
preposterous. Nevertheless, if the FEC feels that is the correct
allocation, then the Congressman is willing to amend his reports
accordingly.

On page 4, paragraph 3, the report indicates that the Congress-
man concedes he made candidacy-related expenditures on May 1, 1975.
This is erroneous. The Congressman concedes that he made payments
to determine whetiner he should be a Senate candidate on or after
that date. If the FEC determines that such payments were
"expenditures" within the Act's definitions, then the Congressman

o v s

. “w"fi it 4
fl het? =i
Ny B

3




Mr. John Murphy = B e

will be most willing to amend his reports accordingly.

With reference to page 5, paragraph 2, Congressman Litton feels
the FEC has no business decreeing what staff may be taken on
expense-paid honorarium engagements at any time - not just prior
to August 21, 1975. IHowever, if the FEC determincs that the rule
in A.0. 8 should apply after August 21, 1975, then the Congressman
will adhere to that ruling.

I request that this letter of clarification appear in the
Commission's file, along with the staff report in question, and
be released to the public at any time the staff report is released.
Vg truly yours,

Robert Thomson

RT, 1mb
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FLLIS. HOLMAN & FIFTOCHER
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Mr. John Murphy

General Counsel

Federal LElection Commission
1325 X Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ILECTION COMMINSTON

In the matter of
CA 002-75
Congressman Jerry Litton

STAFF REPORT

I. Allegations

Pursuant to certain newspaper articles aphearing in
June 1975, allegations wore brought to the Commission's
attention indicating that Congressman Jerry Litton of the
Sixth District of Missouri had begun a campaiygn for the
« Senate seat from the State of Missourli during the spring
of 1975, but had failed to meet cortain of the disclosure

-~

provisions of the Pederal Election Campaign law.

Following notification of thasa -] Congr;saman
—Litton indicated he would Volunbar r ral Election
Commission (FzC) investijators s EG artinent books
= and records. On S=ptemboer 8§, 197% - ' 2sti ive team
. from the FEC began reviawing Jongressmar ittt boo&s and
" records. This reviaw revealad tho I oWl
problems:

1. A guestion as to whether expenditurcs incurred by
Congressman Litton in connection with certain sopeaking engage-
ments schaduled on and after May 1, 1975 were related to his
Senate candidacy and therefore reportable.

2. A guestion as to what portion of the costs _(if any)
of a television show titled "Dialogue with Litton" featuring
Congressman Litton and a series of prominent guests, were
related to the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy.

3. Finally our investigation indicated that Congressman
Litton might be in violation of the honorarium limitations set
forth in 18 U.S.C. §615.

D\Ms o?m“\ amnnﬂ& at Tyec. DUsionm ®w 2-26-76
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II. Analysis and Recommendations

A. Congressman Litton's Costs for Certain Speaking
Engagements in Missouri.

Our investigation indicates that beginning May 1, 1975,
Congressman Litton accepted a limited number of speaking
engagements in Missouri outside of his Congressional District,
with a view toward promoting his Senatorial candidacy. The
costs of these engagements must be reported Ly Congressman
Litton as an expenditure. (A listing of the cngagements for
May 1975 is found in Exhibit "1" of the appendix to this
report.)

In addition, there is a question whether beginning

Algusitie 21, 8BTSt h el leostEsiiofi allll of Congressman TP = O RS

.speaking engagements are reportable as expenditures. On

that date, in AO 1975-13 (published in 40 FR 36747), the
INCommission ruled that once an individual becomes a candidate

"all speechas made bzfore bstantial numbers of persons are
= presumably for th2 purpose of enhancing his candidacy." Thus,

it is clear that from the time Congressman Litton became a

candidare he was covered by this nule. However, the precise
— date of Litton's candidacy (as the term ds defined in 18 U.S.C.
_ §591 (b)) is presently in dispute (see Part B,; infra).

B [Gasitstofr EDhiralioguenwitchin dizon

Our investigation indicated that "Dialogue with Litton" is
a monthly, 90 minute thesatre-in-the-round type discussion between
C’ Congressman Litton and a selected guest, usually of national
political prominence, about various issues of current, public
affairs interest. The show -- or "meeting" as Congressman
Litton characterizes it —-- takes place in the Congressman's
district before an audience that now averages about 1,000 persons

The analysis and recommendations set forth herein take into
account the United States Supreme Court decision in Buckley
Vi Veallie el AU SENTa WS HASEPIIEE (SHTERS S Tiaml a eyt S R PRI RO 57000 B St i B R e
down as unconstitutional the expenditure limitations in
EBIIIS el i8IS 608 (lan ramd (S, ¢ TAceordinigly ) thelindrra tive

infra, focuses essentially on the disclcsure impact of the
two expenditure related problems revealed by the Commission's
investigation of Congressman Litton.

All citations here ¢ 1visory opinions arse

assumption that becauss of the Buckley rw11nq
accorded "de facto validit (48" TVELTL W, at

are tnerefors viaple.
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and always includes question and answer sessions with Congress-
man Litton and the guest. The costs of the show are paid for
exclu51voly by a group called Sixth District Congressional Club,
located in Congressman Litton's district. The show was first
instituted on March 19, 1973, shortly after Congressman Litton's
election to the House of Representatives. Television coverage
was not added until Marcn 1974. This coveragce was initially
local (3 television stations and 2 cable TV companies in June
1974), but has now expanded to include a substuantial portion of
Missouri. Present coverage includes a numbar of television and
radio stations.

In view of these facts we belicve that "Dialogue with Litton"
can be reasonably characterized as serving two purposes: on the
one hand, it is an informative forum through which Congressman
Litton communicates with his constitucents; on the other hand, it
is a promotional device linked to the Congressman's S=2natorial
candidacy. The costs c¢f "Dialoguae" whicn are related to its
informative role are not candidacy—rolatod and do not count as
expenditires within &€he meaning of 2 U.S.C. Siﬂl(f) ok I 1B SIET
§591(f); however, the costs of the show w‘ ch are ralated to
Congressman Litton's Senatorial candidacy mqst all be deemed
expendlitures.

The prccedi"g propositions were discussed with counsel
for Congressman Litton and a general agreemsnt was rzached that
the costs of the show should be allocated as an expenditure
according to a formula which would calculate the percentage of
viewing and listening populaticn outside Congrassman Litton's -
district which is reached by the show. We proposed that the
following formula be used:

TV and radio audience
O OF At OTies (GEb,

(but in Missouri) ¥ pYecuetran. SostE Ok slewds = eds sl Al oesbilie:
Total TV and radio as expenditures

audience in Missouril

2/ These costs exclude payments by Congressman Litton in 1975 for
"recording services furnished to him by the House Recording

Studie." " Such! costs lare eXempted by 2 Uis.€. §5434(d) froml the
limitations of the FECA, except "during the calendar year in
which the Member's term cxpires." In addition, costs for meet-

ing announcemonts, in-district advertising for the show, and

membership cards and badges for individuals in the Sixth District
Congressional Club could be excluded sincz such costs are directed
solsly %2 79_:Ln4 versons in Congressman Littoa's district to
attend the meetlng from wnicin "Dialogue" i1s taped. ;

8
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Substituting the appropriate figures in this formula results

in a determination that 44% of the show's production costs

are allocable as candidacy-related expenditures, (Sec Ixhibits
"2-5", appended hereto.) Congressman Litton has now indicated
that he 1s prepared to accept this formula.

In a year in which an election is held we believe that
all the costs of "Dialogue" must be counted as an expenditure.
During this period, the proximity of the election colors the
informational purpvose of the show. Thus, cven within Congress-
man Litton's district the show plainly serves to enhance his
candidacy. This issue 1s being discussed with counsel for
Congressman Litton and agreement may be possible.

An outstanding issuc remains as to the date on which
expenditures for "Dialogue" should first be reported.
Congressman Litton has argued that this should be no
earlier than September 25, 1975 -- the date he registered
as a Senatorial candidate with the Secretary of the Senate.
However, because the Congressman concedes that he made a
candidacy-related expenditure on May 1, 1975, this raises
the gquestion of whether May 1 should be considered as the
Lneeption date for Al canpaignmrelated costs, ineluding
those made for "Dialogue."

(T Honorariums

Our investigation indicated that on several occasions in
1975 Congressman Litton traveled to specific areas to deliver
noncraria spceches and in each case collected reimbursement
fron the sponsoring group for roundtrip travel and accommoda-
tion expenses, not only for himself and his wife, but for

N various staff members and their wives, who accompanied him.

(See Exhibit "6", appended hereto, for examples of these

N reimbursements.) In view of the limitations on honorariums

in 18 U.S.C. §616, subds. 1 and 2, and in view of Congressman
Litton's extensive speaking schedule, it is obviously important
to determine which expense reimbursements are part of an
honorarium and which are not.




In AO 1975-8, appearing in 40 FR 36747 on August 21,
1975, the Commission ruled that only travel and accommodation
expenses paid on behalf of the Federal official actually
delivering the honorarium speech would be exempted from the
M atiions Mo B URISIAE S 6HIo s, TsiTh i I S Un de s St h e i 8t cp NSt
would appear that after August 21, 1975, only reimbursements
for travel and accommodations made to Congressman Litton him-
self, would be exempt under §616(1l). The Commission may wish
to re-examline this ruling to determine whoether it is not overly
restrictive.

With regard to expenses made prior to the date of AO 1975-8,
Congressman Litton would interpret the exemption in 18 U.S.C.
§616, subd. 1, as applying not only to his own travel and sub-
sistence, but also to that of his aides and to his immediate
family. These persons would be a functional part of the

~ Congressman's travel entourage and their travel and subsistence
costs would in a sense be part of his costs. We believe that

e this approach 1s a regasonable one. The guestion of how many
persons in Litton's entourage would be exemnt under §5616(1) is
presently under discussion.

-- II1. Recommondations

« In viaw of Congressman Litton's manifest cooperativeness

in the investigation herein and the thoughtful, reasonable tone
of the ongoing negotiations, we believe this matter can be fully
settled by a conciliation agreement. We scek a directive from
the Commission to obtain such an agreement which would thon be
C subject to final Commission action.

h
" B /[ n
L lotly
Orlando B. Potter John G. Murphy, Jr.
Staff Director Gencral Counsal
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EXHIBIT 1

EXPENDITURES CONCERNING SPEECHES OQUT-OF-DISTRICT IN MAY,

Travel Item No. Air Fares Accomodations and Meals

(May) 55 $ 98.37 $ 32.00
59 28R 16.48
60 98.37 =
62 TY. 50

68 36.35

70 5

Amounts Reported

Totals




1 AY : al g
. ! EXHIBIT I1I
’ N . Re: CA 002-75 .

EXPENSES CONCERNING THE PRODUCTION OF "DIALOGUE WXTH LITTON"

4
(W]

;
| i = June July

: I, Television Production Costs

1. Tape Purchases, Director's Fees, shipping

3 exp., etc. $1,150 $2,150 $ 683

'% 2. House Recording Studio 1,226 862 1,069 5

| 3. Television Time Expense 638 622 600
3,014 3,634 2,352

11. Meeting Costs

1. Travel: JL & Guests ! $ 396 SE3ile 75 ony
*~2. Music Expense 400 400 400
o, Meeting Announcement Exp. 23 196 95
-4. In-District Advertising 605 609 600*
fi;. Membership Cards & Badges 26 465 -0 -
L 81,450 81,704 §2,042
,- —

$4,464  $5,338  $4,394

v

cLless Non-Allocable Expenses

NI. 2. House Recording Studio Fees

" ~ Exempted in Sect. 434d. $1,226 $ 862 $1,069
II. 3. Meeting Announcement Exp. .23 196. 95
4, In-District Advertising : 605 609 600%_ :

5. Membership Cards and Badges
(Note 3,4,5 are construed to
be solely in-district and

f constituent expenses) 26 465 -0 -
|
TOTAL ALLCCABLE $2,584  $3,206  $2,630
EXPENSES

e e v m i m | s e s n = T

. = = e e




. . | EXHIBIT T11

Upon request, Mr. Litt¢h's staff obtained the television
viewing from each of the stations carrying the Dialogue. We
were able to perform the following breakdown separating wviewers
by the relative percentages into 1) in-district viewers, 2) out-
of-district viewers, and 3) out-of-state viewers. Note that
geographically, "Dialogue with Litton" may be seen in over
two-thirds of Missouri.

VIEWER FIGURES FOR
TV STATIONS CARRYING DIALOGUE WITH LITTON

Total Missouri Missouri

TV Stations Viewers GERICEDE Non 6th C.D.

KBMA

KOMU

-

o KHOA
- XKQTV
CKTVO
v

c
TV

¢
. Cable
—Cable
NCable
~N

Kansas City 60,000 ORS00 29,100
Columbia 40,000 , 200 38,800
Hannible-Quincy 18,000 6,300
St. Joseph 68,000
Kirkville-Ottumwa 47,000
Springfield 22,000
Joplin 4,000

St. Joseph 15,000 15,000

Maryville 4,000 4,000

Platte County 2,800 2,800

280,800 108,550 101,570

(1008%) (39%) (36%)




EXHIBIT IV

NON-CD6 MISSOURI LISTENERS OF VOTING AGE

Total Listeners

KHGM Brookfield - 10,000 (Est. from Carrolton) 500w
KMRN Cameron 100,000
KAOL Carrolton 10,000

KGHI Chillicothe 9,000

"KTGR Columbia 25,000

(oo
KCFV Ferguson 500 (10w education station (Est.)

c:KH.‘«iO Hannibal 0 (Do not broadcast - E.T.)

--KIEE Harrisonville
CWDAF-KYYS Kansas City 0 (Do not broadcast)

=
KCUR-FM Kansas City 0 (Do not broadcast)

s

KLEX-KBEK Lexington 8,000
Ci

~
N KXCU Maryville 2,500

KMMO-KMFL  Marchall 16,500

KWIX Moberly 16,500 (Est. from Marshall) 1000w.
KGSP Parkville 2,000

KKJO St. Joseph 3,000

KMA Shenendoah, Iowa 0 (Only news coverage)

KSMW Warrensburg 0 (Only news coverage)

TOTAL RADIO LISTENERS = 228,000
FEOERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

OFFICIAL FILE GOPY
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EXHIBIT VI

CONGRESSMAN LITTON'S TRAVEL EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS FOR CERTAIN HONORARIA TRIPS

Expense Reimbursement Traceable
January - May, 1975 Received Expenses

Trojan Seed Co. $ 530.16 $ -
DC-KC (JL & # Staff) - 353.43
Motor Inn (JL) - 23.17
Plaza Inn (3L & 3 Staff) - 118.40

Deep South Farm & Power

Eaquipment Assn. (New Orleans) 725.88

DC-Atlanta (JL & Staff & -
Staff wife)

At1-New Orleans (JL & Staff 145.
& Staff Wife)

New Orleans-Atl (JL & Staff 145.
& Staff Wife)

At1-DC (JL & Staff & Staff 175.
Wife)

175.

2-11 Spokane Chamber of Commerce
1= (WA)
DC-Cenver-Spokane-Columbia, MO
(JL & Staff)

(These figures could not be itemized
from information given)

U.S. Feed Grains Council (AZ) 764.23

DC-Chicago-Phoenix (JL) -

KC-Phoenix (Staff & Relative) 3

Phoenix-KC =

Las Vegas (They paid only a -
Phoenix-KC air fare)
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John G. Murphy, Jr.

General Counsel

I'cderal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

bear Mr. Murphy:

The following is a proposal to settle major issues
in the Litton compliance action, including that concerning the
c Dialogue with Litton program. The approach has the general

approval of Congressman Litton.

The Dialogue with Litton show should be viewed as a

o= joint venture, conducted by the Dialogue Committee and the

pe Litton Senate Committee. The Dialogue Committee will pay for
that portion of the program cost related to the Congressman's

T function of communicating with his constituents in the sixth
district. The Senate Committee will pay for that portion of the

et program cost deemed to be related to the Congressman's Senate
campaign. The allocation formula already devised by FEC staff

B would determine the amounts to be paid by each committee.

~

Under current law, the Dialogue Committee will continue
to be considered a group organized to help the Congressman
communicate with his constituents, and not a political committece.
Donations to the Dialogue Committee will not be considered
"contributions" and disbursements will not be deemed "expenditures".
However, the Congressman recognizes that the Dialogue Committee
may become subject to FECA reporting requirements and contribution
limits when the proposed office account regulation is approved
by Congress.

Of course, contributions to and expenditures by the
Serate Committee will be subject to FECA requirements. Senate

Y t“‘\‘“;l ‘%\Q‘
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John G. Murphy, Jr.
rage 2
February 10, 1976

Committee Dialogue expenditures will be made direcctly to suppliers
of goods and services, so the FECA itemization rcquirements can be
met.

With respcect to Dialoqgue programs prior to the date of
settlement of this compliance action, but occurring after
September 26, 1975, (the inception of formal candidacy), the
Litton Senate Committee will repay the Dialoguc Committee an
allocated portion of its costs, such allocation to be based on
the FREC staff formula designating a percentage of those costs
as related to the Litton Senate candidacy. The disbursement
will be reported by the Senate Committee, as required by
2 U.S.C. §434.

Under no circumstances, however, should previous
Dialogue donors be retroactively deemed campaiygn contributors.
These donors had no idea they would be considered supporters of
a Litton Senate candidacy by virtue of their donations to the
Dialogue Committee. Some of them support the concept of Dialogue,
but do not support the Litton Senate candidacy.

I believe this proposal should be acceptable to the
Commission, since it recognizes the major principle staff was
intent on establishing in the context of this compliance action.
Where a House member seeks a Senatc seat, a program like Dialogue
will be deemed partially campaign-related when it influences
state voters residing out of the member's district.

On the question of honorariums, the Congressman still
asserts that payments for all staff travel in connection with an
honorarium event should be exempted from the honorarium limits
as "actual travel" expenses. In the event the Commission rules
otherwise, the Congressman would like a list from A.I.D. noting
which payments are deemed to be in violation of 18 U.S.C. §61l6.
The Congressman has vet to receive such a list. Appropriate
reimbursements will then be made.

PRESTON THORGRIMSON.
ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETOHER
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General Counsel
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Mr. David Spiegle

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF CONGRESSMAN CA 002-75
RESPONSE TO THE REPORT
JERRY LITTON OF THE OFFICE OF DIS-
CLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE
AND THE OFFICE OF GENERAL
COUNSEL BY CONGRESSMAN
JERRY LITTON

I. BACKGROUND

This response to the report of the Office of Disclosure
and Compliance and the Office of General Counsel ("Staff Report")
is filed in connection with an investigation initiated by the
Federal Election Commission. The investigation initially focused
on the question of when Congressman Jerry Litton began making
expenditures with respect to a candidacy for the United States
Senate, but staff has now broadened the scope of the investiga-
tion to include the receipt of honorariums by Congressman Litton

and the Congressman's communications with his constituents through

the medium of the Dialogue with Litton television and rqg v gm“
Y

1\(‘\

program ("Dialogue"). “.“U“\i\m‘ \,‘L\f Q)“?\{

Lounst

“ﬁ\%\m

preieE U

The matter was initiated by a letter from Mr. Gordon

BENER AL

Andrew McKay, Assistant Staff Director for Disclosure and Compli-
ance to Congressman Litton, dated July 3, 1975. Exhibit 1.

The letter cited a June 22nd newspaper article quoting the Con-
gressman, and noted that the Congressman apparently had misinfor-

mation as to the general standards of candidacy found in the
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Federal Election Campaign Act ("FECA"). The letter did not give
any indication that Congressman Litton was to be the subject
of an investigation, nor did the letter contain any allegations
from complainants or the Commission itself that Congressman

Litton was in violation of the FECA.

On August 18, 1975 Congressman Litton's Administrative
Assistant, Mr. John Ashford and counsel, met with Mr. Stephen
Schachman, Deputy Assistant General Counsel for Litigation.

At that meeting, Mr. Schachman orally indicated that Congressman
Litton would be the subject of an investigation. Although no
written notice of a possible violation was received by Congress-
man Litton, Mr. Schachman indicated at the August 18th meeting
that the Commission was concerned about certain travel expenses
incurred by Congressman Litton, although the investigation was

not to be limited in any way.

By letter of Augqust 18th, Congressman Litton indicated
he would voluntarily grant FEC investigators access to all books
and records. Exhibit 2. On September 8th, a team from the FEC's
Audit and Investigation Division began reviewing Congressman

Litton's books and records in his office.

On September 29th counsel for Congressman Litton ad-
dressed a letter to Mr. Schachman containing a trip-by-trip

itemization of Congressman Litton's 1975 travel and comments

on the various issues that were presented by the investigation.
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Exhibit 3. Following that, a period of negotiation ensued in
which it became apparent that the FEC staff had isolated three
areas of concern, Litton Travel, Litton Honorariums, and Dialogue

with Litton.

During negotiations, some consensus was reached with

respect to the first two issues, but it is not possible to charac-

terize that consensus as an agreement. With the respect to the
issue of Dialogue with Litton, no agreement was reached. In
the letter of September 29th, counsel for Congressman Litton
submitted a suggested allocation formula to be used if the Com-
mission insisted on allocating a portion of the Dialogue expen-
ditures to a prospective Senate candidacy. Commission staff
rejected the proposed allocation formula and orally proposed

an alternative formula of its own. That formula is unacceptable.

Since it appeared agreement on the issues presented
by the investigation was not forthcoming, Congressman Litton,
through counsel, requested a hearing on this matter by letter
dated December 9th. Exhibit 5. Shortly thereafter, Chairman
Thomas B. Curtis responded for the Commission noting that Com-
mission staff was to prepare the staff report in question here
and noting that Congressman Litton would have an opportunity

to submit a written response to the report. Exhibit 6.

Ll o HE ISSUER BF (EANDIDATY.

The question of when Congressman Litton became a candi-

date for the U.S. Senate was apparently the issue that ignited
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this investigation of Litton expenditures. In Mr. McKay's letter

of July 3, 1975, reference is made to "certain published and

broadcast statements" by the Congressman allegedly misinterpret-
ing FECA standards of candidacy. Moreover, staff has made the
technical inception of a Litton Senate candidacy the lynch pin
of its analysis and recommendations with respect to all major

issues in this compliance action.

Upon staff's request, counsel for Congressman Litton
made available on September 21 an itemized list of travel items
that occurred during the second calendar quarter of 1975. That
list included all trips by Congressman Litton outside of Wash-
ington, D.C. during that period. Certain of those travel items
were designated as having been made by Congressman Litton to
explore the possibility of alternative state and federal candi-

dacies. Exhibit 3, p. 2.

In the first paragraph of the September 29 letter,

counsel states,

"As you know, Congressman Litton does not consider
himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate. However,
some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter to deter-
mine of he should become a candidate. Should

vou determine these expenditures are reportable
under the FECA, they will be included on the third
quarter Report of Receipts and Expenditures filed '
by the Missourians for Litton committee, a politi-
cal committee registered....on September 26,
1975." Emphasis supplied.
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Again, on page 2, counsel states, "If you determine it is neces-

sary, the Missourians for Litton Committee will report certain

second quarter expenditures.... emphasis supplied.

It is apparent from these passages that Counsel was
asking for a Commission determination of the impact of certain
payments made to determine which of several alternative candi-

dacies the Congressman should pursue.

Staff has recommended that certain travel items during
the second quarter be deemed campaign-related, Staff Rept., p.
12. That may be a reasonable conclusion with respect to those
travel items. However, the staff draft goes much further. It
suggests that these de minimus "expenditures" should not only
trigger the technical definition of candidacy under the Act,
but should also retroactively subject the Congressman to the
full range of statutory and regulatory obligations that normally

flow from the knowing inception of candidacy.

Staff alleges that all travel (with minor exceptions)
outside the Congressman's district should be deemed campaign-
related as of May 1. Staff Rept., p. 12-13. Staff further
contends that the harsh provisions of A.0. 1975-13, 40 Fed. Regqg.
36747 (Aug. 21, 1975) should also apply to the Congressman's

honorarium speeches, simply by virtue of these exploratory ex-

penditures. Staff considers these exploratory expenditures to
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be of paramount importance when suggesting the Congressman charge

a portion of Dialogue costs to his Senate limit from May 1, 197S5.

Staff Rept., p. 19.

The Federal Election Commission has yet to decide
whether exploratory payments of the type made by Congressman
Litton are "expenditures" under 2 U.S.C. §431(f) or 18 U.S.C.
§591(f). To our knowledge, no advisory opinion directly addresses
this subject. The Proposed Disclosure Regulations, H.Doc. 74-
293, 94th Cong., 1lst Sess., provide no specific guidance. No
interim guideline or policy statement now on the record would
aid a candidate in judging for himself the impact of payments
made to determine which of several alternative candidacies should

be pursued.

At the time the payments in question were made, Con-
gressman Litton was actively considering the possibility of
seeking nomination for election to the office of Governor of
the State of Missouri, U.S. Representative, or U.S. Senator.
Litton Affidavit, Y2. The expenditures, themselves were of a
de minimus nature, totaling $654.78 for May and June according

to the Congressman's figures. Exhibit 3, p. 3. All payments

[ AMISHIRN
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were made from the Congressman's personal funds. Li%ﬁgg‘éﬁﬁgﬂ
PEDERAL RLEGR I

The record indicates that Congressman Litton himself

was uncertain as to the impact of the exploratory payments, but
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welcomed the Commission investigation as an opportunity for the
Commission to provide for the first time substantial guidance
on the difficult question of "when candidacy begins." As the
Congressman stated in his letter of August 18, 1975, "I believe
the resolving of these specific issues will do much to inform
other potential candidates and enable them to know the Commis-
sion's interpretation of the Act and comply with it." Exhibit

2, pp. 3 and 4.

It is apparent the Commission has before it a matter
of first impression, calling for a judgment of the impact under
the FECA of exploratory payments of a de minimus nature made
by an incumbent Congressman who was considering several alter-
native candidacies, one of which was for a state office. On
numerous occasions, the Commission has stated that where the
express provisions of the FECA do not clearly foreordain an FEC
conclusion regarding an application of the Act, that conclusion
should not be applied retroactively. See, A.0. 1975-11, 40 Fed.
Reg. 42839 (Sept. 16, 1975); A.O. 1975-68, 40 Fed. Reg. 55601

(Nov. 28, 1975). That rule should apply in the instant case.

Staff has recommended that Congressman Litton be deemed
a candidate as of May 1, 1975. Staff Rept., p. 12. This recom-
mendation should be accepted by the Commission only insofar as

it would lead to a reporting of the exploratory payments made

during the second calendar quarter. i
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However, the Commission should apply the broad statu-
tory and regulatory requirements that normally flow from a knowing
inception of candidacy prospectively only from September 26,
1975, the date the Congressman registered the Missourians for
Litton Committee and authorized that committee to receive con-
tributions and make expenditures with respect to a possible
Senate candidacy. On or about that date, the Congressman de-
termined that he would probably be a Senate candidate and ex-
penditures thereafter could fairly be attributed to his expen-

diture limit under 18 U.S.C. §608(c). Litton Affidavit, ¢3.

In the context of the Litton compliance action the
Commission may well determine that in the future, the type of
exploratory payments made by Congressman Litton are "expendi-
tures" under the Act. All who are involved with the campaign
laws would welcome such guidance. Nevertheless, such a novel
interpretation should not be applied retroactively in the instant

case.
IITI. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON

The major area of concern from the inception of this
investigation has been the Dialogue with Litton program. The

nature of the program is fully described in Congressman Litton's

affidavit and counsel's letter of September 29.
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Dialogue with Litton should not be regulated in any

way by the Federal Election Commission for the following reasons:

The Commission is prohibited by the First Amend-
ment of the U.S. Constitution from defining the
FECA definition of "expenditure" 5o broadly as
to unduly restrict the public discussion of po-

litical issues.

The Commission is prohibited by the First Amend-
ment of the U.S. Constitution from applying the
FECA so broadly that Congressman Litton, Dialogue's
listening and viewing public, and the press are

denied the benefits of a free press.

The Commission is prohibited from resurrecting
section 437a of Title 2, U.S. Code, a provision
found unconstitutional by the Court of Appeals

in Buckley v, Valeo, C.A. No. 75-1061 (D.C. Cir.,

Aug. 15, 1975), by applying the FECA to a program
like Dialogue that sets forth a candidate's posi-

tion on public issues and discusses the voting

record or other official acts of a candidate.

A. Free Public Discussion of Political Issues

Application of the FECA to Dialogue with Litton rests
on the determination that some of its costs represent an "ex-

penditure made for the purpose of influencing..." the nomination
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or election of a candidate to Federal office. Staff Rept., p.
19. ‘The purpose test which triggers the reporting and expendi-
ture limitations of the Act has been judicially construed to
avoid application of the Act's provisions to certain groups and
organizations involved in the public discussion of political

issues. See, United States v. National Committee for Impeach-

ment, 496 F.2d 1135 (2d Cir. 1972): A.C.L.U. v. Jennings, 366

F.Supp. 1041 (D.D.C. 1973).

In United States v. National Committee for Impeachment

("Impeachment Committee"), supra, the Second Circuit was faced

with an application of the FECA disclosure provisions to an
advertisement by an organization advocating the impeachment of
President Richard M. Nixon. The court indicated that the legis-
lative history of the 1971 Act gave no guidance with respect

to the meaning of the purpose test. Finding no Congressional
guideline, the Court concluded that the test must be narrowly
construed so as to avoid raising "serious constitutional issues."
Id at 1139, 1140. The Court fashioned a two-part test for de-

termining the proper application of the purpose of the test.

First, there must be an expenditure [or contribution]
made with authorization, consent, or under the control of the
candidate. Second, the major purpose of soliciting contributions

or making expenditures must be the nomination or election of

candidates. 14 at 1140.
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The Impeachment Committee analysis has been followed

by the District of Columbia Circuit in its decisions in two

similtar cases, ACLU v. Jennings, supra, and Buckley v. Valeo,

supra. Under the Impeachment Committee test, costs of Dialogue

do not constitute an "expenditure" for the purpose of nominating
or electing a candidate to federal office. Admittedly, there
is authorization of the expenditures of Dialogue production costs

by Congressman Litton. The first part of the Impeachment Commit-

tee standard is satisfied.

However, the major purpose of Dialogue with Litton
is not the influencing of the nomination or election of Congress-
man Litton to Federal office. The majotr purpose of Dialogue
is now, and has always been, to provide current information on

public issues to the voters of the Sixth District of Missouri.

The staff has erred in its conclusion that the FECA
is applicable to Dialogue with Litton. The face of the Act
itself, as well as its judicial interpretation, argques that it
was not intended to reach communications between members of
Congress and their constituents. For example, franked newsletter
mailings are specifically excepted from coverage in 39 U.S.C.
§3210. The value of services of the Congressional recording
studios are exempted from the reporting requirements of 2 U.S.C.
§434, except in the year immediately preceeding the Member's

re-election. Congress specifically intended "to separate ac-

tivities designed to win elections from activities-designed to
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make a Congressman known and available to his constituents."

Buckley, supra at 1549. 1In fact, the Court of Appeals has speci-

fically expressed its approval of the Congressional intent to
withhold constituent communications from coverage of the act.
"It is certainly appropriate for Congress to assure that steps
taken to diminish incumbency advantage do not have the result

of eroding representation or the effectiveness of a legislator

in communicating with his constituents." Buckley, supra at 1549,

emphasis added; accord, Exhibit 7.

We take particular issue with staff's conclusion that
Dialogue is a "promotional device for enhancing Congressman
Litton's Senatorial candidacy." Staff Rept., p. 17. This state-
ment is characteristic of the persistent inability of the staff
throughout the initial period of negotiation to appreciate the
motivation behind the Dialogue program. In Dialogue, Congressman
Litton has developed a novel appioach to encourage discussion
of public issues among his constituents and to expose his entire
district through the media to spirited discussions involving
our nation's leading government officials and political figures.
To characterize Dialogue as a "most valuable tool for presenting

Mr. Litton as an actual or potential candidate" (Staff Rept.,

p. 11, emphasis supplied) represents a cynicism regarding elected

public officials that is inappropriate.

Staff ofters no evidence to prove its assertion that

one of the purposes of Dialogue is to enhance Congressman Litton's
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Senate candidacy, other than the assertion that Dialogue excerpts
may be used in political advertisements in the future. 1If such
excerpts are used, they will be purchased from the Dialogue
Committee by the Litton campaign fund. Similar purchases of

photographs and film footage by incumbent candidates is common.

Staff makes much of the fact that Dialogue is bruadcast
by stations "strateqgically located on the fringes of the (Sixth
Congressional) district." Staff Rept., p. 19 (emphasis snupplied).
Once again, the implications of such a choice of words are un-
acceptable. The record indicates that in order to cover his
entire constituency, Congressman Litton must have access to
broadcasting stations on the fringes of his district. To suggest
that the Congressman, as a matter of strategy for nis Senate
campaign, chose the fringe stations to air the Dialogue program

is unfair.

The staff report further distorts the purpose of Di-
alogue by confusing the terms "purpose" and "effect." The Im-

peachment Committee test clearly states that it is the major

purpose of the communication that permits application of the

Act. Impeachment Committee, supra at 1140. The Act may be

applied only to “committees soliciting contributions or making
expenditures, the major purpose of which is the nomination or

election of candidates." Id.

Staff's analysis, on the other hand, focusesvon the

effect of Dialogue within the Sixth District and outside the
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district in areas unavoidably reached by the fringe stations.
Staff concludes that outside the district, "the show, like a
campaign circular, acts primarily as an advertisement of Congress-
man Litton's Senate candidacy by presenting him as an articulate
man who is doing his job well, and is liked and respected by
important government ofticials." Staff Rept., p. 18. This may
be the effect of the show on out-of-district listeners or viewers,
but such a consideration 1s only peripherally relevant to the
purpose test established by 18 U.S.C. 591(f) and the Court of

Appeals in the Impeachment Committee case. The major purpose

of Dialogue does not change solely because the program is broad-

cast incidentally across a geographical boundary.

Nothing in this record would lead to a conclusion that
the major purpose of Dialogue is other than to communicate with
Congressman Litton's constituents. Staff's conclusions threaten i
to lead the Commission beyond the constitutional boundaries of
the Act into the protected area of First Amendment expression.

The recommended application of the FECA is impermissibly broad

and should be rejected by the Commission.

B. Freedom of the Press ' R

. &

Staff recommends that a portion of the cost of pro-
ducing the Dialogue program for radio and television broadcasting
be subject to the FECA expenditure limits in 18 U.S5.C. §608(c).

Such a limitation would constitute an unconstitutional inter-

ference with the right of Congressman Litton and the members
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of the Dialogue committee to have access to broadcasting stations
for the purpose of discussing controversial issues of public
importance, and an infringement on the collective right of Dia-
logue viewers and listeners "to have the medium function con-
sistently with the ends and purposes of the First Amendment."

Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. F.C.C., 395 U.S. 367 (1967).

Congress has recognized that the constitutional right
of maximum access to the media 1s of paramount public importance.
The "Equal Time" provisions of the Communications Act of 1934
allow legally qualified candidates equal opportunities to use
a broadcasting station when the station has afforded the use
of its facilities to other such candidates. 47 U.S.C. §315(a).
The "Fairness Doctrine" requires that broadcasting stations
provide "reasonable opportunity for the discussion of conflicting
views on issues of public importance." Id. Legally qualified
candidates must be given access to broadcasting facilities at
the station's lowest unit charge during time periods prior to
an election and at rates comparable to that charged other users
at other times. 47 U.S.C. §315(b). A station's broadcasting
license may be revoked if it fails to allow "reasonable access"
to its facilities by legally qualified federal candldageg G,AJUNOJQQ
cragphl TLtiaib :
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The Supreme Court has also placed a premium on access

to the airwaves, concluding that, "it is the purpose of the First

Amendment to preserve an uninhibited market place of ideas in
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which truth will ultimately prevail."” Red Lion Broadcasting

Co. v. F.C.C., supra, at 390. Only in special circumstances

has the Court countenanced a restriction on the right of the
public to have access to broadcasting services, e.g., Columbia

Broadcasting System v. Democratic National Committee, 412 U.S.

290 (1973).

The FECA itself has not been invulnerable to consti-
tutional attack on the grounds that spending limitations restrict
the rights of the public under the First Amendment. An important
aspect of the media expenditure limit in Title I of the 1971
Act (the certification requirement) was ruled unconstitutional.

ACLU v. Jennings, supra at 1051,

Courts have found that restrictions on access to First
Amendment freedom of expression may be unconstitutional due to
the "chilling effect" of government regqulation that falls short
of a direct prohibition of First Amendment rights. Laird v.

Tatum, 408 U.S. 1, 11 (1972); Baird v. State Bar of Arizona,

401 U.S. 1 (1971); Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589

(1967); Lamont v. Postmaster General, 381 U.S. 301 (196%h“cmmw§m“

"
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In the instant case, application of the
- app oA
limits to Dialogue, a program whose major purpose is not to
influence Federal elections, would have a "chilling effect" on

Congressman Litton's access to the airwaves for the purpose of

communicating with his constiuents and on the public right to
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see such programs. Such Commission action would severely limit

the total amount that could be spent on Dialogue. It would

require that certain of Dialogue's donors be listed as political

contributors on FECA reports and require the Dialogue committee
to meet accounting and reporting requirements, although it ap-
pears such requirements could be avoided if the Litton campaign
fund paid Dialogue for those expenditures deemed campaign-re-

lated.

Such regqulation would make the Congressman a "candi-
date" under the FECA simply by virtue of producing Dialogque,
since such broadcasts would be deemed "expenditures" under the
Act. Most importantly, it would discourage broadcasters from
carrying the program because of the "Equal Time" implications.
There is no question that staff's recommendation would severely
curtail Dialogue and could well destroy the program altogether.

Litton Affidavit, 41l6.

Of course under certain circumstances, the right of
access to the media may be tempered by a competing and paramount

public interest. Columbia Broadcasting System v. F.C.C., supra.

Nevertheless, there must be a substantial nexus between the
compelling interest and the act that is threatened by govern-

mental requlation. See, Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S. 479 (1960);

Louisiana v. N.A.A.C.P., 366 U.S. 293 (1961l); United States v.

O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367 (1968). Here that nexus is lacking.
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The compelling interest in this case i3 the purity
of the electoral process as protected by the FECA expenditure
ceilings. Congress has concluded that spending in Federal elec-
tion campaigns, such as the Missouri Senate race, should be
limited. But here any effect on the Senate race is merely in-
cidental to the purpose of Dialogue, which is to bring the resi-
dents of Missouri's Sixth Congressional District closer to govern-
ment officials and political figures who profoundly influence
their daily lives. Staff itself recognizes that the program
is non-partisan in nature. No appeal for support, financial
or otherwise, is made on behalf of Congressman Litton or any
other candidate or party. Staft Rept., p. 10. Non-residents
of the Sixth District only have access to the program because
there are few radio and television stations 1in that largely rural
area and fringe stations must be used to reach all district

residents.

Staff is no doubt concerned that continued exposure
of Congressman Litton in any capacity to potential voters in
the Missouri Senate primary will act to the detriment of his
primary opponents (Staff Rept., pp. 18-19). However, the in-
terests of Congressman Litton's opponents are already well-pro-
tected by the Equal Time laws. Once Congressman Litton becomes

a legally qualified candidate for the U.S. Senate, his legally

qualified opponents may request equal access to any broadcasting

station that allows Congressman Litton to use its facilities.

o S ST 0 AR ) (3, . 1 S
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It is not necessary for the Commission to embark on
the dangerous course of regulating programs like Dialogue when
another Federal agency, the Federal Communications Commission,
already has the statutory authority and expertise sufficient
to protect the rights of all candidates involved. 1Is it really
necessary for the Federal Election Commission to hroaden the
application of a statute which is already under serious consti-
tutional attack when another body of law has been found constitu-
tionally effective in accomplishing the same end? We think not,
and we urge the Commission to reject staff recommendations to

the contrary.
G0 Section 437a

Section 437 (a) of the FECA, directed at persons...
broadcasting to the public any material referring to a candidate,
advocating the election or defeat of such candidate,...or setting
forth the candidate's position on any public issue has been
held unconstitutional by the United States Court of Appeals in

Buckley v. Valeo, supra at 1559.

The Court found Section 437 (a) unconstitutionally broad
on its face because of the danger that "it may undertake to
compel disclosure by groups that do no more than discuss issues
of public interest on a wholly non=partisan basis." 'Id, at L5568,

Dismissing the likelihood that such discussion threatened the

purity of the Federal election process, the Court based its

Lt
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holding on the overriding importance which such discussion has
to a democratic society founded on the discussion of public
issues "vital and indispensable to a free society and an informed

electorate." Id.

Dialogue with Litton is a television and radio program
which provides information on public issues to the voters of
Missouri's Sixth Congressional District. The program's format
is nonpartisan, attempting to present both sides of all issues
and including gquest speakers of all political persuasions. The
purpose of the program is to promote constituent understanding

of national issues and Congressional affairs.

Staft's suggestion that an allocated portion of Dia-
logue expenses must be deemed "expenditures" under the FECA could
result in the compelled disclosure of Dialogue's sponsoring

organization, the Sixth District Congressional Club.

In Buckley v. Valeo, supra, the Court ruled the Com-

mission could not directly compel disclosure of "groups seeking
only to advance discussion of public issues." Id. at 1553.

The Sixth District Congressional Club is such an organization.
Nevertheless, the staff is suggesting that the Commission could
indirectly compel such disclosure by deeming certain of Dialogue's
expenditures to be campaign-related. If such expenditures exceed

$1,000 in a calendar year, the Dialogue committee could be forced

to report as a political committee. 2 U.S.C. §433. 1It is a
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settled principle of law that the federal government cannot

regulate indirectly that which it cannot regulate directly.

It appears such disclosure could only be avoided by
having the Litton campaign fund repay the "expenditures" made
by Dialogue. However, such a requirement would be¢ burdensome

and offensive to the spirit of Buckley v. Valeo. The Dialogue

committee, which pays the production costs of this nonpartisan
public information broadcast, is outside the constitutionally-
permissible scope of the Act. The Committee belongs to that
class of organizations which the D.C. Circuit Court sought to
protect by striking down as unconstitutional, the disclosure

provisions of §437 of the FECA.
D. Candidacy and Dialogue

Staff has suggested that a portion of Dialogue should
be allocated as a Senate campaign expenditure as of May 1, 1975,
the alleged inception of Congressman Litton's Senate campaign.
There is no basis in the statute for assuming that the nature
of Dialogue changes once the Congressman's Senate candidacy

began.

Before and after May 1, 1975, the purpose of Dialogue
was not to influence the result of a federal election. Nor does
the Congressman's obligation to communicate with his Sixth Dis-

QW
trict constitutents terminate solely because he becomes Qﬁm\ ?
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didate for statewide office. Any incidental ef Qg %&g
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on the Senate campaign should not prompt the Commission to cripple

a program that has been successful in involving Sixth District

residents in their government.

In A.O. 1975-107, 40 Fed. Reg. 60165 (Dec. 31, 1975),
the Commission has concluded that a "newsletter of the air"
produced on one-time basis by Representative Edward P. Beard
was not campaign-related. Like Dialogue, the Beard program was
seen on television throughout the Congressman's district and
in other areas as well. Like Dialogue, the Beard program was
a review of the problems that face the Congressman's district
and involved a discussion of major areas of national concern.
Like Congressman Litton, Congressman Beard was not a candidate
for reelection in his House district at the time the program

was shown. Both programs were shown during non-election years.

The major difference between the Beard program and
that of Dialogue is that Congressman Litton had made expendi-
tures of a de minimus nature to determine whether he should be

a Gubernatorial, Congressional or Senatorial candidate prior

to certain Dialogue broadcasts. Staff has concluded that by

virtue of these expenditures Litton became a candidate for the
Senate and 44 percent of the costs of producing the program

cas N

suddenly became subject to FECA limitation.

This is an absurd result that the Commission should
reject. The right of a Congressman to communicate with his con-

stituents should not be subject to such arbitrary determinations.
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Advisory Opinion 1975-107 should be modified to broaden the scope

of allowable constituent communication, and its implications

should not be followed in the Litton compliance action.
IV. LITTON TRAVEL

The record shows that Congressman Litton made certain
payments as early as May 1, 1975 to determine whether or not
he should be a candidate for state or federal office. Such
payments were made from the Congressman's own pocket and were
not made from funds contributed to the Congressman. Litton
Affidavit, 42. Such specific travel items are detailed in Ex-
hibit 3. We believe these expenditures will not be in excess

of $1,000 for the months prior to September 26, 1975.

Our understanding of staff's proposed treatment of
these travel expenditures is as reflected in counsel's letter

of December 9. Exhibit 5.

However, as we indicate above, a Commission determi-
nation that exploratory payments of this nature should not be
retroactively applied to subject Congressman Litton to the full
range of statutory and regulatory obligations that normally flow
from a determination that candidacy has commenced. These ob-

ligations should only be imposed on the Congressman prospectively

from September 26, 1975.
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V. LITTON HONORARIUMS

The confusion as to what portion, if any, of travel
and subsistence expenses must be counted towards the limits of
18 U.S.C. §616, centers on that section's definition of "actual

travel and subsistence expenses".

The Commission has concluded that "actual travel" ex-
penses are not subject to the honorarium limits, based on a clear
legislative intent to treat such expenses differently from honor-
ariums. A.O. 1975-8, 40 Fed. Reg. 36746 (Aug. 21, 1975). How-
ever, that opinion appears to define the phrase "actual travel"
as encompassing only the personal expenses of the elected or

appointed Federal officer.

The restricted definition of "actual travel" reached
by the Commission in its August advisory opinion on honorariums
is clearly a novel interpretation of the phrase and cannot be
said to have been foreordained by the statutory provisions of
the Act. For that reason, the Commission staff has tentatively
concluded that in applying §616 retroactively to Congressman
Litton, the term "actual travel" would include expenses for the
Congressman, his wife, and one staff member. Staff Rept., p.

I/

Congressman Litton is not in agreement with the staff's

conclusion as to the definition of "actual travel". The Con=,.c/i

ef
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gressman asserts that the term "actual travel" should encompass
all staff business travel in connection with an honorarium
event. The purpose of the §616 honorarium limitation is to
prevent Members of Congress from profiting excessively during
their term, from their official status. Payments for actual
travel of Congressional staff when the occasion requires, do

not accrue to a Congressman's financial benefit.

Even under the staff interpretation of "actual travel”,
no violation by Congressman Litton of the limits of §616 has

occurred, or will occur.

Respectfully submitted,

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON,
ELLI HOLMAN & FLETCHER

Robert N. Thomson
Counsel for Congressman
Jerry Litton




BEFORE THET FERDERAL LELECTLON COMMISS LON

IN THE MATTER OF CGA 0Q2-75
CONGRESSMAN JERRY LITTON AFFIDAVIT OF
CONGRESSMAN

JERRY LITTON

The Honorable Jerry Litton, being duly sworn, deposes
and savs:

1. [ am a Member of the United States llouse of Repre-
sentatives from the Sixth District of the State of Missouri.

I was first elected to Congress in 1972 and subscquently re-
elected in 1974, My professional expeéerience prior to my elec-
tion included ranching, a number of years as a professional
broadcaster, a carcer for which I trained in college, and a
paid professional specaker.

Z. My second term as a Congressman expires January 3,
1976. In May of 1975 I decided to explore the possibilities
of a candidacy for the Missouri governorship or the U.S.
Senate as an alternative to running for re-election in my
district. In order to test my political strength as a can-
didate for those offices, 1 spent a limited amount of time
and personal funds traveling to confer with individuals whose
advice [T vakue: T had not, at that tine, come to any lcomn-

clusions about which office to seek. It was therefore my

understanding then, that since [ was a prospcctive candidate




only, my travel expenditures were not "expenditures'" with-
in the meaning of the Federal Election Campaign Act.

3. In September of 1975, 1 decided I could well be-
come a candidate in the 1976 Missouri Democratic Senatorial
primary (to be held on August 3, 1976). I immediately au-
thorized the formation of the "Missourians for Litton" com-
mittee. That committee filed a statement of organization
with the Pederal Election Commission on September 26, 1975,
pursuant to the requirements of 2 U.S.C.

4, On duly 7, 1975, I received a letter from Gordon
Andrew McRav, stalff Director of the Disclosure and Compliance
Division for the lFederal Llection Commission. In his letter,
Mr. McKay alleged that apparently I had crroncously concluded
that my prospective candidacy (i.c¢., the period during
which [ was exploring the question of which office to seek)
was not a "'candidacy" within the meaning ol the lI'ederal Elec-
tion Campaign Act. lHe also explained that such expenditures
might be chargeahle against the expenditure limits set forth
under the provisions of Title 18, section 608. In conclu-
sion, Mr. McKay stated that I might wish to request an ad-
visory opinion on my status as a '"prospective" candidate
pursuant to the provisions of Title 2, section 437(f).

5. lurther, since Mr. McKay had suggested T might want
to ask for an advisory opinion from the Commission, I on

July 22 wrote Chairman Curtis and asked for the Commission's™
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o
opinion on whether my appearances constitutedthe start'ofga-
S ‘




candidacy, on the appropriaste use of funds left over (rom

my 1974 Congressional race {or routine political activities

in my district, on the usc of those funds (or official business

for which inadequate official funds arc suppliced and, f{inally,

on the problem of determining when an individual who has long

maintained a busy schedule of public appearances and may (or

may not) be considering running for an office (or offices)

becomes a candidate. | am still cager to cooperate with

the Commission in determining the answers to thosce questions.
0. In August 1975, I lecarned from wy statl that |

was the subject of a Commission investigation concerning cer-

tain Jdisbursements made in the State of Missouri Jduring 1975,

I received no formal notice of the investigation; although

I was in receipt of the letter from Mr. McKay, it made no

mention of aun impending investigation. On August 18, 1975,

I sent a letter to Stephen Schachman, Deputy Assistant General

Counsel for lLitigation, cxplaining to him what [ understood

about the matters undevr investigation and making clear to

him that as far as I was concerned, was undecided as to

which office T would scek and was therefore not a candidate

for any federal office. Since that time, my counsel, Robert

Thomson, has tried unsuccessfully to resolve our differences

in this matter with the lederal lection Commission staff.

Agrecement has not bheen reached.
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Since [ came to Congress in 1973, 1 have sponsored
a sceries of monthly meetings with my constituents, the tele-
vision broadcast of which is called DIALOGUE WITH LITTON
(DIALOGUE). The program format is that of an old-fashioned
town meeting. My constituents are the audience and they par-
ticipate in the program by asking myvself and my guests any
questions they have about issues of interest to them or about
what is happening in Congress.

8. My rcason for starting DIALOGUE was my feeling that
a tremendous communication gap existed between the people of
my district and the Congress. The yap created a distorted
image in the minds of my constituents about how Congress and
the tederal government actually operate.  As their congressman,
I felt it was my responsibility to close that gap with my con-
stituents and to provide them with enough accurate and up-to-
date information on issues and Congressional affairs that
they would be encouraged to become informed participants in
their government. We are now in our fourth ycar of the
DIALOGUE program.

9. DIALOGUE'S format is that of an actual dialogue
between myself, my guests, and the audience. The program is
issuec-oriented and non-partisan. During its course [ have
tried faithfully to present my constituents with a chance
to hear both sides of the issues. My guests have included

not only Congressional leaders and colleagues from both sides

of the aisle, but also, cabinet members, federal administrators
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and other local and national government figures. During

(V4]
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the past year, [ have included among my guests such prominent
political figures as "'Bo! Calloway, Se tary of Agriculture,
Parl Butz, and Presidential lInergy Advisor, Mike Duvall.

10. T have never used the program for campaign purposes
cither for myself or for other candidates. 1| would not per-
mit that. [t would violate the integrity of the program.

In preparing material for broadcast, we have never cdited out
material unfavorable to me. In fact, where possible, we have
done just the opposite by editing out material that was too
favorable to me. My goal in preparing DIALOGUE has always
been to achieve a fair, open, and honest dialogue with my con-
stituents about issues of concern to them and to the nation.

I think we have achieved that goal.

Ll. The DIALOGUE programhas been very favorably res
ceived by myv constituents. Our first meetings were so suc-
cessful that, at the request of constituents scattered across
a district of greater than 12,000 square miles, reaching threc-
quarters. of the way agross Missouri, we decided to televise it.

13, Television programs of DIALOGUE are prepared for
stations serving my Congressional district. In order to ensure
television coverage of the entire district, however, it was
necessary to broadcast the program on television stations on
the fringes of my district (the district itselfl only has dne:,( ;
station inside it, at St. Joseph). To reach d]HUQur tons&m-

ar

tuents we have to rely on fringe stations in h1n~¢\ (1tv

Columbia, Hannibal-Quincy, and Kirksville. We also provide
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DIALOGUL programs at little or no cost to the radio stations
of our district.

13. Once stations serving our district began broadcasting
DIALOGUE, we began receiving requests from radio and television
stations in other arcas of the state, who wanted permission to
broadcast our program. These stations recopgnized the educa-
tionai vaiue of the program and desired to hroadcast it in ful-
Cillment of their public service responsibilities. Since
prov ding them with tapes, once the program had been shown
in our district, involved little additional expense other
than the shipping charges, we agreed to provide two of the
stations with DIALOGUL tapes.

14. The production costs of DIALOGUE average from
$2,500 to" 53,200 per month. That figure includes bhoth actual
television production costs (time, directors fee, ectc.) as
well as the costs of the meetings themselves (travel for
myself and guest, music, in-district advertisement, membership
cards and name badges). Production cxpenses are borne by the
Sixth District Congressional Club, an organization which ex-
ists solelv for the purposc of supporting the production of
the DIALOGUL program. The club sells memberships to raise
the mone¢y for the program's costs:,

15. In my opinion, the Commission 1s making a secrious
mistake in attempting to apply the [Federal ]]ehﬂi?“ g%r“

m

Act to DIALOGUE: Constituent communications
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considered campaign-related expenditures. 11m‘& am“ﬁ01nﬂ

is no different than what any other Member does when he mails
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a newsletter to his constituents, except, | might add, that
he does so at taxpavers' expense. ‘The conscquences of the
proposecd application are bound to be grave. In that event,
we will be faced with the unplecasant decision of continuing
to produce DIALOCUE and having portions of its cost count
toward my Scnate campaign limit, despite the fact that the
program has only minimal political value for my candidacy, or
stopping production altogether. If we do that, | submit, we
unjustly deny DIALOGUL'S viewers a worthwhile and beneficial
public service program that stations want to broadcast. [ur-
thermore, such a ruling by the Federal Election Commission
could discourage broadcasting stations from carrying DIALOGUE
because of the Equal Time requirements.

N In mv estimation, the staff's rcecommendation that
a portion of DIALOGUE expenses should be deemed campaign-

rclated would severely curtail the program and could force

its cancellation altogether.

Signed in Washington, DC, on this 21st day of January,

1976. //////j;)
//, = ,.‘.Aj.f_:,_____/

= J;;;ﬁ' s m.,~‘\\\\k

([ ==A
'x\ff*L ~~"JERRY LTTTON
A Member of Congress
G

Sworn to hefore me this 21st dayv of January, 1976,

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT 1

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975

CERTIFIED/RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Honorable Jerry Litton D
1502 Longworth House Office Building

U.S. House of Representatives

Washingten, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Litton:

It has come to the attention of the Federal Election Commission
that certain published and broadcast statements attributed to you
claim that certain expenditures you may have made in connection
with a Federal election are not subject to the disclosure and
limitation provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act, as
amended, since you have not yet announced your candidacy for
election to Federal office.

Please be advised that under the provisions of Section 608
of Title 18 of the United States Code, such expenditures may be
chargeable against the expenditure limitations set forth in
that section, irrespective of a formal announcement of candidacy.

An individual, for purposes of disclosure and the limitation
provisions of the Act and Section 608 of Title 18, may become a |
"candidate'" for Federal office whether or not such individual
has made a formal announcement of his candidacy or has taken the
necessary steps to qualify as a candidate under the provisions
of State law. 1In 2 U.S.C. 431(b) and 18 U.S.C. 591(b) a candidate
is defined as " . . . an individual who seeks nomination for

election, or election, to Federal office . . . if he has . . .

2) received contributions or made expenditures,
or has given his consent for any other person
to receive contributions or make expenditures,
with a view to bringing about his nomination
for election, or election, to such office"

[underscoring added].
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I enclose a copy of the Federal Election Campaign Laws and
call your attention to Section 437(f), wherein you are entitled
to request a formal advisory opinion on this matter from the
Commission. 1In the alternative, the Commission would welcome
any comments or explanatory material you may wish to submit.
Please do not hesitate to contact me on 202/382-6023 if further
guidance or assistance is required.

Sincerely vours,

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as stated

GAM:v1f

FEGERAL FLECTION COMMISSION
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JERRY LITTON . EXHIBIT 2 COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

@ he DisTRICT, MISSOURI BUBCOMMITTEES:

FORESTRY-CHAIRMAN
WASHINGTON OFFICE: LIVENTOCK AND GRAINS
1802 Lonawortd House OrFicr BUILDING ’ FAMIL Y FARMS AND
WamnNGTON, D.C. 20318 nngtess D 2 nlte tatts RURAL. DEVELOPMENT

(202) 228-7041

: COMMITTEE ON

, ﬁ?ﬂuse of Rtprtﬁmtatmts DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
1B TRICTY OFFICE:
PLAZA INN INTERNATIONAL ) BUBCOMMITTEES:
81101 NOHTHWEST 112 STREET Washington, PD.EC. 20515 EDUCATION, LAROR AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Kansas CiTy, Missoumt 64133 COMMERCE, HOUSING AND

(816) 891-8880 TRANSPORTATION

August 18, 1975 D.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Mr. Stephen Schachman

Deputy Assistant General Counscl
for Litigation

Federal llection Commission

1525 K Street, N.W.

N Washington, D. C. 203463
& Dear Mr. Schachman:
o
' [t is my understanding from conversations with my staff
C that [ am the subject of a Commission investigation concerning
certain disbursements made in the state of Missouri this vear.
o= [t is unfotunate that I have had no written notification of
- such an investigation, other than a letter dated July 3rd
= from Mr. Drew McKay which did not mention any investigation.
-
That July 3rd letter pointed out that a report in the
ST. LOULS POST-DISPATCH on June 22, 1975 indicated T said 1
could make appearances in St. Louis and not have them count
Lo against our limit if T later hecame a candidate for the U.S.
Senate, wherecas the cost of similar appearances would count
e against the spending limit for candidates who have already
h fllOd.

That newspaper report was accurate. [ did say that. My
statements were based on my careful reading and, I believe,
accurate interpretation of the campaign act. Under the law
I do not believe I am presently a candidate. Nor do I believe
that, should I become a candidate, expenditures made in recent
months should be counted against my spending limit.

As T indicated in myv letters to you and Mr. McKay there
seems to me to be a difference between testing the waters and
heating them up.

I acknowledge I am seriously considering a Senate Candidacy.
With the exception of the Senate seat and my current office, I
have publicly indicated I will not be a candidate for any
other office in 1976,
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I have not made up my mind which of the two to scek nor
whether | will secek either.

Frankly, in addition to my Congrecssional activities, and my
speaking schedule (which has been a heavy, nation-wide schedule
for many years) 1 have been spending limited time and a very
modest amount of money to support incidental travels attempting
to determine whether I should become a candidate and for what
office.

[t would bhe most accurate to say I am currently a prospective

candidate for the U.S. Senate as well as a prospective candidate
for re-clection to my current office.

Unfortunately, the Federal Elections Campaign Act docs not
provide for prospective candidates. It establishes registration
and reporting procedures only for actual candidates.

And that's onc thing T know I'm not -- a candidate.

Again, I have not made up my mind what office to scek. ['ve
only indicated that despite encouragement, I won't bhe a candidate
for Governor of Missouri, and that [ am receiving a positive
rcaction from pecople about a potential Senate candidacy.

To the uninitiated it must scem so simple to say, "Even
though vyou haven't made up your mind which office to seek, go
ahead and file the reports for the Senate. That way, even though
you believe the minimal expenses of these exploratory soundings
clearly fall outside the definition of an expenditure made to
influence the outcome of a federal election, your report will be

on file, and you're covercd should vou later decide to make the
Senate race."

As vou well know, it's just not that simple.

To file such reports, I would first have to establish a
committee. How, for instance, do you ask pcople to serve on a
committee when you don't yet know which office, if either, you
will seek? I would then have to appoint a chairman and treasurer
and clearly indicate in pursuit of which specific office I'm
filing reports.

The instant I did that Missouri newspapers would run headlines
"Litton Making Senate Race'. Within minutes a group of eight to
ten prospective candidates, who have indicated they will scek
my louse seat if T run f{or the Senate, would head for Jefferson
City to file for the louse. The public would he convinced I am

~ - f,'.“‘ R
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(3)

determinced to make the Senate race. But such would not be
the casce. 1 haven't decided yet.

The filing deadline for the Missouri Democratic Senatorial
Primary 1is April 27, 1976. The primary election is not until
August 3, 1976.

IFrankly, to be sure I was in compliance with the law I
considered filing several months ago for both offices, lHouse
and Senatc, and complying with reporting rcquirements accordingly.
lHowever, Missouri law prohibits filing for two offices.

I don't believe it was ever the intention of the Congress
in passing the FECA to force prospective candidates into publicly
sclecting an office before their own minds are made up.

It is, thercfore, my opinion I am not now a candidatec.
Further, 1 believe if I should become a candidate for either
office, the monies I have spent in these priliminary testings
should not count against my limit.

llowever, since only the Commission can made this determination,
and since T want to be in full compliance with the law, 1 tell
vou now [ will be prepared, after you review my records to file
any reports you may reasonably require. I stand ready to fully
comply with what the Commission deems appropriate and necessary.

I welcome this opportunity to give you a chance to look
at my books and determine if my public statcments accurately
reflect my activities, which 1 am confident they do.

It will also give you a chance to answer some bhasic
questions:

(1) Am I now a candidate for the U.S. Senate?
(2) If so, when did I become a candidate?

(3) After that date, what expenditures, if any, count
against my limit?

(4) 1If I am not now a candidate, what action may I take
in the future that will cause me to hccome one?

(5) If, at some future date, I do become a candidate
for the Senate, will anv of the expond1§qﬁ?3Q ia
to that date bccountod against myr« ﬁﬁh IARUL
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I helicve the resolving of these specific issues will do
much to inform other potential candidates and enable them to know
the Commission's interpretation of the act and comply with it.

As my staff indicated, last month I immediately made
available to the author of the ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH article
the lcetter from Mr. McKay along with a copy of my response.

1 have not hesitated to focus public attention on this
law which substantially changes campaign methods and strategy.
[ have [(reely discussed mv interpretation of the law and the
timctable for compliance, as 1 understand it. In fact, |
would point these issuces out bhefore the Commission because
of my frece and open discussion of the law.

I scec no reason to keep this matter behind closed doors.
Rather, I firmly believe knowing the methods, procedures,
cvidence, considerations, decision process and final judgments
in this situation would all be helpful to countless other
potential candidates who find themselves in a similar position.

I, therefore, most willingly waive my rights under Section
437 (a)(3) to have this matter kept confidential.

At my request, Mr. Robert Thomson will represent me in
this matter. You will be hearing from him before noon,
tomorrow, Tuesday, August 19, about my specific plans to
furnish you with the information you require.

Your attention to this, your interest in us, and your
willingness to operate in a spirit of cooperation are all
deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

JERRY LITTON
Member of Congress

JL/cp
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September 29, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman

Deputy Assistant General Counsel
For Litigation

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Schachman:

We have completed a thorough review of all pay-
ments made by or on behalf of Congressman Jerry Litton
since January 1, 1975. As you know, Congressman Litton
does not consider himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate.
However, some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter of 1975 to deter-
mine if he should become a candidate. Should you determine
these expenditures are reportable under the F.E.C.A., they
will be included on the third quarter Report of Receipts
and Expenditures filed by the Missourians for Litton Com-
mittee, a political committee registered with the Secretary
of the Senate and the Missouri Secretary of State on Septem-
ber 26, 1975. The report will, of course, include all third
quarter expenditures as well.

For your convenience, we have listed below second
qguarter payments made to determine whether Congressman Lit-
ton should become a Senate candidate. In addition to that
list, we have also itemized and categorized other payments
that were made during the period in question. None of these
additional payments were made with respect to the Senate

primary.

Hopefully, our action coupled with your audit,
will lead to a speedy resolution of this matter and enable
you to conclude your investigation on a positive note. We
remain ready, as before, to answer any questions you may have
with respect to this information.

FEDERAL ELECTIO BUMM\SS\B\\
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 2

1. Reportable Expenditures from the Second Quarter

If you determine it is necessary, the Missourians
for Litton Committee will report certain second quarter ex-
penditures on its third quarter Report of Receipts and Expen-
ditures.

The following is a list of those expenditures,
totalling $654.78, with reference to travel items appearing
in Attachment 1:

(TRAVEL ITEM 55)

Bel Air Hotel Overnight accomodations

St. Louis, Mo. in connection with
speech for State Rep.
Williams

(Also will be listed as a contribution in-kind of
$32.00 from Williams Dinner Committee)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Ozark Airlines Travel in connection $28.37
with speech to Ozark (pd.Check
Press Association £#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Howard Johnson's Overnight accomodations $16.48

Springfield, Mo. in connection with (pd.Check
speech to Ozark Press #709)
Association

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Trans-World Transportation to St. $36.35
Airlines Louis political meet- (pd.Check
ings $#713)

{TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Chase Park Plaza Overnight accomodations $75.38
Hotel, St. Louis, in connection with St. (pd.Check
Mo. Louis political meetings #709)




Mr.
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Stcephen Schachman

September 29, 1975
Page 3

interpreted by the Federal Election Commission.

(TRAVEL ITEM 71(4d))

Refreshments and room
for meeting with KC
political leaders

Plaza Inn Int'l
Kansas City, Mo.

(TRAVEL ITEM 72)

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech to Central Mo.
Press Association

Tan-Tar-A
Lake Ozark, Mo.

ITEM 72)

Travel in Litton car
to Central Mo. Press
Association speech in
Lake Ozark, Mo. - 440
miles at $.10 per mile

Cong. J. Litton
1502 LHOB
Wash, D.C.

(Also reported as contribution from Litton)
(TRAVEL ITEM 75(b))

Alameda Plaza Hotel
Kansas City, Mo.

Dinner, XC City Council

(TRAVEL ITEM 75 (e))

Plaza Inn
Kansas City, Mo.

Breakfast with Mo. party
officials

TOTAL: $654.78

$218.11
(pd.Check
#713)

$48.13
(pd.Check
#707)

$132.80
(pd.Check
$715)

$23.16
(pd.Check
$718)

In addition to the expenditures noted above, there
are others that cannot be deemed campaign "expenditures", as
that term is defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act, and

categorized below.

These are
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 4

Travel Outside of Missouri

None of Congressman Litton's travels outside of the
State of Missouri were to influence the result of the Missouri
Senate primary, nor did such travel have any appreciable im-
pact on that election. Therefore, we feel expenses associated
with the following travel items in Attachment 1 cannot be deemed
expenditures for the Senate primary:

Out-of-State Travel

Items 1-11
Items 17-19
Items 21-22
Item 25
Item 27
Items 31-32
Item 36
Item 45
Item 53
Item 75(a)
Items 77-78
Item 82

Note that all but five of these travel items were in
connection with honorarium speeches (See, Attachment 2). As
discussed below, honorarium appearances are clearly outside
the purview of the campaign laws, particularly when the appear-
ances are outside the geographical boundaries of the relevant
electorate and the incumbent officeholder is not an announced
candidate.

Items 10-11 were travel in connection with the
Congressman's appearance as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee at a Consumer Affairs meeting in New York on January
20, 9757

Item 24 was travel to Vail, Colorado for a vacation
with the Litton staff on February 11.

Item 36 was travel to Southern Illinois University
in Carbondale, Illinois for an Agricultural Seminar in Litton's
official capacity as a member of the Agriculture Committee on
March 14.

Item 53 was travel in connection with an appearance at

an Iowa State FFA leadership conference in Sioux Clty 1n % thqp s
official capacity on April 25. gﬁ”Lq} e .udw-
¥ J 0
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
Sceptember 29, 1975
Page 5

Clearly none of these expenditures were made for
the purpose of influencing the result of the Missouri Senate
primary.

3. Honorarium and Expenses Travel Within State

Items 12, 13, 15, 20, 46, 50, 62, 64, 69 and 74
represent travel in connection with honorarium speeches with-
in the state. Neither the expenses associated with such travel,
nor the honorariums themselves should be deemed "expenditures"”
or "contributions" for purposes of the F.E.C.A. Congress in-
tended honorariums to be separately limited under the provisions
of Section 616 of Title 18, U.S. Code.

However, the Commission has not recognized the dis-
tinction when candidates make honorarium appearances within
the geographical boundaries of their electorate. See, AO 20,
September 23, 1975. Under those circumstances, honorarium pay-

ments will now be deemed "contributions." Nevertheless, Con-
gressman Litton was not a candidate for the Senate when he
made these appearances. In fact, he was only a few months

into his term as a Congressman. Even if the Commission decides
to ignore the candidacy requirement in AO 20, no one has sug-
gested that the ruling is retroactive before September 23.

Items 12, 13, 15, 20 and 46 all represented honora-
rium appearances before the incumbent Senator, Stuart Symington,
announced his retirement on April 21. 1In no case should Litton
contributions or expenditures before that date be attributed to
the Senate campaign. See, Tennessee Guidelines, Fed. Reg. 43660,
September 22, 1975, where effective resignation date of incum-
bent triggered running of the expenditure limitation period.

Items 62, 64 and 69 were commencement speeches to
high schools, certainly not the type of appearances by a public
official that should be deemed campaign-related except under
the clearest of circumstances.

Item 58 was a speech to the Missouri Life Underwriters
Association who were meeting in Congressman Litton's district on
May 5. Item 71(c) was a speech to a statewide meeting of paint
technologists meeting immediately adjacent to the district. We
believe such appearances should be considered part of the offi-
cial business of the Congressman as a host to conventions held
in his district.

\
FEDERAL & mw ! %&%\'N\SS \0

“‘E\% . 'N.“M- LTM\S&




4 ¢

Mr. Stephen Schachmuan
September 29, 1975
Page 6

Item 74 was a speech to the Missouri Young Bankers
Association on June 11 at Tan-Tar-A. The Congressman appeared
in his official capacity as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee to discuss agricultural matters of interest to the
Missouri financial community,

Apparently, expense or honorarium payments of this
type may now be covered by the rulings in AO 13 or AO 20. How-
ever, when Congressman Litton accepted these speaking engage-
ments, the Commission had not yet issued these two Advisory
Opinions. It would be entirely unfair to apply the rulings
retroactively to Congressman Litton in the context of this
investigation, without an across-the-board review of the 1975
honorarium activities of all Federal officeholders.

4. Constituent Service Within District

A great number of the Congressman's trips during
this period were directly in connection with constituent ser-
vice activities in his district. Even under the newest ver-
sion of the office account ruling, such payments occuring

during the first year of the Congressman's term, will not be
charged to a Congressman's spending limit.

DISTRICT CONSTITUENT SERVICES
Items 14 49

24 52

28 56

33 61

38 66

41 71 (a) e .
44 79 OFFICE O sl

5. Other Official Travel as Member of Congress Within The
State

Since Congressman Litton is the only member of the
Missouri delegation on either the Senate or House Agriculture
Committees, he receives numerous invitations to speak at Farm
Bureaus and other agricultural gatherings throughout Missouri.
Under the most recent version of the proposed office account
regulation, he would be required to charge expenditures for
such travel against his Section 608 spending limit during 1976,
but not in 1975. Of course, Commission sources have indicated
the regulation is not retroactive in any event.
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 7

The Congressman should be allowed to speak upon
invitation to agricultural groups throughout Missouri in
his official capacity, subject to minimal restriction by the
campaign laws. Congressman Litton has made such appearances
ever since he became a member of the Agriculture Committee
and long before he was ever mentioned as a possible Senate
contender.

The Congressman was travelling in his official capa-
city in items 23, 29, 37, 39, 42, 63, 76 and 80. Note that
only the last three appearances were made after the date
Senator Symington announced his retirement.

6. Party Business

In travel items 34, 50 and 71(b), Congressman Litton
was travelling as a party leader and attending regularly
scheduled party events. For items 34 and 50, all party office-
holders were invited to attend. Item 71(b) was for party busi-
ness within his district.

As you know, Gerald Ford, an announced candidate for
President, is currently travelling around the nation on "party
business"” at the expense of the Republican National Committee.
The Commission has yet to attribute any of these travel expen-
ditures to the Ford campaign. Congressman Litton, of course,
was not an announced candidate and was not using funds from a
political committee for travel expenses. Therefore, these ex-
penses, though minor, will not be considered campaign-related.

When the Federal Election Commission attributes RNC
travel payments to the Ford campaign, then Missourians for
Litton may reconsider the status of these three travel items.
Until that time, however, the Committee has no intention of
reporting such payments as campaign expenditures subject to
the Section 608(c) limits.

7. Miscellaneous Travel Items

Items 20, 30, 35, 40, 43, 47, 48, 51, 54, 65, and
81 represent return travel for trips in Sections 1 through 5
of this letter. Items 57, 60, 70 and 73 are also for return
travel, but one or more of the activities that are listed as
possible campaign expenditures under Section 1 took place on
such trips.
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 8

Item 57 was a return from a trip to Kansas City,
(Items 55 and 56) for constituent work in the District. On
the way to Kansas City, the Congressman attended the Williams
dinner and stayed overnight in St. Louis, Since most flights
to Kansas City stop in St. Louis, no extra expense was involved
by virtue of the Williams dinner. Therefore, none of the tra-
vel expense to or from Kansas City need be apportioned for
campaign purposes.

Item 60, coupled with Item 59, represents return
travel from Kansas City, where the Congressman gave an honora-
rium speech, to Washington, D.C., with a stopover at Spring-
field, Missouri for a speech that arguably could have been for
campaign purposes. The extra cost attributed to the stopover
will be reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 70, as with item 60 above, is return travel
with a stopover, where the extra cost of the stopover will be
reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 73 represents return travel from a trip the
predominate purpose of which was non-political. Congressman
Litton flew to his district for constituent services and pro-
duction of the Dialogue program (Item 71). While there, he
hosted a meeting with political leaders and attended a press
conference, both of which will be reported as campaign-related,
if required (See, Section 1). However, the trip would have
been made anyway, even without the political appearances.
Therefore, only the extra travel and entertainment expenses
should be reported as a campaign expenditure.

8. Office Expenses

Attachment 3 lists a number of payments made for
office expenses during 1975. Even if the newest version of
the proposed office account regulation were retroactive, the
expenses would still not be chargeable against any Litton
campaign limit. The proposed regulation extends only to those
office expenses made during the last year of the Congressman's
term.

9. Dialogue With Litton

The 1ssues at the heart of the still-unresolved
conflict over office accounts will determine how the Commis-
sion eventually will treat payments like those made to support
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
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the Dialogue with Litton program. The Dialogue program is a
series of monthly voter education meetings that Congressman
Litton holds with his constituents to discuss issues of im-
portance to his District and the Nation. Up to 2,000 consti-
tuents regularly attend such meetings, which feature question
and answer sessions with the Congressman and a guest.

The program is financed entirely from constituent
contributions and administered from a separate office account.
No contributions are accepted from corporations or labor or-
ganizations and no contributors have given in excess of $500
during any calendar year. The account is controlled by a not-
for-profit corporation, with a non-partisan board.

The stated purpose of the program is to bring govern-
ment to the people, and the great interest shown in the program
proves that purpose is being achieved. Guests have included
Administration figures, such as Secretary of Agriculture, Earl
Butz and Secretary of the Army, Bo Calloway, Republican Con-
gressman Jack Kemp, and a few of the Democratic Presidential
hopefuls. The program is edited and shown throughout the
Congressman's district on television. It has proved so popu-
lar that two television stations outside of the Congressman's
district have broadcast the program to fulfill their public
service commitments as Federal Communications Commission licen-
sees.

The current version of the Commission's proposed
office account regulation would apply Title 18 spending limits
to office accounts generally during the last calendar year of
a Congressman's term. Thus, the Litton Dialogue program would
be subject to the limits during 1976, but only if the Commis-
sion determined that it was the type of activity meant to be
covered by its proposed regulation.

Under no circumstances, however, can the 1975 Dia-
logue expenditures be deemed subject to the limits. First,
during the office account hearings, Commission sources indi-
cated that the Dialogue program may not be the type of acti-
vity meant to be limited by the proposed regulation. Second,
no one has suggested that the proposed regulation should be
applied retroactively. Third, even if the requlation were
applied retroactively to the Dialogue program, all the expen-
ditures took place during the first year of Congressman Lit-
ton's term. The requlation, as proposed, applies only to the
second year of a Congressman's term. . anet1™
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
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Therefore, none of the Dialogue donations or pay-
ments can be retroactively limited by the Commission. Fur-
thermore, we feel the Commission should never regulate such
activity under any of its regulations. A Congressman's com-
munications with his constituents should not be limited just
because they are extremely effective.

I trust you will find this information useful. We
will be awaiting instructions from you concerning any addi-
tional reporting obligations of Congressman Litton or any
committees working on his behalf.

Very truly yours,

Robert N. Thomson

RNT: jc
enclosures
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LAW OFFICES
PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOL MAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET N W
WASHINGTON. D C. 200046

AREA CODE 202 3311003

:(;‘:::Jf:NRgL‘.)AV:C(LAs 2000 1. B. M BUILDING

ROAERT N. THOMSON SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101
LOYAMRINOHSLYRY 208-623-7380

November 13, 1975

Mr. David Spiegle

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

Dear Mr. Spiegle:

As you requested we have given some thought to the status
of the Dialogue with Litton program under the F.E.C.A., as amended.
Our position is that the Dialogue with Litton fund is an office
account maintained by Congressman Litton to communicate with his
constituents. As such, any FEC advisory opinion or regulation
dealing with office accounts should apply in a prospective manner
to Dialogue operations.

Nevertheless, it has been suggested that certain payments
made from the Dialogue office account assumed the character of
"expenditures", as that term is defined in the Act, once Congressman
Litton began making payments to determine if he should run in the
Missouri Senate primary. It has been suggested further that expen-
ditures of this nature may have been made after May 1, 1975. This
would lead to the conclusion that certain Dialogue payments made
after May 1 should be charged to Congressman thton s 18 U.S.C. §608
expenditure limit for a Senate race.

In the event the Commission deems that some expenditures
should be so charged,we proposed they be computed in the following
manner:

First, the costs of Dialogue should be computed for each
month from May 1 to the present.

Second, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of all stations broadcasting the Litton program should be
computed for the months involved and for the time slots in which the
program was broadcast by each station. Relevant listener or viewer
figures are available from the stations.

Third, the total listening or viewing population in’
Missouri of stations not serving the Congressman's district should
be computed for the months involved and for the time slots in
which the program was broadcast by each of thesa‘stations.




) %

Fourth, the figure derived in paragraph 2 above should
be divided into the fiqgure derived from paragraph 3 and the resulting
percentage should be multiplied times the monthly cost of the Dialogue
program.

Fifth, the figures derived in paragraph 4 may be deemed
cxpenditures chargeable to the Congressman's limit.

We are currently in the process of obtaining relevant
figures from the stations in question. As soon as these figures
are available, we shall make the computations above and provide you
with the resulting figures. We anticipate the percentage will not
be in excess of 10%. I hope to be able to discuss this formula
in more detail with you at our meeting tomorrow.

Very truly vyours,

ef

|

Robert Thomson
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PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
V776 F STREET. N w
WASHINGTON. D C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-500%

EMANUEL ROUVELAS

JONATHAN BLANK 2000 1. B. M. BUILDING
BRa8HI=NATHOMBON SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101

TOVAY THORSLUND

206-623-7580

December 9, 1975

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

I'ederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Chairman Curtis:

This letter, written on behalf of Congressman Jerry
Litton, is to express our understanding of certain preliminary
conclusions reached by the Commission and its staff in the Litton
compliance action. This is also a request for an immediate op-
portunity to address the Commission itself in executive session
to discuss the Dialogue with Litton program.

As you know, this matter originated as a Commission
investigation of Litton travel and its possible relationship
to a potential Senate candidacy. However, staff has broadened
the investigation to include Litton honorariums and the Dialogue
with Litton Program.

A. Litton Travel

It is our understanding that certain of Congressman
Litton's trips back to Missouri occurring after May 1, 1975,
will be considered campaign-related by the FEC. In general,
those trips in which he made appearances outside his district
will be deemed campaign-related. Drawing on the precedent of
AO-72, an exception will be made for those out-of-district ap-
pearances related to party-building.

For those trips deemed campaign related, the expendi-
ture allocable for campaign purposes, will be computed from the
point of origin (normally Washington, D.C.) via every campaign-
related stop and ending at the point of origin. If the Congress-
man conducted any campaign-related business in a location, such
location will be treated as a campaign-related stop.

Travel expenses paid for out of appropriated funds
shall not be treated as campaign-related expenditures. Wherg“\«a
appropriated funds are used for travel to the CongressmanaS\ ‘NQ

L
district, but private funas are used for travel out gf his‘d%sthlct
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e Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
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for a campaign-related stop, the private funds expended for such
travel will be treated as campaign expenditures.

B. Litton Honorariums

The confusion in this area centers on the definition
of "actual travel and subsistence expenses" in 18 U.S.C. §616.
We understand FEC staff has drawn a tentative conclusion that
such expenses may be for the Congressman, his wife and one staff
member. Any travel expenses paid in excess of that amount will
be deemed part of the honorarium.

C. Dialogue with Litton Program

Treatment of the Dialogue program has been the source
of much discussion at a staff level. It now appears no agreement
is forthcoming. Therefore, we respectfully request an oppor-
tunity to address the Commission in exccutive session concerning
this issue alone. I would appreciate it if such a meeting could
be arranged before the end of this week, since I am leaving town
Saturday and will not return until December 28.

Congressman Jerry Litton would like to appear for the
purpose of discussing and answering questions about the Dialogue
program. In addition, I would like to appear for the purpose
of presenting various legal arguments.

We understand such an appearance will constitute a
waiver of all rights to a formal hearing we may have with respect
to this issue.

Please notify me as soon as possible when such an
appearance can be arranged.

Very truly yours,

Robert N. Thomson

RNT:af

cc: All Commissioners
Orlando Potter
John Murphy
Stephen Schachman
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EXHIBIT 6 .

Robert N. Thomson, Esqg.

Preston, Thorgrimson, Ellis,
Holman & Fletcher

1776 F Street, N. W.

washington, D. C. 20006

Re: CA 002-75
bcar Mr. Thomson:

This is to confirm a conversation held on December 9,
1975, between Stephen Schachman of the General Counsel's
office and yourself. 1In order that the Commission will more
fully understand the issues raised by the above referenced
matter and to insure that the differences between your con-
tentions and the staff's recommendations be delineated, the
commission has decided to take the following action in responsc
to your request for a hearing:

(1) The Commission staff will prepare a report setting
forth the facts and their recommendations. The report will
be submitted simultaneously to the Commissioners and to you
as counsel for Congressman Litton.

(2) You will have an opportunity to submit a written
response to the report. Your response should be in a format
that you deem most appropriate.

(3) You will have an opportunity to request a hearing
and if such a request is made a full hearing will be held on
the matter.

The Commission is cognizant of your travel plans and will
allow an appropriate period for the filing of your response,
taking into account both your travel plans and the time of




the year. You may wish to contact Mr. Schachman to discuss
an appropriate schedule for the submission of your response
as well as scheduling a hearing if you so request one.

If you have any gquestions concerning thc¢ above please

do not hesitate to contact Mr. Schachman.

Sincerely yours,

r
Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman
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FRANK THOMPSON, IR, N.J. WILLIAM L, DICKINSON, ALA
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OAWSON MATHIS, GA. COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION

LIONFL VAN DEERLIN, CALIF.

JOSEPH G. MINISH, N.J. SuiTe H-326, U.S. CariTOL

MENDEL J. DAVIS, 5.C.

O Tarna it Washington, D.EC. 20515

JOHN L. BURTON, CALI-.

E. DOUGLAS FROST, STAFI® DIRECTOR
PAUL WOHML, CHIEF COUNSEL
PAULA PEAK, DEPUTY STAFF DIRECTOR
LOUIS INGRAM, MINORITY COUNSEL

January 6, 1976

Honorable Jerry Litton

I.S. House of Representatives

1502 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Litton:

This refers to vour recent letter wherein you request
my views with regard to your television show, DIALOGUL WITH
ILITTON, and whether any portion of the cost of such show
should count toward the political expenditure limitations
under the TFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

As Chairman of the Committee which authored the FECA,
I want to assure you that it was not the intent of Congress
to in anyway infringe on or inhibit the right and ability
of a Member of Congress to communicate freely and fully with
his constituents,

Secondly, the impossibility of confining broadcast
signals to the boundaries of a congressional district should
not in anyway influence a decision as to whether or not the
cost of the show is a potential campaign expenditure,

I'inally, in this age of citizen ambivalence and
skepticism with regard to our political institutions, it seems
to me that programs such as DIALOGULE WITH LITTON provide an
invaluable antidote to such misgivings and should be encouraged
whenever possible. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON is an unusually
informative and interesting program and is well received hy
the citizens of Missouri. To interpret it as a campaign
expenditure would, in my opinion, be unfair and unwise.

g
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Page 2
Congressman Jerry Litton
January 6, 1976

I am pleased to note Advisory Opinion No. 107
of the Federal Election Commission with regard to a situation
involving Congressman Ed Beard of Rhode Island that the
Commigssion found a similar expenditure for a television show
would not be considered as a campaign expenditure. Perhaps
you may wish to discuss with the Commission their Advisory
Opinion 107 in conjunction with vour case? 1 am enclosing
a copy of that Advisory Opinion for vour information,

With kind personal regards, I am

Very fincerely yours,

WAYNE
CHA

WLH:cke
EFnclosure
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ROBERT N THOMSON
TOVAH THORSLUND SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101
Biairid ) 206-6823-7380

January 19, 1976

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman
I'cderal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

~ Washington, D.C. 20463

1

, Dear Chairman Curtis:

- This is a request for a two day extension of time
within which to comment on the staff report on the Litton

— compliance action. The extension of time would be until the
close of business on Wednesday, January 21, 1976. Congressman

< Litton will not return to Washington, D.C. until Tuesday

p evening, and he would like a chance to fully review our
submission.

G

~

Rokert Thomson
N

RT :me
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January 12, 1976

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Gentlemen:

I would like to protest the use of the Congressional franking
—privilege and probable Federal payment for the enclosed
"questionnaire' put out by Congressman Jerry Litton of the
1oth Congressional District of Missouri. I believe this to be
_a gross missuse of Federal funds. This is not a questionnaire
“in the true sense of the word; it is a campaign promotion piece!

Sr the Congressman's intent were to generate statistically
~accurate information, it would be perfectly permissible, even

laudable. But from the content of the questionnaire, one can
Cdetermine that he certainly does not have such high intentions.
,His obvious intentions, instead, are self-agrandising.

.I would direct your attention to question eight. It is my belief
that any responsible, knowledgeable vresecarcher would tell you
cthat that is a prejudicial question. Being in the publishing
business, I work with research frequently, and am confident that
feompetent researchers would render that verdict. The wording of
gye question makes one answer more likely than another.

Question eight is, of course, just one example of blatantly
irresponsible research.

The really unbelieveable part of this whole promotion piece is
that my Federal tax dollars are being used on the back cover to
promote Congressman's Litton's television program which in turn
is just a promotion for Congressman Litton. Therefore, my tax
dollars are being illegally and unlawfully used as a part of
his campaign which will almost surely be for the United States
Senate next year. Congressman Litton's television program has

(Next page please

i \:\‘n\"\‘
2iptt | '-'5\‘““5"‘. v

T TLEL e S TR
1] vy l! il R § 0 ‘d
PLATTE COUNTY REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEEM%ERS R \t«‘ i’ )
CHAIRMAN VICE-CHAIRMAN SECRETARY "Sraea s;_/wfn, Vbt 'Sﬂ
Ouane N. Hetner Bonnie Kelienberg Joan Westrem “ ul Bkw \ “k\ Y‘“\\
4820 N.W. Bist Terr, 5601 Red Haw Lane R. R No.2 M
Kansas City, Mo, 64151 Kansas City, Mo. 64151 Weston, Mo. 64098 ﬂ' Me. 64159
Phone: 7415414 Phone: 7410348 Phone: 3865592 Phone: 5878262

e A A8 Ar i gy e 8 S A O e e G oA £




Federal Election Commission
January 12, 1976
Page Two

already been highly challenged by his likeiyv Democratic primary
opponents, and if the Federal Election Commission is to deal
with the question fairly, I am confident you will find his
television program should be paid for by his campaign funds and
charged against his campaign spending.

Whatever excuses the Congressman may use for not charging the
television programs against his campaign, the fact that he does
"hmot limit the coverage to television stations within the

Hth Congressional District certainly should eliminate any doubt
in the minds of the Commission. 1 urge you to look critically
~and act decisively on Congressman Litton's numerous clection
campaign violations.

Vcr ttulyQyo rs, ,

47v443/

#Duane N. Hefn r
~Chairman

Cl
4820 NW 81st Terrace

Kansas City, Missouri 64151
|
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6th Congressional District
Missouri

{6 ]
Need

lour

Ovinion””

For representative government to function as our forefathers envisioned, it is important thar
represeniatives of the people know hosw the people they represent feel about the critical issues
facing our country.

[t is also important that representarives of the people are open and accessible to the people
they represent.

It would help e better represent you if you would give me your thoughts on the questions
listed on the next two pages. On the following page is information on how you can turn the tables
on me and ask me the questions at one of my monrhly “Dialogue With Litrton™, open-to-the-public,

town meetings. WORKING TOGETHER, YOU AND I CAN MAKE THIS A BETTER AMERICA.

{OPTIONAL)

FROM (please prini)

Name

Address

If you would like to receive the results of this questionnaire,
please list your name and address above.

CONGRESSMAN JERRY LITTON
1502 Longworth Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

To return Quastiannaire, please io'd over SO this sige faces aut.
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budsa‘-i?
3. Would you favor a tighter federal budget and a reduction in federal spending even if this would mean

eliminating some programs which you support? B &8 3
4. Would you favor cutting the federal budget in the area of foreign aid and military spending? @ LB s
5. Do you think one of the first places the budget should be cut is in the area of welfare? B8 s
6. Do you pretty much agree with the following statement . . .

“Those of middle income who work the hardest and pay the most taxes plus senior citizens whose
hard work in the past is responsible for many of the finer things we enjoy in America today .. .. are
two groups which have been about the most abused and overlooked by society and government''? O O 6
ENERGY

]
(]
~

7. Do you think there really is an energy shortage in America?

8. I have introduced legislation which cuts down on vertical integration within the oil industry by seeing
to it that major oil companies who find and refine oil can’t also scil it at the retail l2vel, denying them
control of the product from the hole in the ground to the tank in your car. Are vou in favor of this
kind of legisiation? &

9. Planning for the future is always a good thing, especially in terms of our resou:ces. However, some fear
this would simply mean more big government. Would you support the creation of an agency to “lock
down the road” for America as long as its sole prupose was to provide information to the Congrass and

&
00

country and not to dictate? 0O 09
WELFARE
10. 1 have introduced legislation to correct some of the abuses of .« Food Stump program. If we cen

eliminate some of the abuses, would you support the Food Stamp program? QU T (0]

11. | am working on legislation which would require everyone on welfare except the elderly and those un-
able to work to accept a job or public work in order to qualify for weltare. Are you in support of such

legislation? e UEIn
GUN CONTROL
12. Do you favor legislation to register all firearms with the federal government? e} I 1)
13. Do you favor federal legisiation to ban the sale of small, concealable, cheap handguns often referred to
+1 ""Sarurday Night Specials''? T )
14, you favor federal legislation to ban the sale of all handgun, except for those provided to law
forcement officials? T S A
15. have cosponsored legislation which provides for mandatory sentencing of those found guilty of
.smmitting a felony while possessing 2 firearm. Would you favor this legislation? 0 W TR

THE FARMER AND FOOD PRODUCTION

10. Do you believe farmers are getting too much help from the government? i G
a

17. Do you think food prices have gone up more in the past 10 years than otier essentials such as rent,
hospital care and transportation?

18. Do you believe it is in the best interest of the consumer to pre.erve the family farm so as to avoid

concentrating the production of food in the hands of a few? &8 B 18
~19. One of the first things | did upon being elected to Congress was to invite the leaders of American

agriculture to Washington and get them to form the Agriculture Council of America sn as to close the

communications gap between rural and urban America. Do yuie think rural peoplc need to betier

understand the problems of the cities and urban people need to betier understand rural problems? (] = O

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

20. Are you of the opinion that America has spent too much time and taxpayers’ money trying to buy
friends abroad and get people around the world to do things our way instead of earning their respect

and making democracy first work at home? =00
21. Do you think the United States should resume trade with Cuba? =) 1 22]
22. Do you think the United States should reduce its troop strength overseas? mIRED

0
0
0
23. The United States presently pays one-fourth of the operating budget of the United Nations. | have
introduced legislation to reduce this to one-sixth. Would you favor this reduction? a
=
0

n
Ny
w

24. | have cosponsored legislation to establish a commission to monitor foreign investments in the United
States. Are you in favor of this legislation?

25. Do you think it is in the best interest of the United States to continue its current level of support of
Israel?

a
)
-~

LR ﬁ-*f"’d ;

TIME Magazine lists the Taxpayer Privacy Act authored by Congressman Jerry Litton as one of five major reforms former
out of Watergate. Litton is pictured above testifying before a Senate committee on behalf of his bill. Behind him are five sanple |
commissioners of th.e IRS who also testitied on the bill. The Litton bill rewrites the entire disclosure section of thclRSaﬂ’ ﬂa_m

terms says the l_RS is _there to collect taxes to run the country and not to collect information on the private lives ofg :
to turn over to the White House, the Congress or bureaucrats in various state or federal agencies. b o

e
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URBAN AFFAIRS 7 7 0 o9

o ) ) . iU Lay Ul
e Gud G Property Lax, Tegressive saies lax anu varous staie 2hd lederal programs which ofientimes
are wasteful and do not meet local needs. This would increase revenue sharing to all counties, towns
and local urits of government in Missouri by 50°% and lift some of the burden off property tax. Do you

favor this kind of legislation? O o220 -
27. Would you favor the federal government guaranteeing New York City’s municipal bonds provided (1)

such a guarantee did not cost the taxpayars any money and (2) provided such strings were attached to

require New York City to make needed rianagemeni charges and (3) provided these strings were tight

enough so as to discourage other cities from following in New York City's footsteps and (4} provided

suificient evidence were available to lead cne to believe that to do otherwise would increase the cost of

operation of other towns in America by making municipal bonds less attractive? o a 27 0
23 Do you believe public employees who are paid out of public funds such as teachers, firemen,

policemen, s well as state and federal employees should have the right to strike? O O 28 0 O
VOTER INTEREST
29. Have you seen ““Dialogue With Litton” on T.V.? 0 0o a4 o
30, If the answer to the above question is yes, do you find the program is accomplishing its purpose of .

“bringing government to the peopie’’? 0O 0O 30 0 C
31. Are you a registered voter? o ©C 3330 g
32. Would you favor a program which would permit unregistered voters to register by post card? G Q0 32 3 4
53. Does the statement, | vote for the person and not the pariy’ better describe you as a voter than the

statement, ‘I always vote a straight ticket”? o o330 C
34 Do you thisk either of the two ajor political parties are beiter able (3 <5+ the problems facing

America thun the other? N d ©C 0 ©
CONFIDENCE IN GOVERNMENT
33, Do you think that most public officials {pzople in public office) are not interested in the problems of

the average man? O 0O 35 3 0O
36. Do you think Congress and the Presiden® have b2en too pariisan in their approach o solving problems

in America? O O 3 3 0O
37. Do you think President Ford is doing a good job as President? cC 0 370 G
33. Do vou believe Congress is doing a good job? o 0O 3 T O
33. Do vou feel you are better represented on the !ncal, state, and federal level than the average citizen in

America? g a3 o 0
L. 1 voted against the recent pay raise for Congressmen which passed by a vote of 214213, 1 am also

reiurning my pay raise to the U.S. Treasury and asking tha: it be used to p2y off the federal deot. |
have sponsored a bill which would make it iltegai for Congressmen to increase their own salary during
their currant term of office. Do vou favor such legisiation?

WOMEN, TAXES, ABORTION, DRUGS, BUSSING, SPEED LIMIT, VETOES, EDUCATION,
AND THE DEATH PENALTY

0
0
B
]
0

31. Do vou favor the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA)? O 0O T 0O
42, Should the speed limit of 55 MPH on our highwavs be continued? O 0O 4o C O
43. Do vou support bussing as a way to overcome inequality of educational opporiunities? 0O 0O 4¢3 C 0O
4. Would you favor increasing the percentage of federa!l aid to education as a way to overcome inequality

of educational opportunities? O O 4 0 J
+3. Do you think abortion is a state rights issue which should be 'cfi in the hands of each state rather than

decided by the federal government? O O 45 C O
+6. Do you feel abortion should be permitted and left up to the individual? O O 4 O 4
<7. If a tax increase is necessary would you prefer to see income tax raised instead of property tax? O 0O 47 O 0
=8. Are you in favor of the death penalty for selected crimes such as those commiried by prisioners serving

a lite sentence? 22 ) - 5 s I
+9. Recently President Ford has vetoed a number of major bills passed by Congress. On the whole, do you

think that these vetoes have been good for the country? b B 49 0 g8
30. Do you feel that one of the ways to crack down on drug pushers would be to take away their “pro-

t=ctive shield”, the user, by reducing the penalty for using marijuana from that of a felony to a mis-

demeanor so that users would be more willing to admit to using marijuana and to identifying the O 0O 50 O O

pushers to law enforcement officials?
51. Are vou satistizd with the Postal Service? g g s o o
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There is a chair here

reserved for you
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I have always felt that government needed to be more open and accessible to the people. Because of this, |

have held monthiy town meetings ever since | have been in Conurass. T“-\ tsvour chance to ask me the questions.

These meetings, called “Dialogue With Litton’ are held in a theater-in-the-round arrangement {see photo above)
each month ar the Plaza Inn International. Will we see you there next monin? We have a chair waiting for you.

Future Dates of
“DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"

January 38 Mav ¢
Feoruary 13 June 20
March 14 July 2
April 25 August 2
Sepramber 12

These meetings cre alway: held o 2:00
p.m. or a Sunday, at the Pliza Inn
Internatiornal (112th St. Exit on 1-29) near
the  Kansas City [Internationz!  Airport.
Admittance 1o cach meeting is free. You
don’t reed & 70 20 The meetings [ast about
ADE TiE- those who can't attend, a
3 - portion is shown a week
' 15 TV and radio stations in

act your local TV or radio

aes.
suests on “Dialogue With Litton”
wiclude former Vice President Hubert
~amphrey,  Republican  Senator  Lowell
Weicker and Fiinklin D. Roosevelt, Jr. This
is your chance to get closer o your
government and personally question those

who lead it.

At Christmas tiene | aim reminded of a statement by
Will Rogers. He said, “Qur religious beliefs are many, but
one belief s wuversal with all, and that is that there is some
devine being higher than earthly. We can speak to Him, in
many devious wavs, in many languages, but He sees us all in
the same light, and judzes us according to our actions. as we
judge the actions of our children different because we know
they are each different.”

Each of us is different and most are thankjul for that
difference. We have different ideas as to how to improyve
tire quality of life for all mankind and attain pecce on
eurth. Ar Christmas rime we acknowledge this difference in
the gifts we select for those with differing tastes. But we all
celebrate the same most wonderful gift, the birth and life
here on earth of Jesus Christ.

As we open our gifts, { hope we pause long enough
to reflect that we are all sull benefitting from that gift,
given neurly 2.000 years ago. He came in peace for all
mankind, to show us the way, the ruth and ligne. Js
we all scek to find the way in our own way, to hnow the
truth and to follow the light, it is my wish that your
Journeys this holiday  season will be filled with peace
end love which he offers in such abundance.

My guest each month is selected on the basis of 1opics
of current concern to the American peopiz. They in-
clude natinnally known leaders from both the Demo-
cratic and Repubiican party whose position | may not
always support. \vhen Secretary of Agriculture Earl
Buts was »v guest on “Didlogue With Litton™ we had
ovor 1,70 peopic in attendance. Other guests have in-
cluded four Democratic Presidential hopefuls, Presi-
dent Ford's campaign manager, the Speaker and Ma-
jority Leader of the House, Congresswoman Shirley
Chisholm and numerous national figures in our govern-
mEL.

Two of my main objectives in Congress are to
effectively represent you in the wrirting of laws which
will improve the quality of life for mankind and to be
open and accessible to the people I represent. In order
to represent you effectively, I need your thoughts. You
might ask if I vore according to the results of a
questionnaire like this, or if I vote according to my own
feelings. [ vore as [ think the people I represent would
vote if provided with the same facts and information
made available to me.

My job is to Serve You .

An equally important part of my jab is in asmstmg you on matters related to the Eederafgovemment. Some who write or
call say they don’t want 1o bother me. You shouldn't feel this way. | am working for yours* My job isto serve-you.  -.-" -

My District office is located on the main floor of the Plaza inn International {112th'St., Exit on 1-29) near the Kansas City
International Airport. Thne Districr telephone number is816—891-8880. My Igshingfon office-(where your. letters should be

e

\c irected) is 1502 Longworth Building, Washington, D. C."0515 My lwyunglamlelephone numba is 202".223 -1041.,
ﬂ- :- .
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TOVAH THORSLUND SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101
C 208-623-7580

January 6, 1976

Stephen Schachman

Assistant General Counsel
Federal EBElection Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Schachman:

F
o I have received the FEC staff report on the Litton
) compliance action. With the Commission's permission, I would
c like to file comments on issues raised in the staff report by
January 19, 1976. If this date 1s not appropriate, please
C tclephone me.
m~
- -
v
C' .
~ R j
™~

RT :me
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PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
s , = ' SUITE 20! n
|“776 F STREET, N. W
WASHINGTON, D C. 20006

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, ~J.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STRLET NW.
WASHINGTON. D C. 20463
December 16, 1975

Honorable Jerry Litton
House of Representatives
Washingten, DL €. 20515

Dear Jerry:

I wish to acknowledge your letter of December
8, 1975. Unfortunately, your opening remarks have been
misconstrued by some to indicate that you might have been
attempting to discuss a matter under consideration by
the Commission in an ex parte manner with a single Com-
missioner. I know you were not and I explained teo the
Commission that our meeting ch the airplane was happehn-
stance; that whatever was said was in the presence of
others, particularly Congressman Tom Railsback with whom
I was seated, and that the conversation was primarily
pleasantries and consumed at most two minutes. I did
again state publicly my admiration of your TV program
as an excellent way of reporting to one's constituency,
as you say in your letter. The guality of your program
is not an lssue in dispute pefore the Commission,

I note that copies of the letter to me were
sent by you o all the Commissioners simultaneously. To
me this 1s a clear indication of your honeorable intent.
Of course, the proper procedure is to communicate directly
with the Federal Election Commission staff and the Com-
mission itself becomes involved only if an appeal to it
is made, as indeed you have done through your attorney.

Sincerely—yours,
/ / P C (AL Leg

S Rihemas! Bl GUieieunis

Best regards.




Dooert . 'Thomson, 13g.
Viya3ton, 1Yhorgrimson, 3llis,
{tolinan & Tlatcaer
1770 £ Straaet, . .
»~{asinington, D. C. 20305

L Ras CA 032-75

s

oear de. ‘Uhomson:

This i3 to confirm a conversation hald on Dacember 3,
5, batwaan Stephen Schachman of tha General Counsel's
Lea and yoursalf., In ordaer :that tha Commission will oz
Ciully underatand tha issues raised by tns abova roiarancad
~dirzorr and to inasure that the diliarances hatw=aen your con-

{ :anions aad tha 3tafi's racommendations ba dalinesakad,
—Commis3dion ha3d Jdacidad to taka tha following action in raes)sonse

to your raguest for a haaring:
C

(1) 'ha Commission staff will prepar2 a raport satting
MNoreh cha facts and thneir recommendations. The raport will
pe2 submittad simultanaously to the Commissionsr3a and to you

a5 counsel for Congrasgman Lititon.

{(2) Zou will hayve an ooportunity to submibt a writzan
irx3n0on3a O tha raporit. Your roeszonsa should ha ia a forma
thace you d22ix most appropriata,

(3) You will hava an ogpportunity to request a heariag 4
and LT such A raguest i1s mada a full hearing will b2 ha'd on i
o IMREEST.

The Commission ib6 cognizant of vour tyavel plans and
eliow an aowToosiaza 2xriod lor the filing of youx
Laivkiny Inco acgount orh yeour traval »lans aand Dhn




cn2 year.  Yoa aay wish to conczact dr. schachman to ‘liscuss
An aporopriats schaduls for tia submission ol vour ras3doondgds
a3 well as scheduling a aearinyg iZ you so Tequest ona.

If you have any questions concarning the above plaase
Jdo not hesitarte to contact Mxr. Schachman.

Sincarely vours,
T
Thomas 3. Curtia
0 Chairman
r
o
(- i
P
(-
- ~
~
SScaachman:moc:12/11/75
cc: Mr. Curtis
Mr. Murpay
Staphen Schacnman
Coamoliaace Section

i
]
;
|
J




FMANUEL ROUVELAS

LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET. N W
WASHINGTON, D C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-100%

2000 t. B. M. BUILDING

JONATHAN BLANK
ROBERT N THOMSON SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101

TOVAH THORSLUND

206-623-7580

December 9, 1975

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chalrman

I'ederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20463

Dear Chairman Curtis:

This letter, written on behalf of Congressman Jerry
lLitton, is to express our understanding of certain preliminary
conclusions reached by the Commission and its staff in the Litton
compliance action. This is also a request for an immediate op-
portunity to address the Commission itself 1n executive session
to discuss the Dialoque with Litton program.

As you know, this matter originated as a Commission
investigation of Litton travel and its possible relationship
to a potential Senate candidacy. However, staff has broadened
the investigation to include Litton honorariums and the Dialogue
with Litton Program.

A. Litton Travel

It is our understanding that certain of Congressman
Litton's trips back to Missouri occurring after May 1, 1975,
will be considered campaign-related by the FEC. In general,
those trips in which he made appearances outside his district
will be deemed campaign-related. Drawing on the precedent of
AO-72, an exception will be made for those out-of-district ap-
pearances related to party-building.

For those trips deemed campaign related, the expendi-
ture allocable for campaign purposes, will be computed from the
point of origin (normally Washington, D.C.) via every campaign-
related stop and ending at the point of origin. If the Congress-
man conducted any campaign-related business in a location, such
location will be treated as a campaign-related stop.

Travel expenses palid for out of appropriated funds
shall not be treated as campaign-related expenditures. Where
appropriated funds are used for travel to the Congressman!s .
district, but private funds are used for travel Qut~of”hi§m:g$§%ict

M|y it \ k} \
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JThe Honorable*\ ‘

omas B. Curtis
December 9, 1975
Page 2

for a campaign-related stop, the private funds expended for such
travel will be treated as campaign expenditures.

B. Litton Honorariums

The confusion in this area centers on the definition
of "actual travel and subsistence expenses" in 18 U.S.C. §616.
We understand FEC staff has drawn a tentative conclusion that
such expenses may be for the Congressman, his wife and one staff
member. Any travel expenses paid in excess of that amount will
be deemed part of the honorarium.

C. Dialogue with Litton Program

Treatment of the Dialogue program has been the source
of much discussion at a staff level. It now appears no agreement
is forthcoming. Therefore, we respectfully request an oppor-
tunity to address the Commission in executive session concerning
this issue alone. I would appreciate 1t i1if such a meeting could
be arranged before the end of this week, since I am leaving town
Saturday and will not return until December 28.

Congressman Jerry Litton would like to appear for the
purpose of discussing and answering questions about the Dialogue
program. In addition, I would like to appear for the purpose
of presenting various legal arguments.

We understand such an appearance will constitute a
waiver of all rights to a formal hearing we may have with respect
to this issue.

Please notify me as soon as possible when such an
appearance can be arranged.

Very truly yours,

. Thomson

RNT:af

cc: All Commissioners
Orlando Potter
John Murphy
Stephen Schachman
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December 8, 1975

Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

I'ederal Elections Commission
1325 "K' Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Tom:

It was good to visit with you on the plane this morning.
I appreciated your good words about my monthly public town
meeting, '""Dialogue With Litton', which is carried on several
television and radio stations. The fact that 1,000 people
cach month (and as many as 1,700 on some months) would drive
to Kansas City to question their Congressman and be advised
as to what is happening in their government shows that people
are not disinterested in their government, provided you make
governmecnt available to them.

The fact that our program would draw a larger share of
the TV audience than '""Monday Night Football" in the district
is a further indication that people are not "turned off" on
politics, provided you give them a chance to '"turn it on'" in
their homes and in a way that shows there can be a frank and
candid discussion of the issues without the usual political
overtones.

I thought you would find some of the enclosed editorials
interesting. You will note the KANSAS CITY STAR in rebuttal
to criticism of the program by Republicans defends it by
pointing out how well-balanced the program is. The Moberly
newspaper, in response to criticism by Democrats who object
to my having leading Republicans as guests, defends it as a
forum for an exchange of ideas between individuals of differ-
ent political persuasions and not "just a showplace for the
position of the vemocratic Party".

The ALBANY LEDGER editorial rcfers to the program as,
"a refreshing experience'. It says, "It is how representa-
tive government is supposed to work. And, that is this
country's hope."
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Honorable Tom Curtis
December 8, 1975

5

Page 2

Newspapers around the country have praised the program,.
wWhen Republican Governor Kit Bond complaincd to the Republican
National Committee about leading Republicans appearing on the
program, the National Committee responded by saying they didn't
consider the appearance of leading Republicans on my program as
political. Shortly after Secretary Butz appearcd on my program
and Governor Bond complained to the National Committee, President
Ford had a member of his staff on my program to defend the
I'resident's energy program. ‘The following month we had Bo
Callaway on my program to defend the President's Vietnam with-
drawal of rcfugees. My guest in April will be the Chairman
of the Republican louse Conference, Congressman John Anderson
018 AR

Tom, you realized the neced for this kind of approach when
you, as a iember of Congress, lhield these public town meetings
in your district. At a time when public confidence is at an
all-time low, our program is regaining confidence in government
and taking government to the people.

I appreciate the kind things you and Vice Chairman, Neil
Stacbler, have said about "Dialogue With Litton". I am most
pleased that both of you have indicated that the Commission
wants to encourage this kind of approach and doesn't want to
do anything that would discourage it.

I hope your staff that has been working on this matter
shares your opinion and recognizes that through their decision
they are determining tne future of '"Dialogue With Litton'" and
whether or not this idea is permanently killed by the FEC.

Tom, 1 ask only two things: (1) That the FEC realize the
impact their decision will have on the entire concept behind
"Dialogue With Litton and not do anything that would destroy
something that is being hailed by so many as one of the most
refreshing ideas to come along in politics for a long time and
(2) Please try to give us a decision as soon as possible. This
decision-making process has been dragging on for months, and
in the meantime, we continue to have more monthly meetings
without knowing how the TFEC will treat them ir the futgpqng

* ~©
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Honorable Tom Curtis
December 8, 1975
Page 3

With best personal regards,

Si rely,

....

JERRY LITTON
Member of Congress

JLmt S .
Enclosures / e
d

cc: Honoradaple~Joan Aikens
Honorable Thomas L. lilarris
Honorable Neil Staebler
Honorable Vernon Thomson
llonorable Robert Tiernan
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8 dick. marestiag featize that sanrsfies the
asnd of televsion staticns for pubic effaws
pragramnag. Aed (nr a politsician with grewmg
ambiions (and 2t appears tha! Lition does have

s

o

: ¥ ?k‘?‘kitﬂfﬂt'l .
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| | Litton’s ' | 4
Dialogue...it’s Essential!

We were invited...but could not attend...this Sunday's session of
*Dialogue with Litton.” in Kansas City.

This monthly television p am hosted by Missouri's Sixth District
Litton. has me a matter of controversy within the
macrati ] Members of the party claim that Titton has had tao
niany Repubhcans on the air with him. as opposed to the number of
Demacrats.

R O

o

-

o
o

We have no idea how the count would break down. We don't really care.

Never in the almost 200 year history of our country has one political

rty been able to answer all our questions or solve all our problems. We
Lheve Jerry Litton is a man who also knows and believes this.

iop.

Litton’s show is just what the title says it is, a ‘' Dialogue” and not just a
We belicve that Jerry Litton in sincerely trying to work with all factions ;
in government to select the bewt views. Ideus and leadership that will help i

this country...not just a political party...prosper. There must be a forum

Aappreciate it.




r~ Regardiess of your personal
politics, Gentry Countians are
“ fortunate to have representa-
tion like that provided by
CTongressmen Jerry Litton.
~We were afforded the
“opportunity last Sunay to
ttend a ‘‘Dialogue With
Litton’' program at a hote! near
the Kansas City

Rp. Litton or not, persons in
Wis Congressional District are
prtunate tg

[N

D COMe

mont
2060 10 face for an extended
Y3 (¥} Swer Bossian

eir representatiys. as

| a8 one of the outstanding
or pregent
onalities in Washington
9 kind of happening just
lsn't commonplace today, al-

importan|

ormat in their diatricts

the modus operand| of politi-
cians we are accustomed to,
and a couple of them were
nationally prominent (for one
reason or another), we got a
look at them once every so
often, usually around election
time or for a meet-and-eat
session where they would stand
Up and pass a few piatitudes
about God. flag and mother-
hood.

Just the opposite seems to be
the pattern for Mr. Litton. Ha
apparently thrives on personsg
contact with his Zonstituen!

eaks his mind aa ha

ANSwers any a
8 audien nd you
wouldn't have 1o &

a badge-
wearing Litton supporter to
come in and speek your mind.
The doors are open to any and

AUGUST 13, 1975

all, If you want
:ﬂ:'c ort; !o&ﬁ_ ke
conversation during the

80 minutes Sunday ranged
from the prospects for the
Missouri corn crop this yeer, to
the grain sales to Russia, to
school busing and opportuni-
ties for minorities, to the
pending energy bill, to the
Congressman's oppo-
sition to the cost of living pay
increase for Congress and
extended vacations from Wash-
ington sessions when there s

work to be done. He didn’t eull

one — aithosgR TN
old oné man he didn't know
the answer to his question, but
he would check on . {And
we'd Iike to bet that fellow gets
an answer, too, when the facts
are checked.)

W§




Bethany Republican-Clipper

Bethany, Misscur{ 64424

214 North 16th Street

WEDNESDAY, February 26, 1975

Citizens of the sixth congressional district
these past few years have been treated to an
exciting political phenomenon—Congress-
man Jerry Litton. Northwest Missouri’s
third-year Congressman has put the sixth
district on the political map. He’s one of the
most exciting personalities ever to come out
of this section of Missouri which has been
practically devoid of strong political figures
compared to other parts of the state with
their Champ Clarks, Thomas Hart Bentons
and Harry Trumans.

What separates Litton from some
is his u mobility. He's
made no secret of the fact that he has
ambitions for higher elective office. In fact,
he told one local leader that he wants to be
the President of the United States.

There's little doubt around here that he’ll
give that goal his best shot. If he misses the
presidency, it won't be for want of effort,
but rather it will be the result of political
fate.

Since becoming our congressman, Jerry
Litton has brought about a new political
enthusiasm among formerly apathetic
Northwest Missouri voters. Now many
persons around here are involved in current

| The Jerry Litton phenomenon

affairs and they’re_talking politics with a
new enthusiasm.

Much of the credit for the turnabout, of
course, must go to the men and women who
serve as his political advisers. We _dan’
know the name of the indlvidual who
noug \ .'p"uﬁ‘-m':m.‘m
i IEX WHEY NOTNINY SO0t ot genius. b
ongresstonal club nown on 1V as th

Dialogll€ WITh Litton"—has givers 0

opportunity tor Litton’s constifuents t0 pee
political and QUVEIMMCHE] loutes from
vas ':Mﬂmﬂm DIOSXAR
as _UJlaw déspread viewershig
Vlonday Night Football) and even in th
gUICITIINR  STAIC! ,tllh‘ ‘m S
and NeDraSka. 1T peop i tho Hentes
ave witnessed a NEW TYpe OF DOLTICS WK,
hev have never séen from el

congressmen.
momenon is something that

entrances both Republican and Democrat
voters, Some may criticize Litton as a big
spender, as a slick campaigner, as too
ambitious. But by the same token, be is
building a political career that someday will
make him as well known on a state and
national basis as he is known in the stxth
congressional district. ’

Py
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November 13, 1975

Mr. David Spiegle

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

Dear Mr. Spieqle:

As you requested we have given some thought to the status
of the Dialogue with Litton program under the F.E.C.A., as amended.
Qur position is that the Dialogue with Litton fund is an office
account maintained by Congressman Litton to communicate with his
constituents. As such, any FEC advisory opinion or regulation
dealing with office accounts should apply in a prospective manner
to Dialogue operations.

Nevertheless, it has been suggested that certain payments
nade from the Dialogue office account assumed the character of
"expenditures", as that term is defined in the Act, once Congressman
Litton began making payments to determine if he should run in the
Missouri Senate primary. It has been suggested further that expen-
ditures of this nature may have been made after May 1, 1975. This
would lead to the conclusion that certain Dialogue payments made
after May 1 shoula be charged to Congressman Litton's 18 U.S.C. §608
expenditure limit for a Senate race.

In the event the Commission deems that some expenditures
should be so charged,we proposed they be computed in the following
manner:

First, the costs of Dialogue should be computed for each
month from May 1 to the present.

Second, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of all stations broadcasting the Litton program should be
computed for the months involved and for the time slots in which the
program was broadcast by each station. Relevant listener or viewer
figures are available from the stations.

Third, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of stations not serving the Congressman's district should
be computed for tne montins involved and for the time slots in
which the program was broadcast by each of these statiems.:

1




I'ourth, the figure derived in paragraph 2 above should
be divided into the figure derived from paragraph 3 and the resulting
percentage should be multiplied times the monthly cost of the Dialogue
program.

Fifth, the figures derived in paragraph 4 may be deemed
expenditures chargeable to the Congressman's limit.

We are currently in the process of obtaining relevant
figures from the stations in guestion. As soon as these fiqgures
are avallable, we shall make the computations above and vrovide you
with the resulting figures. e enticipate the percentage will not
be in excess of 10%. I hope to be able to discuss this formula
in more detail with you at our meeting tomorrow.

P RT :me




November 10, 1975

The Honorable Thomas Curtis e
Chairman

Federal Elections Commission
waShingbn. D.C.

Dear Sir:

I understand X that the Federal EBections Commission 1s inves-~
tigating the senatorial candidacy of Congressman Jerry Litton,

I know Litton personally and feel compelled to advise your
investigators that his statements are frequently at variance -
with the truth, I have s deep bellef in the FEC and the integrity
of our election process and feel 1t is essentlal that in this
investigation you not allow a clever politician to decelve you.

I have been told that in a letter to the FEC around July 15, 1985
Litton asserted that he i1s not a candidate and had not even asked
anyone to support him for the Senate. I am sure that any one of
hundreds of people could tell you that this 1s not true. For
example, I am enolosing a letter that Litton's future Administrative
Assistant, John Ashford, wrote to Litton 2 months before Litton's
letter to ymx the FED saying he hadn't even asked anyone to support
him. You will note Litton had obviously already asked Ashford to
assume a top staff position in the campoign. Dedallued campalgn
strategy for the Senate race is discussed in very definate, positive
terms, I am also giving you a copy of a memo Litton wrote his
staff, which has been circulating around, that reflects this

same positive attitude regarding a Senate races It also reflects

a disturbing tendency to use a Congressional office to support
political objectives.

One further insight into the way Litton operates., I believe he
wrote to the FER in mid-August that his actions were based on
careful reading and accurate interpretation of the campaign law.
Yet notice £ the attached newspaper clipping three weeks later
where he says he can't possiblp be gullty of any wrong-doing
because he doesn't know what the law says! It 1s ironic and Jjust
that your investigators and lawyers may ultimately agree with the
duplicitous statement Litton fed the press. casid

L RN

I am sure you have know reason to question the,auﬁhentibi%yféﬁi
the enclosures, but invite you to verify them with farmexf{Li¥titon
employees, ' YLk 4 B |

\ TR

b

Yours truly,

Since I know Jerry and he has told
me that he has asked that the entire
FEC investigation be made public,

I hope you can understand why I
Prefer not to sign this letter.




STATE OF MISSOURI

SECREVARY OF STATE JEFFER&:.&N CITY 65101 -

May 13, 1975

Dear Jerry:

The lead*editorial in the Saturday KANSAS CITY TIMES

caught my eye. Of course, Sur office has long.been: inwmw: wopii¥ins -
- volved in voter reglstratlon and voter turnout drives. i

After thinking about your candidacy, it occurs to me the

success of these efforts may, in large part, determine

the success of your primary campaign.

It seems to me your chances of beating Warren Hearnes
would be infinitely greater in a general election where
the large, Independent block of voters would be casting
ballots. Their opinions, so easily influenced by fleeting
impressions from stories in news reports would, I think,
tend to be anti-Hearnes.

The problem comes with the increasing trend of non-
partisan identification among voters. The percentage of
Independents is at an all-time high, nearly 40 percent.

The refusal of many Independents to vote in a partisan
primary may also help Jim Symington. It would seem to me
he would enjoy a much higher percentage of name identifi-
cation and Symington loyalty among active Democrats than
among the general voting populace.

In other words, tne more.Independents  we:get “Compuewsrmigm
in the August, 1976, primary, the better the chance of
Jerry Litton winning a victory. This is particularly true
in Western Missouri, particularly the non-faction controlled
wards of Jackson County A

Consequently, it seems to me that encouraging voter
turnout and increased citizen participation is not only
a worthy goal, but should be an esseptial part of our cam-
paign strategy. This is also an area in which we can work
especially close with labor organizations. . .
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Honorable ry itton * B
May 13, 1975 ‘ 1.
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Looking forward to v151t1ng vith you abdﬁt this and
other plans for the campaign. I have been giving particu-
lar thought in recent days to how we can make inroads in
some of the endorsements now going to Hearnes. It geems
to me that while he may ke making some headlines now, he
hasn't captured anything we wouldn't have expected him to.

Further, it secms to me there are some cndorsements
still waiting to be made whose actual vote production may
be better than those which Hearnes has been receiving.
Certainly Mary Gant's organlzatlon Bob Young's in St.

Louis County and Dutch Newman's in the Westport area should
be eaper to go with the winner. 1 believe we stand a good
chance of coaviuncing them that Jerry Litton is exactly the
winner ‘théy are looking for.

Look forward to seeing you next Tuesday.

Sincerely
o i o s
— ¢7£L.
JOHN ASHFORD

inistrative Assistant
Honorable Jerry Litton

United States Represeatative

1005 Longworth House Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20515

lw
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Congreusman Litton

1976 Scnate race
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! youhrnow, Senator Stuvart Synirgton announced yesterday
“f'kulﬂ not seer re-election, I am also sure each of you Lnows

T I havc beeu e::trenely setisfied with the way the staff haes

pe.fo-med. Ve -have cone, and are doing things that arc being
cop;ed by many Congressional officcs (some many years cur senior)
‘on.the Bill. I think we hondle rore mail and in a better way
than any other Ccncrescsicrnal cffice. I think we give mcre
pe:s::al attention to the mail than most offices. I am confi-

~dent we come up with more and better legislative ideas in a

" wider area than any other Congressional office. Our "Dialcogue

Meim Litton® 1s the talk of the lill.

che\e mlth the anncuncexcat of Senctor Stuorct Synmingten,
'8 'nee? to re;s:ess cur office zné the offlce staff as it relates
to W%at ray' ba-a hard-fought Scnate cempeign. I need to lcck

- at persu"nel I kave ard scc how th“t perscnnel wcould fit
into the campaign picture. I also rced to lock at present office
inres fo.ske if everything th:t shouwlad ke cdzne to ingreve
_.tlonxow”a state~wicde Ekrsis is being done. Lich oz you

-0 look*et vhat you are coxng individual ly and ack ¥the

qubstion...yan I c01ng everythin fhcn‘c cr cculd do and as
‘yt; wellf‘ 25 it 'should cz cculd be ccne’ . ! -
- 2 ‘ o L S -
é;{’jf h noed to rpake Letter use cf:
;jég,;‘[aﬁ, - 1. Tre p2g cord typevsiters in terms cf punping

‘ 2 it [ out pore rail to core people.
ARl g 0o 2, The card file in terms of seeing that I el
ST .. the post up-to-date card of the wﬂlﬂ&£UEﬁﬁiﬁ 1SSIN
L A . inceczing letter co ¢35 to E2 ab’egﬁngﬁﬁfybe-zzdﬂff
the outgoing lctter TRR LY
M 3. Thne cerds themselves in terms of po tQ4R4uﬁﬁidwﬁ\ﬂ
(T RN . maticn on the card that would identify the
: e - o lSperechtatra Teter 'dateras cne wiio supnorts mo
f “and likes what I ar= doing.

. ° W2 also need to do a better jeb at handling v~s~tars as they

. come to the office, co they feel impertant and not in the way. We
need to answer ail mail and respond to all telephene calls. Yes
all of this invclves more work, but it could result in a better
*ob for ecveryene, including yours tculy.

I 11 closo with two very important cowmnntg..._

_1. Hha» I said (in Jetters, ote. ) vig my staff in thﬂ past
‘wasg nct ‘studied (word for worl) as will ba the case now.
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I was a first or scecond term Conguresc.a2n fron lorth

Missourl yeiterday. Today, I am ccnsiderced by many as

a lecading caendidate for the U. 5. Scnate. 7%his means
L peonle will be reacing between the lines of ny (your)
-ﬁT' letters. They will te pessing the lettcers arourd to
"‘V - others. This means that cveryone needs to be very

careful about what thcy say about cvervihing. Tris
docsn't meen we shoulédn't take a stand on the issues,

but it dccs mecan the @yury of "shooting frcm the hips®
will no lcncer cxist for this cifice. Vrite cvery letfer

- and staterent as 3f 1t vere to agiear on the frent uage
of every rciusraper In liissouri. I vou keep that in
nind, we w:ill be alright. -

There is still scne tion in this office. It coculd

ic
e tolerate? in the st. It czrnot Lo tclerated now.
Tire is tcc short, thcre is too ruch vork to be
done. In the past, I tried to let these personal pro-

) ':} 141y

i
-
2
.Q

"~ blems work themselves out. 1 even permitted them to
c exist, This too is a luxury we cannot now affcrd.
o Evervone on the staff must cet aleong with evesycrne
- else. If xcu haven't toen, I cuzoct you to t:v. scre
“}:, o icportant, I pect vou to succezd. If vcu con't, we'll
& ) find someone to cdo your job vho can.
#11 of the &kcve 1s meent to say that sterting tcday ve
.@“.ap“‘ 2cn our jeb with a little Cifferent Fercpective then ve have
~. hed in the past. Thne whole State will ke watching vs. As ve get
" closex to the Sernate cecisicn the L:tvor vill be irnterestwsd in
what ve are saying end how wa say it. We rmust keez this in rmind
 as ve say it. WUe pust also €9 it as a tean.
i ol ' ' .
. h\w,
~

L
e




Spending
Inquiry
On Litton

By LAWRENCE E. TAYLOR
viu depdon Cosrespondent
WASHINGTON, Sept. 19
Auditeas Trom the Federal
Election Comnission have
begus an vxamination of
thes bouks amd expeadditures of
Keprenentstive Jerry Litton
(Dem.y, Chitheothe, to deter
mine cwhethier he bas spent
any funds as o candud e for

the United States Senate.

Litton contends that e has
not. He says that be s leanig
toward runmng for the office
but has not made a decision
But his potential upponents
say that money he speads for
tirps arcund the state and
wihier politically helpful items
<hould count against the $270,-
03 imit for Senate cand
dutes.

A spokesmarn for the elec-
tion  cunmunesion sad Mon
duy that Lilton wias ©o oper
ating cotaplete!y wath the
gy .

John Ashford, Litton's ad
nunistrative assistant, sand
that all of Litton’s vifice and
personal records had been
offered o the guditors These
mclude Titan’s buiess ac
counts fram his office, his
1979 conprecaonal Ciatipatyn
recopds, by house stationery
and supphies accoum, his per-
soual chcckbook and records,
fiom his television program.
“Iialogue wath Litton””

The auditors huve not de-
cided whether to examine
Littor’s personal accounts,
Ashford said

“{'ve just turned all the
books over to them,” suid
Litton tnan interview Mo
can't hove done anyihing
wrung becarie we don't know
what the law 15.”"

I'he: Election Comnmission
spokesman noted also that
many aspects of the new
campaign law were still open
tu interpretation.

Of the principal potential
sepate candidates in Mis-

souri, onty Littn has not |

opened a campaign commit-
ter. This has brought some
protests from others including
the Republican Attorney Gen
cral, fohn C. Danforth, Rep
resentative Tames Wo Sym
tnpton (Deov). Ladue, and
former Gov. Warren E.
Hearnes, a Democrat,

Litton has said that none of
N e -relitnroe shoyld be
cnun(ed against the bt be
cause he is not a deciared
candidate However, Hearnes
15 a dediered canditite, and
Litton ha . said that the form
v Governor sheaid veport his
eapitnnes apallnt the vverall
cethng

{hee LEction Commiussion
ety b eapedied to tikee
o] W begs

Eremoerals
i1 Mowse Back
€ e Ladeus
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N
WASHING TON, 2.0 . 20463

10 0CT 1975

Mr. John Ashford

Administrative Assistant to
Congressman Jerry Litton

U, §. House of Representatives

Washington, D. €. 20515

Dear Mr. Ashford:

It is the opir

nion of the General Cecunsel's office that
Section 616 of Mitle

18, United States Code clearly states

that a Feasral officeholdez may not accept honorariums in

sxcess of §15,600 in any cne calendar year. The statutory

languags i not ambiguous nor does it allow for any con-

glusion cther shan that we: forth in Sectiop ﬂlé(l). Section
RO

6L6 (L) - ates T =r3 ;f?luaﬂOlQQ” mar accept an
henorariam 2 SEdeiey: J ; axcluding amous 3 accepted
o) Eliefit graval ang ”Hv'- =nCe expenses. Therefc an
amount rzceives a2s  ar or ari must be countzd as an hono-
rarium. I =fa it travald O 3dDSlatGﬂLb expenses do not
increass the LA E e on honorariums established by Section
6106 . C L responss to your guestion, Congressman Litton's
honorariums mzv exceed $15,000 per year by an amount egual
to his ungeizm sed travel sipenses.

L trust this answers vour guestion. If I may be of any
further aszistance pleasz 2o not hesitate to write to me.

Sincerely yours,
Signed: Jomn G. Murphy, Jdr.

John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

SSchachman:mpc:10/9/75

xR JuEyel 12eneieEne
Jack Murphy
Drew McKay“”
Peter Roman
2)‘?Btephen Schachman
a




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STRERE NW.
WVAASHING TON, 2.C. 20403

Octobexr 7, 1975

Ms. Wilhelmina Roberts
592 Virginia Avenue
Stn . Dewrss MeOS =GEig

Dear Ms. Roberts:

I apologize for any inconvenience I may have caused
yvou. I thought I had taken the necessary steps for placing
your name on the mailing list, obwiously I did not. The
responsibility must rest with me. Enclosed please find
copies of our rulings to date including a copy of proposed
regulations. You will note the comment period on the regu-
lations endgs October 29, 1975,

I have spoken with a member of the Public Communica-
tions Office and have been assured you will be placed on

the mailing list. If I may be of further service please
do not hesitate to write.

Sincerely yours,

Stephen Schachman
Assistant General Counsel

Fnclosures




Mr. Stephen Schackman
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Schackman:

Firet, let me remind you who T am. You were kind
enough to phone several weeks ago to inform me that my
name might surface in news stories relating to an in-
vestigation being conducted by your office., That was
because of an ingquiry I made of your office last June
concerning a lMissourli congressman's misunderstanding
of the definition of "eandidate' in FL 93-4L43,

During our conversation you said you would place
my name on the malling list to receive copies of the
Commission's actions, including rules, regulations,
interpretations and advisory opinions. Did you forget
me, or does one need an official title and crganization
affiliation to get on that mailing list? As the single
individual most responsible for Missouri's new campaign
finance law (that may be cause for more blame than praise),
I'm gtill burdened with many chairmanships as we continue
to monitor our commission's performance. If it's a title
that is needed to get me on the mailing list, use the one
below.

Many thanks.,

Sincerely,

({/ L fretvmsin f( t"[@”)/“g

Wilhelmina Roberts, Chairman
Tlection Reform Task Force
Citizens for Better iolitics
592 Virginia Avenue

St. Louls, Moy 635119
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September 29, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel
For Litigation
Federal Election Commission
~ 1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Schachman:

- We have completed a thorough review of all pay-
ments made by or on behalf of Congressman Jerry Litton
since January 1, 1975. As you know, Congressman Litton
does not consider himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate.
However, some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter of 1975 to deter-
mine if he should become a candidate. Should you determine
these expenditures are reportable under the F.E.C.A., they
c will be included on the third quarter Report of Receipts
and Expenditures filed by the Missourians for Litton Com-
™~ mittee, a political committee registered with the Secretary
of the Senate and the Missouri Secretary of State on Septem-
i~ ber 26, 1975. The report will, of course, include all third
gquarter expenditures as well.

For your convenience, we have listed below second
guarter payments made to determine whether Congressman Lit-
ton should become a Senate candidate. In addition to that
list, we have also itemized and categorized other payments
that were made during the period in question. None of these
additional payments were made with respect to the Senate
vrimary.

Hopefully, our action coupled with your audit,
will lead to a speedy resolution of this matter and enable
vou to conclude your investigation on a positive note. _We
remain ready, as before, to answer any questions you'May have
with respect to this information. . Lot
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Mr. Stephen Schachman

September 29, 1975
Page 2

Reportable Expenditures from the Second Quarter

If you determine it is necessary, the Missourians
for Litton Committee will report certain second quarter ex-
penditures on its third quarter Report of Receipts and Expen-
ditures.

The following is a list of those expenditures,
totalling $654.78, with reference to travel items appearing
in Attachment 1:

(TRAVEL ITEM 55)

Bel Air Hotel Overnight accomodations

St. Louis, Mo. in connection with
speech for State Rep.
Williams

(Also will be listed as a contribution in-kind of
$32.00 from Williams Dinner Committee)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)
Ozark Airlines Travel in connection $28.37
with speech to Ozark (pd.Check

Press Association #713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Howard Johnson's Overnight accomodations $16.48

Springfield, Mo. in connection with (pd.Check
speech to Ozark Press $#709)
Association

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Trans-World Transportation to St. $36.35
Airlines Louis political meet- (pd.Check
ings $#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)
Chase Park Plaza Overnight accomodations $75.38

Hotel, St. Louis, in connection with St. {(pd.Check
Mo. Louis political meetings, .. #709)




Mr. Stephen Schachman

September 29, 1975
Page 3

(TRAVEL ITEM 71(d))

June 5, Plaza Inn Int'l Refreshments and room $218.11
1975 Kansas City, Mo. for meeting with KC (pd.Check
political leaders $#713)
(TRAVEL ITEM 72)
June 7, Tan-Tar-A Overnight accomodations $48.13
1975 Lake Ozark, Mo. in connection with (pd.Check
speech to Central Mo. #707)
Press Association
~
(TRAVEL ITEM 72)
r‘
June 7, CONGE R OR. Travel in Litton car $44.00
1975 1502 LHOB to Central Mo. Press
& Wash, D.C. Association specch in
3 Lake Ozark, Mo. - 440
e miles at $.10 per mile
‘= (Also reported as contribution from Litton)
(TRAVEL ITEM 75(b))
_ June 14, Alameda Plaza Hotel Dinner, KC City Council $132.80
i ¥975 Kansas City, Mo. (pd.Check
g #715)
j“-.
y (TRAVEL ITEM 75 (e))
June 15, Plaza Inn Breakfast with Mo. party $23.16
1975 Kansas City, Mo. officials (pd.Check
#718)
TOTAL: $654.78

In addition to the expenditures noted above, there
are others that cannot be deemed campaign "expenditures", as
that term is defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act, and
interpreted by the Federal Election Commission. These are
categorized below. W
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2. Travel Outside of Missouri

None of Congressman Litton's travels outside of the
State of Missouri were to influence the result of the Missouri
Senate primary, nor did such travel have any appreciable im-
pact on that election. Therefore, we feel expenses associated
with the following travel items in Attachment 1 cannot be deemed
expenditures for the Senate primary:

Qut-of-State Travel

Items 1-11
Items 17-19
Items 21-22

Item 25
Item 27
Items 31-32
Item 36
Item 45
Item 53

Item 75 (a)
Items 77-78
Item 82

Note that all but five of these travel items were in
connection with honorarium speeches (See, Attachment 2). As
discussed below, honorarium appearances are clearly outside
the purview of the campaign laws, particularly when the appear-
ances are outside the geographical boundaries of the relevant
electorate and the incumbent officeholder is not an announced
candidate.

Items 10-11 were travel in connection with the
Congressman's appearance as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee at a Consumer Affairs meeting in New York on January
DIOPERIROFAS S

Item 24 was travel to Vail, Colorado for a vacation
with the Litton staff on February 11.

: Item 36 was travel to Southern Illinois University
in Carbondale, Illinois for an Agricultural Seminar in Litton's
official capacity as a member of the Agriculture Committee on
March 14.

Item 53 was travel in connection with an appearance at
an Iowa State FFA leadership conference in Sioux City in Littonm's
official capacity on April 25. '




Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975

Page 5

Clearly none of these expenditures were made for
the purpose of influencing the result of the Missouri Senate
primary.

3. Honorarium and Expenses Travel Within State

TEems 25 LS, i, 205, @67, 50, L6, =6l a0l and a7
represent travel in connection with honorarium speeches with-
in the state. Neither the expenses associated with such travel,
nor the honorariums themselves should be decmed "expenditures”
or "contributions" for purposes of the F.E.C.A. Congress in-
tended honorariums to be separately limited under the provisions
of Section 616 of Title 18, U.S. Code.

However, the Commission has not recognized the dis-
tinction when candidates make honorarium appearances within
the geographical boundaries of their electorate. See, AO 20,
September 23, 1975. Under those circumstances, honorarium pay-
ments will now be deemed "contributions." Nevertheless, Con-
gressman Litton was not a candidate for the Senate when he
made these appearances. In fact, he was only a few months
into his term as a Congressman. Even if the Commission decides

to ignore the candidacy requirement in AO 20, no one has sug-
gested that the ruling is retroactive before September 23.

Items 12, 13, 15, 20 and 46 all represented honora-
rium appearances before the incumbent Senator, Stuart Symington,
announced his retirement on April 21. In no case should Litton
contributions or expenditures before that date be attributed to
the Senate campaign. See, Tennessee Guidelines, Fed. Reg. 43660,
September 22, 1975, where effective resignation date of incum-
bent triggered running of the expenditure limitation period.

Items 62, 64 and 69 were commencement speeches to
high schools, certainly not the type of appearances by a public
official that should be deemed campaign-related except under
the clearest of circumstances.

Item 58 was a speech to the Missouri Life Underwriters
Association who were meeting in Congressman Litton's district on
May 5. Item 71(c) was a speech to a statewide meeting of paint
technologists meeting immediately adjacent to the district. We
believe such appearances should be considered part of the offi-
cial business of the Congressman as a host to conventions held
in his district.




) o
Mr. Stephen Schachman

September 29, 1975
Page 6

Item 74 was a speech to the Missouri Young Bankers
Association on June 11 at Tan-Tar-A. The Congressman appeared
in his official capacity as a member of the lHouse Agriculture
Committee to discuss agricultural matters of interest to the
Missouri financial community,

Apparently, expensc or honorarium payments of this
type may now be covered by the rulings in AO |3 or AO 20. How-
cver, when Congressman Litton accepted thesc peaking engage-
ments, the Commission had not yet issued thone two Advisory
Opinions. It would be entirely unfair to apply the rulings

retroactively to Congressman Litton in the context of this
investigation, without an across-the-board review of the 1975
honorarium activities of all Federal officeholders.

4. Constituent Service Within District

A great number of the Congressman's trips during
this period were directly in connection with constituent ser-
vice activities in his district. Even under the newest ver-
sion of the office account ruling, such payments occuring
during the first year of the Congressman's term, will not be
charged to a Congressman's spending limit.

DISTRICT CONSTITUENT SERVICES

Items 14 49
24 52
28 56
33 6l
38 66
41 71 (a)
44 79

5. Other Official Travel as Member of Congress Within The
State

Since Congressman Litton is the only member of the
Missouri delegation on either the Senate or House Agriculture
Committees, he receives numerous invitations to speak at Farm
Bureaus and other agricultural gatherings throughout Missouri.
Under the most recent version of the proposed office account
regulation, he would be required to charge expenditures for
such travel against his Section 608 spending limit during 1976,
but not in 1975. Of course, Commission sources have 1ndicated
the regulation is not retroactive in any event. '
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The Congressman should be allowed to speak upon
invitation to agricultural groups throughout Missouri in
his official capacity, subject to minimal restriction by the
campaign laws. Congressman Litton has made such appearances
ever since he became a member of the Agriculture Committee
and long before he was ever mentioned as a possible Senate
contender.

The Congressman was travelling in his official capa-
city in items 23, 29, 37, 39, 42, 63, 76 and 80. Note that
only the last threc appearances were made after the date
Senator Symington announced his retirement.

6. Party Business

In travel items 34, 50 and 71(b), Congressman Litton
was travelling as a party leader and attending regularly
scheduled party events. For items 34 and 50, all party office-
holders were invited to attend. Item 71(b) was for party busi-
ness within his district.

As you know, Gerald Ford, an announced candidate for

President, 1is currently travelling around the nation on "party
business" at the expense of the Republican National Committee.
The Commission has yet to attribute any of these travel expen-
ditures to the Ford campaign. Congressman Litton, of course,

was not an announced candidate and was not using funds from a

political committee for travel expenses. Therefore, these ex-
penses, though minor, will not be considered campaign-related.

When the Federal Election Commission attributes RNC
travel payments to the Ford campaign, then Missourians for
Litton may reconsider the status of these three travel items.
Until that time, however, the Committee has no intention of
reporting such payments as campaign expenditures subject to
the Section 608(c) limits.

7. Miscellaneous Travel Items

TEEmMS: 20513100 3y 400y 1435 4w LB SEE SSRGS E s an d
81 represent return travel for trips in Sections 1 through 5
of this letter. Items 57, 60, 70 and 73 are also for return
travel, but one or more of the activities that are listed as
possible campaign expenditures under Section 1 took place on
such trips. '
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Item 57 was a return from a trip to Kansas City,
(Items 55 and 56) for constituent work in the District. On
the way to Kansas City, the Congressman attended the Williams
dinner and stayed overnight in St. Louis, Since most flights
to Kansas City stop in St. Louis, no extra expense was involved
by virtue of the Williams dinner. Therefore, none of the tra-
vel expense to or from Kansas City need be apportioned for
campaign purposes.

Item 60, coupled with Item 59, represents return
travel from Kansas City, where the Congressman gave an honora-
rium speech, to Washington, D.C., with a stopover at Spring-
field, Missouri for a speech that arguably could have been for
campaign purposes. The extra cost attributed to the stopover
will be reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 70, as with item 60 above, is return travel
with a stopover, where the extra cost of the stopover will be
reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 73 represents return travel from a trip the
predominate purpose of which was non-political. Congressman
Litton flew to his district for constituent services and pro-
duction of the Dialogue program (Item 71). While there, he
hosted a meeting with political leaders and attended a press
conference, both of which will be reported as campaign-related,
if required (See, Section 1). However, the trip would have
been made anyway, even without the political appearances.
Therefore, only the extra travel and entertainment expenses
should be reported as a campaign expenditure.

8. Office Expenses

Attachment 3 lists a number of payments made for
office expenses during 1975. Even if the newest version of
the proposed office account regulation were retroactive, the
expenses would still not be chargeable against any Litton
campaign limit. The proposed regulation extends only to those
office expenses made during the last year of the Congressman's
term.

9. Dialogue With Litton
The issues at the heart of the still-unresolved

conflict over office accounts will determine how the Commj
sion eventually will treat payments like those made t
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the Dialogue with Litton program. The Dialogue program is a
series of monthly voter education meetings that Congressman
Litton holds with his constituents to discuss issues of im-
portance to his District and the Nation. Up to 2,000 consti-
tuents regularly attend such meetings, which feature question
and answer sessions with the Congressman and a quest.

The program is financed entirely from constituent
contributions and administered from a separate office account.
No contributions are accepted from corporations or labor or-
ganizations and no contributors have given in excess of $500
during any calendar year. The account is controlled by a not-
for-profit corporation, with a non-partisan board.

The stated purposec of the program is to bring govern-
ment to the people, and the great interest shown in the program
proves that purpose 1is being achieved. Guests have included
Administration figures, such as Secretary of Agriculture, Earl
Butz and Secretary of the Army, Bo Calloway, Republican Con-
gressman Jack Kemp, and a few of the Democratic Presidential
hopefuls. The program is edited and shown throughout the
Congressman's district on television. It has proved so popu-
lar that two television stations outside of the Congressman's
district have broadcast the program to fulfill their public
service commitments as Federal Communications Commission licen-
sees.

The current version of the Commission's proposed
office account regulation would apply Title 18 spending limits
to office accounts generally during the last calendar year of
a Congressman's term. Thus, the Litton Dialogue program would
be subject to the limits during 1976, but only if the Commis-
sion determined that it was the type of activity meant to be
covered by its proposed regulation.

Under no circumstances, however, can the 1975 Dia-
logue expenditures be deemed subject to the limits. First,
during the office account hearings, Commission sources indi-
cated that the Dialogue program may not be the type of acti-
vity meant to be limited by the proposed regulation. Second,
no one has suggested that the proposed regulation should be
applied retroactively. Third, even if the regulation were
applied retroactively to the Dialogue program, all the expen-
ditures took place during the first year of Congressman Lit-
ton's term. The regulation, as proposed, applies only to the
second year of a Congressman's term. e
e
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Therefore, none of the Dialogue donations or pay-
ments can be retroactively limited by the Commission. Fur-
thermore, we feel the Commission should never requlate such
activity under any of its regulations. A Congressman's com-
munications with his constituents should not be limited just
because they are extremely effective.

I trust you will find this information useful. We
will be awaiting instructions from you concerning any addi-
tional reporting obligations of Congressman Litton or any
committees working on his behalf.

Very truly yours,
Ny
Sl

Robert N. Thomson

RNT: jc
enclosures




Date

January

2. January

3. January

4, January
I

5.C January

e

(=,
6 .-— January

—

'7.~ January

G
~ 8._ January
:

™.

9. January 19

10. January 20

11. January 21

12. January 21

JANUARY TRAVEL

Origin/Destination

DC/San Antonio

San Antonio/Columbus, Ohio

Columbus, Ohio/ New Orleans

New Orleans/Shreveport

Shreveport/Colorado Springs

Colorado Springs/Denver

Denver/DC

DC/Boca Raton, Florida

Boca Raton/DC

DC/New York

New York/DC

DC/Lake of Ozarks, Mo.

(] ATTACHMENT 1

Purpose of Travel

Honorarium speech - Agri-
services Foundation, San
Antonio

Speech - Ohio Cattlemen's
Association, Columbus, Ohio

Speech - Ark-La-Tex Agricul-
ture Council, Shreveport,
La.

Honorarium speech - National
Association of Animal Breeders,
Colorado Springs, Colorado

Honorarium speech - Interna-
tional Maine-Anjour Associa-
tion, Denver, Colorado

Honorarium speech - Farm and
Industrial Equipment Institute
(1/16); Southwestern Aerial
Applicators (1/17)

Official capacity - attendance
at Consumer Affairs Meeting,

New York, Cong. & Mrs. Litton

Official capacity - speech to
Missouri Agricultural Industris
Council, Lake of Ozarks, Mo.




January

January

January

January

January
-29

January

® 9
Lake of Ozarks/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/St. Louis/
Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Atlanta/DC

DC/New Orleans

Constituent service - DIALOGUE,
Flag presentation, Agricultural
research conference, NW Missour
Press Association, Rural Mayors
Council, Rockport Rotary Club,

JL plus 3 staff (all in district

Honorarium speech - Mississippi
Valley Farm Equipment Associa-
tion, Ht. Louis, Mo.

Return travel for items 14-15

Honorarium speech to SE Poultry
& Egg Association, Atlanta, Ga.

Honorarium speech - Deep South
Farm and Power Equipment Com-
pany; JL and wife, 2 staff




FEBRUARY TRAVEL
F'ebruary 1 New Orleans/DC See Item 18

I'ebruary DC/St. Louis/DC Honorarium speech - Federation
4 of Land Bank Associations, St.
Louis, Mo.

February DC/Vail, Colorado Personal expenses - bonus to
staff in form of ski trip to
resort area, staff travel and
personal

IFebruary Vail, Colorado/Spokane, Honorarium speech - Pacific
: Washington Northwest Farm Forum

February Spokane, Washington/ Official capacity - speech to
Columbia, Mo. Missouri State Department of
Conservation

February Columbia, Mo./Kansas City Constituent service - appearance
on Kansas City media serving
district, Speech to Boy Scouts
DIALOGUE

February Kansas City/Lincoln, Honorarium speech - 0.A. Coopen
Nebraska/Kansas City & Co., Lincoln, Nebraska

February Kansas City/DC Return travel for Items 21-25

-February DC/Phoenix Honorarium speech - US Feed
Grains Council, Scotsdale,
Arizona; JL and staff, staff
travel to Nevada

February Phoenix/Kansas City _ Constituent service - Excelsion
' Springs Bicentennial speech,
Speech at Western Hardware Con
vention, Orrick Farm Service
Appreciation Day (all in dis-
trict)




SN
29. February 21 Kansas City/Joplin/Kansas Official capacity -~ speech
City to Barton County Farm Bureau
30. February 23 Kansas City/DC Return from speaking engage-
ments and constituent work
31. February 27- DC/Paris, France/DC Official capacity - attendance
28, March at International Food Confer-
1-2 ence
e
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MARCH TRAVEL
DC/Fort Worth, Texas

Fort Worth/Kansas City

Kansas City/Hannibal/
St. Louis (by prlvate
automobile)

St. Louis/DC

DC/Carbondale, Illinois

Carbondale/Sikeston, Mo.
Sikeston/Kansas City

Kansas City/Knob Noster,
Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/DCQSQ
Q§
DC/Kansas C§ &\v"

Honorarium speech - New World
Agricultural Seminar, Fort
Worth

Constituent services - speech
to Adair County Soil and Water
District, breakfast with

Kirksville Chamber of Commerce

State jarty business - atten-
dance at Statewide Party meet-
ing at which all major party
officeholders in Mo. were in-
vited to attend; Overnight in
St. Louis after day-long ses-
sion in Hannibal.

Return travel in connection
with items 32 through 34

Speech at Southern Illinois
University Agricultural Semi-
nar in official capacity

Speech to New Madrid Farm
Bureau in official capacity

Constituent service in dis-
trict; DIALOGUE production

Speech in official capacity
to Knob Noster Chamber of
Commerce (Outside of district)

Return travel in connection
with items 36-39

Constituent service, coffee at
Princeton; speech to Mo. Fed.
Womens Clubs; speech to Living-
ston County Farm Bureau; Hono-
rarium speech to Linn County
Pork Producers {(all in district




March 21 Kansas City/Columbia, Mo./
Kansas City (private
automobile)

Kansas City/DC

Speech in official capacity
to Adrian County Farm Bureau,
Columbia, Mo. (outside of
district)

Return travel in connection
with items 41 and 42




APRIL TRAVEIL

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/San Antonio,
Texas/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield, Mo.

Springfield, Mo/St. Louis

St. Louis/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield,
Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

Constituent Service - speeches
to Kansas City Chamber of Com-
merce, Lathrop and Lawson Ro-
tary Clubs, 3 schools in Liber
North Kansas City, COE, schools|
in Platte City and St. Joseph,
Clinton County Farm Bureau;
visits to Chillecothe and Broo
field (all in district)

Honorarium speech to San
Antonio Chamber of Commerce
Agribusiness Conference

Speech to Drury College in
official capacity

Three~hour layover at airport
in St. Louis; no activities

Return travel in connection wi
Items 44-47

Constituent service - speech to
RFK symposium at Univ. of Mo,
KC; DIALOGUE production (all
district related)

State party business - speech
to Mo. Young Democrats during
attendance at state-wide poli-
tical meeting, all Cong. invite
to attend

Return travel in connection
with Items 49-50

»
LS
g s

Gonstitutent service and party
-business -~ speech to Lee's
- Summit Democrats, speeches at




52. Continued Macon, Shelbina, Bicentennial
speech at Richmond (all in or
adjacent to district); Also
honorarium speech to Mo. Bar
Association

53. April 25 Kansas City/Sioux City, Speech in official capacity
Iowa/Kansas City to Iowa State FFA Leadership
Conference in Sioux City, Iowa

Kansas City/DC Return travel in connection
with Items 52 and 53




51515

56.

557k

58~
(@)

595

60.

Gl

May

May

May

May

May

May

May

10

11

155

MAY TRAVELS
DC/St. Louis

St. Louis/Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield,
Mo.

Springfield, Mo./DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Warrensburg,
'Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/Lake of the
Ozarks/Kansas City

Speech at dinner honoring
state representative Fred
Williams of St. Louis

Constituent service - speeches
to Smithville Bicentennial,
Worth County Jaycees, United
Community Services, Graham
FFA, and participate in other
community activities (all in
district)

Return travel in connection
with Items 55 and 56

Speech to Missouri Life Under-
writers meeting in district

Speech to Ozark Press Associ-
ation

Return travel in connection
with Items 58 and 59

Constituent service - speech
to Missouri Western University
Commencement, Kansas City
Chamber of Commerce National
Affairs Committee, DIALOGUE
preduction’, American Angus
Association meeting in dis-
trict, Carrollton High School
commencement (all in district)

Honorarium speech at high schoo
commencement (outside of dis-
trlct)

\\\*%
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64. May 20

65. May 21

66. May 23

'67. May 28
R

68¢ May 28

Id

(=
"69. May 30
B

™~

70. May 31

Kansas City/Marshall, Mo./

Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Kansas City
(40 miles mileage)

Kansas City/St. Louis

St. Louis/Columbia, Mo.

Columbia, Mo./DC

Honorarium speech at commence-
ment of Marshall High School
{outside of district)

Return travel in connection
with Items 61 - 64

Constituent service - Commen-
cement speeches at Meadville,
Cosby, Excelsior Springs;
breakfast with Kirksville
Chamber of Commerce; Various
district activities including
memorial day speech at St.
Joseph (all in district) -
Taping of Kansas City TV news
program for airing in district

Coffee with Kansas City poli-
tical leaders

Party at home of Sandy Miller;
Various political and media
events; Meetings with numer-
ous political leaders

Honorarium speech - Rock Bridge
High School Commencement, Rock
Bridge, Mo.

Return travel in connection
with Items 66-69




JUNE TRAVEL

71. June 6 DC/Kansas City a. Constituent service -
DIALOGUE production
b. Party business - speech

to Clinton County Women's
Democratic Club

c. Speech in official capacity
to statewide meeting of
Paint Technologists (adja-
cent to district)

d. Cocktail party with area
political leaders after
DIALOGUE production

72. June 7 Kansas City/Tan-Tar-A, Speech to Central Missouri
Mo./Kansas City Press Association - private
- car - 440 miles
C . . :
73. June 8 Kansas City/DC Return travel 1in connection

with Items 71-72

c
74,. June 11 DC/Tan~-Tar-A, Mo./ Speech to Missouri Bankgrs
DC Association; No honorarium
r but expenses paid by bankers;
appearance in offical capacity
75. June 14 DC/Kansas City/DC a. Appearance in Leavenworth,
P Kansas on Martha Keyes
Congressional Forum
T b. Dinner with Kansas City
City Council members
™~ c. Breakfast with Missouri
Democratic Committee, State
Treasurer
76. °June 20 DC/Tan-Tar-A, Mo. Speech to Central Soya Confer-
ence in official capacity
77. *» June 20 Tan-Tar-A/Louisville, Ky. Honorarium speech to American
Jersey Cattle Club 1in Louisvil
78: June 21 Louiville/Denver, Colorado Honorarium speech - Colorado

Cattlemen's Association, Den-
ver, Colorado

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

OFFICIAL FILE CGPY

L T UF GEHERAL COUNSEL




9%

80.

81.

82.

¢

June

June

June

June

21

22

22

27

Denver/Kansas City

Kansas City/Houston, Mo.

Houston, Mo./DC

DC/Orlando, Florida

Constituent service in district

Speech in official capacity
at Texas County Farm Bureau,
Houston, Missouri

Return travel in connection
with Items 76-80

Honorarium speech to Florida
Cattlemen's Association
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ATTACHMENT 2

Sponsor

Agriservices loundation
Ohio Cattlemen's Association, Inc.
Ark-La-Tex Ag11cu1tu1a1 Counc1l '
National Association of Animal Breeders
Intcrnational Mainc-Anjour Association
White Farm Equipment Company (£ilm)

Farm and Industrial LEquipment Institute
Southcastern Acrial Applicators
Mo Ag Industries Council, Inc.
Trojan Sced Company
Mississippi Valley Farm Equipment Association
Southcastern Poultry and Egg Association
Deep South Tarm and Power Equipment Association
Federal Land Bank Association
Spokanc Chember of Commerce
0. A. Coopexr Company
U. §. Peed Grains Couhcil
Barton County Farm Burcau
Western Association
Southwestcrn Hardwarc and Implement Assoc1at1on
Southern Illinois University
National Pork Producers.- Council

Federal Intcrmediate Credit Bank of Houston
Drury College

e Missouri Bar
Delmarva Pcultry Industry, Inc.
“Missouri Life Underwriters Association
warrcnsburg School District R-VI
Marshall School System

\\lu e d SGHOGL R ES Lt

Missouri Young Bankers Conference

Hartha Keys Congressional Forum '
The American Jersey Cattle Club
Colorado Cattlemen's Association

Florida Cattlemen's Association
Minnesota dAgriculture Education Summer Workshop
1975 All-Amcrican Angus Breeders' Futurity
Park College Commencement

Pincapple Crowers Association of Hawaii

smrdied Ghenical

Location
P i L
San Antconio,

Columbus, OHZS = = 102.
Shreveport, Lkw' ] 253,
Denver, CO =~ "-g 829.
Denver, CO Y ' NSO
Washington, D.Cvxl = 500.
Boca Raton, FL : 674.
Ft. Walton Beach;*?h. 300.
Tan-Tara, MO ' .%2 = 140,
St. Joseph, MO\ =i.- 11,030,
St. Louis, MO 3@ " 676.
Atlanta, GA IRLSI08
New Orleans, LA 725.
St. Louis, MO 640.
Spokane, WA 944,
Lincoln, NE 754.
Scotsdale, AZ 764 .
Lamar, MO 61.
Kansas City, MO 728.
Ft. Worth, TX 7 7L
Carbondale, IL 800.
Kansas City, MO 12080
Houston, TX 770.
Springfield, MO 100.
Kansas City, MO 252.
Salisbury, MD 1,246.
Kansas City, MO 240,
Warrensburg, MO 200.
Marshall, MO 100.
Columbia, MO 164.
Tan-Tara, MO 196.
Leavenworth, KS 240,
Louisville, KY 652.
Montrose, CO 836.
Orlando, FL 710.
Fargo, ND 574.
Louisville, KY 646.
Kansas City, MO 70.
San Francisco, CA 857.

“Hollywcod, FL

Totail

Rege%gts

73
47
47
47
00
TS
00
71
19
73
78
88
71
00
41
23
78
73
74
00
73
74
00
89
40
00
00
00
60
73
00
00
00
Q0
00
00
00
00

Est.

exp.” & Actpal
billi eNsSas
305.39 5,08
102.73 66.37
253.47 244.13
329.47 96.87
329.47 96.87
-0- -0-
174,73 174.74
-0- -0-
140.71 184.74
530.19 530.16
176.73 241.20
150.73  150.74 1,
725.88 725.88
140.71 184.74
944.00 1,032.00
754.41 l 077.44
764.23 764.23
61.73 61.74
228.73 238.73
270.74 '291.10
300.00 292.74
228.73 232.84
270.74 284,81
100.00 72.20
252.89 241,63
246.40  246.40 3},
240.00 248.84
-0- 29,11,
-0- 30.65
64.60 95.96
196.73 196.74
240,00 240.74
152.00 98.37
336.00 372.48
210.00 257.09
274 .00 254.74
146.00 146.00
70.Q% 70.00Q
357.00 357.00

Est, . Cor-
hon. &, rected
biliigx hon.
-0- 36.36
-0- 9. 34
500.00 732.60
500.00 732.60
500.00 500.00
500.00 499.99
300,00  300.00
_0- -0-
500.00 500.03
500.00 435.53
000.00 999.99
-0- S0
500.00 455.97
-0- _0_
20E °*_0-
- 0=
(0 =0 -
500.00 490.00
500.00 279,64
500.00 507.26
500.00 495,89
500.00 485,93
-0- 27.80
~-0- - 11.26
000.00 1,000.00
-0- -0-
200.00 170.89
100.00 63.35
100.00 68.64
1)1 LN
) (s
500.00 553,63
500.00 463.52
500.00 452.91
300.70 319.26
500.00 500.00
..0.. _0-
500.00 500.00

Unreim-’
bursed
expenses

44,

88
025

e il ok

03

a0

01
.74

.00
.03

.84




1975
DATE

1/11

CHEC}(S ,}’-‘0{?\ WASI i];_NG,I!’ON‘ Ola-’ ICE IIEXP#;NSE

CHECK PAYABLL TO

urs
Royal Typecwriter Co.
(Copicr Products Div.)

Amcrican LExpress Co.
Kwik Rall
B. R. Illarris

Congressional Photo Shoppe

tHlelinda Mendenhall
Melinda Mendenhall
Postmaster

Rwik Kall

A G A Appliance Co.

Peastmaster

Mclinda Mendenhall
The LExaminer
Conpressional Photo
L, R, llarris § Co.
Cormunity Press
Kwik Kall

Congressional Photo
Precss Association,
Kwik Kall

Inc.

Terrice Mockler

Busincss Lquipment Centor
Press Associntion, Ing,
Gongronalonal lhoto
Havtony Thompnon

Fubien 1 Donel Toy Gorp.

CK.
547
545
555
560
566

567

NO.

570

S73
587
591
598

600
604
600
610
618
619
6206

634
639
648

653

655
657
(6641
Ohh
607

$

AMOUNT
3.03
4.21

157.40
21.50
22.02

24,38

54,58
38.27

8.90
21.50
78.75

16.25
4.00
125,00
64.62
8.35

151.25

21.50

17.85
292.87
21.50

1.05
20,48
171.30
17,85
i, 81
2,00

ATTACHMENT 3a

Deliverics 22

842 copics . i
2,000 paid for by BC 1

Calculator for I).C.gﬂé;
February Service (= )
Matcrial for new boo | g

Devcloping Photos
Coffce pot for office
Camera Casce § LEquipment

Postage for vidco tapes (Paris)
March Scrvice

Stcrco for Anncx

Postage (tapces)
Coffcc

90 photos of Pres. Iord & JL
Developing Photos

Officc Supplics

10,000 press rcleases

April Scrvice

Developing photos
AP machinc rcntal
May Service

Coffece

Stenorett Repair

AV machine rental
Developingy photos
Coffec, supar, ctc.
Official airline guide



Y05 pOn WASHTNGTON OFFTCI EXPENSE (Continued)

770 "85 40 3L T
197! : P ¥
NATH CIIECK PAYABLE TO CHECK NO. AMOUNT FoRr é% > {
S22 kwik Kall 668 21.50 June Scrvice < o4 3 Y
Stotits 673 3.00 DC Office Supplics e g ;
S/ 20 Marlenc Thompson 675 $ 4 ST Coffee X :‘ i
. T‘ '
6n/2 Congressional Photo 679 2 =005 Developing Photos Ko *
675 Press s Socidithog,. THics 686 = "“.()O Service AP Machine v g
G/ 5 Press Assotigtgon, Inc. 687 171 .30 Junc AP Machine Rental :
By /e llouse of Rep. Restaurant 0838 el A | Stalf mcals, \!m'l‘iny, e _'.in};":'.
O/106 Melinda Mendenhall 692 100.00 Reimburse purchasc of food fer i
. : JL party: for staff and Recuss staff
a/27 Cilerk of the House A T 150.00, Stamps (to be reimbursed by DWWL) i
) { ‘
. PLT Diana Beervy 696 e L) Coftee, cups, klecnex 1
1/ Terric Mockler 697 5.A8 Hoieey 1
717 Ray VWilson 698 &.-50 Tools ;
¥ John Ashford 5 699 2.54 Supplics, calendars i
(A ik Kall 704 21.50 July Scrvice "
7/5 it ppem Serncs 700 25.00 Servicing autopen machine
7/8 Jévrey Litton's Statienary 710 1038 Devon Bledsce reimbursed
~/a Press Asaociation, Inc. IS 1072lG &) AP Machine Recntal
e Diana Beery 716 £S5 Tice Buskhot
¥ ET Georgetown Framing 720 5:04.16/0 Framing Presidential letters
7/13 .Tcr‘r‘/ Litton's Stationary Ak 220.16 Office Supplics
A Commuinity Press, Inc. 729 206.67 Press release !
‘/22 Kiwik Kall 5 21.50 August Scrvice '
7/ L Terrie Mockler 735 1.65 Coffece !
7/24 David R. Ramage b 27850 31.80 Elliott Work (Folding & Stuffing
‘ envelopes)




CHECKS IOR DISTRICT OFFICE EXPLNSE

CHECK PAYARIR T0

Pat Danney
Bell Telephone
heneral Scrvices Administration

Bell Teleplione
General Scyvices Administration
General Services Administration

B.R., Harris & Company

Belt Telephone <

General Scrvices Administration
General Scrvices Administration
Bell Telephone

Xcerox Corporatlon

General Services Administration
Bell Telephone

Bell- Telephone
Bell Telcphone
General Services Administration

Beil Telecphonc

Southwestern Bell

Southwestern Bell

General Services Administration
Southwestern Bell ' :

GHIRGK NO

5406
Hiy-]
508

5972
ShE
594

603
620
621
0622
627

637

643
547

660
676
677

682

700
704
L0
730

-~ AMOUNT

$ 2.48
337.58
20.00

508.23
18.90
20.00

B0
139.08
08.10
20.00
67.26

20.00

20.00
136.28

74.03
0
20.00

3551 K

70.76
135,68
1 20.00
135.68

ATTACHMENT 3b

ROV iBRICH o7 Jian.=, SeRiice

FTS Service

EHSEO citrs I NoVER, D ek o i
TS Servicce
FTS Service‘

Office Supplies
Telephone Service
Nov., Dcc., Scrvice
I'TS Service

March Scrvicce

Copics over 2,000 allow. by
government.

ETS Service

District office service

April Service
May FTS Service
FTS Service

May services, FTS

Junc FTS .
June Services, Comm. lines
FTS Service :
July service




YIS ‘
e LA w2 SUBSCRIPTIONS ;
i ATTACHMENT 3c !

',:‘;‘v 19 ;’:f% v SEar 4 q ~

y DATT CHECK PAYABLE TO “ " CK.NO. AMOUNT) P FOR
g T34 St. Joscph News Press
/,_' ( Gazette 549 $34.30 Onc year subscription
g I/H Wall Street Journal GISKS 38.00 Subscription rcnewal ok '
R The Hamilton-Advocate 559 16.00 2-yr. subscription tenowé"f_ o
233 Esssiacyl Jonsniat 585 15.00 Onec ycar subscription —',-,
/28 Roll Call 599 25.00 One year subscription SN -
3/4 Dress - USpdctdtor 602 9.0‘0 Onc ycar subscription 2" ,
'-1/7') The Stanberry Headddipght 624 8.00 Onc ycar subscription
= llc Washingten Star-News 625 14.95 13-twecek qubscuptmn :
5 7 . 'T % I /' |
. 4/7 Broadcasting Ycarbook 631 15.00 _/\“'*“ A 11 '
4/25 Springfield Newspapers, .040 U980 6-month subscription !
. 4/30 Daily Express § News @51 40(06 Onc-year subscription .
B/8 St. Louis Globe Democrat 658 18.00 6-month subscription
5412 St. lLouis Post-Dispatch 2663 /1'58.00 ~pnc ycar subscription -y l
W /U] The Richmond News ( 06 17.00 ‘Onc yecar subscription - s §
0/2 Daily Ncws Bulletin 681 27.50 Onc ycar subscription
H/d St. Louls Argus 683 10.00
0/5 The Pest Telegraph 684 8.00 Onc year subscription ‘
6/5 The Maryville Daily Forum 685 17.00 Onc year subscription !
6/13 The Platte Co. Gazette 690 3.50° One year subscription '
. r
. 7(8 The Labor Beacon 703 7.50 One year subscripticn '
7/8 Washington Star News 705 14.95 13 wecks renewal (J.L.'s housc) 5
. SIS st. Louis Globe Democrat 722 60.00 One ycar subscription ‘
1/18 i“ashington Post 723 30.00 Six-month subscription {
_/‘/]_8 Washington Star-Necws 724 14.95 13 week subscription (office) ‘
A fmf‘lf’n AEfadrs 725 12,00 Mno yenr subscriptian ‘
g i saong 10y 133 G, 00 Une year subscrlption :
It Hoshitnpton Post Y 53,075 6-month subscription (K.C.) !
yas Distrlct Dolivory Sorylce - 741 11.722 N.Y, Tlmes - Aug. § Sept. !
s Tovunsend Dommauicatlions 745 153.00 Iress Dispateh - 1-yr
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JERRY LITTON . COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

. Missouri
6TH DISTRICT BUBCOMMITTEES:

‘ \ FORESTRY-CHAIRMAN
WASHINGTON OFFICE: “*" LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

mieee e @ongress of the Enited Stateg  ommaman
Touge of Repregentatives oo on b

UBCOMMITTEES:

DISTRICT OFFICE:
PLAZA INN INTERNATIONAL

- ofp :
. G S L s
HBU1 NORTHWEST 112 STREET aghington, P.C. 205%'5 EDUCATION, LABOR AND S8OCIAL SERVICES
HANSAS CiTY, Missoumt 64183 HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION -
(816) 891-8880 0.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS "\1 y

September 24, 1975 V.
-

I/ L4 309

Mr. Joe Stoltz

Federal Elections Commission
A5 25 R S i & B SN W
Washington, D.C. 20463

Decar Joe:

LEnclosed is a copy of the revised honorarium and expense
ledger. I am sure you will be most interested in looking at
the difference between the estimated expenses (which were
the basis for billing) and the actual expenses, the difference
being reflected in the corrected honorarium column.

I am curious about one aspect which perhaps you can clear
up for me. [ realize the limit for an honorarium on any one
speech is $1,000. I also understand the annual honorarium
limit is §$15,000. My question is this, can Jerry's honora-
riums exceed the $15,000 annual figure by an amount equal to
his unreimbursed expenses. If you can't answer this, perhaps
vou can direct me to someone who can.

Just as soon as the materials come in from Kansas City,
I will have them hand delivered to you.

Sincerely :
e ////3
poo O ;
_/// " !
Loy Lol o
DJ;;% AsHEd d,////;
Adwinistra;}ﬁc Assistant

JA/db
Enclosure

c¢c: Mr. Robert Thomson
Suite 201
BETON TS G 5 W

LAY /N VAN TVE

(JOE STOLTZ, AID, HAS ENCLOSURE)




el
FEDERAL ELLECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, BC 20463
September 11, 1975

M. Robext E. Hearnes

CerlLified Public Accountant

Post O fdice Box 8

First Security State Bank Building
Charleston, Misscuri 63334

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

This Is te advise you that the Commission is in recedpt
of your nete and the attached article and advertiscment concerning
Congresaman Litton. The matter has been duly noted by the

Commilsslon.

I am enclosing for your reference a caopy ol the hooklet
entitled "Fedeval Electicn Compaien Lawe'", compiled under the
dlrection of the Secretary of the United States Senate.
Specifically, T direct your attention to the definition of
a "candidate" on pages 9 and 37 of that bocklet in response to
your qguestion.

Thank you for your interest in Federal election matters.
If the Commission can be of any further assistance, please
do not hesitate to contact us.

|

Sz

el

ﬁordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as stated




o -Member: | s ROBIEERT E. KARNES
- ; CERT!FIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT
MO R ROCIELYROMRCERTAIED FIRST SECURITY STATE BANK BUILDING
G UL PACRIUNIANTS CHARLESTON, MISSOURI 63834

CAPL GIRARDEAU MiSSOUR!
CHARLESTON, MISSOUR!

o

F@R PROFESSIONAL SERVICES RENDERED AS FOLLOWS

rPlease note that on the front and also on the back of

the advertisement, it says that [itton is a candidate.
When does he become one, when he actually files? It
-tooks like in all fairness, the cxpenses should be the
same for all.

.
™~




ROBERT E. HEARNES
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCQUNTANT
P. 0. BOX 8
FIRST SECURITY STATE BANK BUILDING
ARLESTON, M%ium 63834

Mr. John G, Murphy, Jr.
General Council

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Septebmer 4, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO PUBLIC RECORDS DIVISION
PRESS RELATIONS SECTION, INFORMATION SERVICES

FROM: GORDON ANDREW McKAY GA‘M
—!

SUBJECT: Documents to be made public as a result of Congressman Litton's
written consent, pursuant to 2USC 437y,

Code Document Pages
75-A 1&2 Letter from Wilhelmina D. Roberts

with copy of St. Louis Post-Dispatch

article (6-24-75) 2
75-A 3 OBP letter of response to Roberts

(6-30-75) 1
75-A 4-21 Copies of Warren E. Hearnes letters

to Missouri Radio Stations (6-11-75) 18
75-A 22 GAM letter of response to Hearnes

(7-3-75) 1
75-A 23 & 24 GAM letter to Congressman Jerry Litton

(7-3-75) 2
75-A 25-28 Congressman Littons response to GAM's

letter (7-16-75) 4
75-A 29-32 Congressman Litton's letter to SS

(8-18-75) 4
75-A 33-36 Robert N. Thomson's (Counsel representing

Congressman Litton) letter to SS

(8-19-75) 4




7

® O
. . CA-002-75

.23,
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

September 3, 1975

Mr. Robert N. Thomson, Esq.

Preston, Thorgriuson, Ellis,
Holman and Fletceher

1757, CRE RS (E G N

Washington, b.C. 200006

Dear Mr. Thomson:

This is in response to Congressman Jerry Litton's letter dated
August 18 and vour letter dated August 19, 1975, and to confirm
your Augsust 1975 telephone conversation with the Commission's
General Counsely, John G, Murphy, Jr.

I
)
2o

As wias agreed during your telephone conversation with Mr. Murpoyv,
the Commission audit of the matters concerning Conpressman Litton
will begin on londay, September 8, 1975. Mr., Joseph Stoltz of the
Commission's Audit sud Investication Division has been assigned as
the lead auditor in this matter and will contact Mr. Jonhn Ashford,
Administrative Aussistant to Congressman Litton, to arrange a suitable
time and place for the entrance conterence and the audit, Of coursc,
thhe Comnisasion will follow its customary audit procedures and provram,
making such tests and examination of recorvds as it deems necessary,
during this audit,

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact the Commission.

incerely,

N ), Qs
\.«'

(or 0N x\mhew Mooy

Assistant Staf{ Dircctor :
for Disclosure and Complianc

CAM:v1f



September 23,

Varren 1. liearnes, Laa,

ilearnes, Padberg, Raack,
McSweeney & Slater

1015 Locust Street, Suite 800

St. Louis, Miszouri 63101

.3

Deax r. Hearnes:

Saptember 2, 1875,

The Tederal llectionr

1975

Ci—002= 75

R

This is o confirm our telephone conversation of
Cormisasion has

roceived copies of vour letters dated June 11, 1975 to
the followine radie and/cr television statjions:

5,
I

Lowell §&§ EBlm Straets
Towa

ea V0
Vs

Shennanconh, 51601
WLAF-EYYS

Slanila Hill

Kangas Ci

o AV

3400 Pershall

Ferguson; Mo,

ENOT

Box. 254

Byl B Ll ke

1
Kansas

el
524 Plerce

Fansas City,

RCHT
917 Jackson

et I e

MBS

Boaw 227

et F:

Gamaxon ., Mo

Cablevision
716 Francis
st. Joseph,
XTPGH

Bex 412
Pogey
Qo

Mo,

Gi6al

Mo. 64501




Maryville Cable Yelevision, Inc. REVO

13 E West Third 2115 ast nd Strect

-
Maryville, Mo, €44G¢€ Ctturwa, Towa NH2501]

KOV KLPY~K
Rox 268 Box 188, Klex Bidg.
40th & Faraon £t. Fast U.S., Uiacghway 24
St. Joseph, Mo. 64506 Texiniton, Mo. 64067

. -

(RREE
e

P10 TOMIT
510 Main Street Imiveraity of Missouri
Ouinay, 1. 62301 Columbisa, Mo. 6520]

The above listea letters have heen made nart of our investicatory
file in the case of Concressman Jerrv Litton. Conaressrar Litton
has, in accordance with Section 437c(a) (2), consented to the
Cemmission makinag the investicatory €ile nublic. FPursuant to

our conversation this letter is to notify von *hat vour letters
of June 11, 1875, concerning Congrassman Litton will be a portion
of that investicatoryv file that will bhe availalble to the pubilic.

Thank vou for your cooperation in the ablove matter.

Stephen Schachman

~

encrnl Counsel

Assigtant

S3chachman:mpe:9/3/75

(it Lan Potter
Jack Murphv
Drew McKav
Peter Roman
Stevhen Schachmar

CA D02=75




i o ‘I.-)H‘ W atved Dis ight of ceniide e which el s vet and Litlon's AN b e ab s i

O e Donlej o (g S bk, udmis. ve weuntant met e Bdled o b etan sanl oo

WASTHINGTON, Aug, 97 — Lcre ia o critminad jntent with eV oge) fileetion 500, wlhin jutod that by f2s
A nalionsl Pvmeern: e nrna. R ease hivtgron sajid. (| Ml 1 i wodil Do e st
piealiong wve somn free g AR B N RS (i
helpto N epresentative Jory 16 ight ive Lecn a ..lt Lnder
Litten (D), Chillicothe, 8 l-'“'”" af the Jaw.

Mo, whose campaign fi- AL ff!-1~_‘|"' Democratic CA-002-75
ponces are wnder investipga- F—W:”UHH‘ Carpigm CU"UT]“'
Hon, foe was prepared Lo provide . - ‘!q'

Bt Robort K. Thomean, lepal ""P far Litton (hrough-
(o Jawyer invirdved; said that aut the entive invwestipation.
Litton would Le hilled for Bl now commitlee |eaders
fiure gapaises. have decided it would be

Phomson said bis primany  inappropriie for e Lo 1y
client, the Dumoaialic Sensto-  foran cxlended case, o of
pial Campiign Comrittee,  Uhing, they vea acud (:Ih(.r
provides free advice fo gl Pumocrat ic lopeinls in His-
Denoeiats \"7]() arc L';;,,.“. suuri might i'-,',m nately ob-

gales qr Rospechiyv condi-  Jesl oy wnuch Tiee belp for

dalis for the Sopata o uf their rivals,

Vhers Livtos Jesnad that he Thomson said (hat under a
Vs vader investizabon by new agreciatebl negoe inted
e clection emnmission, he  yusterday, Liton sy ald: be
wenl Lo (he canpaign com- 1'.|'m'u‘. W ot sevvice e (he
mittee fur lielp. first ecting last weel at

Thorstn helped Work 0L A po o e ]
Sypuntiny copplinze! plendy
under which Littan will open’
his Loehs (0 cummission in-
\'L':‘[i;*,:t‘m". un Sept. § and:
abide by vhatever reperling
procedures they sugrest, {

Liltan has conteaded (hat -
ag e trevels around the staie
e is mercly testing the wa- |
lers for i Senale run, H'-u';,.
he contents, hie dues nat hiave .
to repnit whileyer h’ k;w nds.

Bul the commission investi-
pulors Ledieve he aiready lios
passed the paint at which ene
Lecones o candidate [or par-
pases ¢l repoiling.

Thomeon aid he cxpecled
Lilton ond the cotmiission 10
resolve the question.

“This whale questien of
when ene becones a cat dx
dale is an interesting one,'
Litten said, “Defore (he 1474
Senate race ‘.( Kansas, Gov.
(Robert) 7 m(ﬁ: pre
Nminary exponditures o de-

Clenninge whvihier he ought to
rin, The scerotaiy of the
L S Senafe ruled that La was a
condizate nnd would have to
marne e wapriale re-

Cparis.”

CThe anly (roubil2 with this
precedent was that il was
fepl secie,! Thomsen said.
“How the Federal Election

Ctmn‘\‘wml Lins taken over
ina finon-
ait heir
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LAW OFFICES
PRESTON THORGRIMSON. ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET N W
WASHINGTON, D C 20006

AREA CODE 202 33 IQO&.

TR I
i P T T JZ- t.J
EMANUEL ROUVE LA® 2000 1. B M BUILDING
" -~
'Ji(())’;‘ETﬂ.::'A: B'lHA(:\‘M \’N SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101

TOVAH THORSLUND® 206.623 1980

TNOT A MEMBER O THE Do s 101 COLUMBIA HAR

August 19, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel
For Litigation
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
. Washington, D.C. 20463

o Dear My. Schachman:

I am representing Congressman Jerry Litton with

cC respect to a Federal Election Commission investigation of
certain disbursements which some have apparently contended
- were made to influence the result of a 1976 primary elec-

tion for the U.S. Senate in Missouri. Although the Com-
mission has yet to resolve by rule or regulation the legal-
-~ ities at issue here, we are anxious to avoid even inadver-
tant violations of the spirit of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act. Consequently, we now propose to initiate a
voluntary plan for compliance and cooperate fully with the
o FEC staff in all phases of its investigation.

Congressman Litton is not now a candidate for

~ the United States Senate. As indicated by his quoted com-
ments in the June 22 edition of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
the Congressman was under the impression that individuals
who madc modest disbursements to determine whether or not
they should be a Federal candidate were not subject to FECA
reporting obligations or contribution and expenditure limits,
just as they are not "legally qualified candidates" for
purpcses of the "equal time" laws. Nevertheless, it appears
this issue is subject to varying interpretations. Therefore,
for our own benefit and for the benefit of other potential
candidates similarly situated, we intend to fully cooperate
with your efforts to resolve the questions at issue here.

We note the Commission is required to use "infor-
mal methods of conference, conciliation, and persuasion"
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before proceeding to use more formal stages of the complaint
process. See, 2 USC §437g(a) (5). This case appears to be
one ripe for such an approach, since the complex issue of
when an individual becomes a candidate for reporting pur-
poses has yet to be addressed by the Commission in its rule-
making function. Moreover, violations, if they occurred,
were clearly inadvertent. The newspaper quotations attri-
buted to Congressman Litton indicate as much.

We propose the following voluntary compliance plan
for vour consideration:

1. Pursuant to §437g(a) (2) of Title 2, U.S. Code,
the Commission is required to notify those who may have com-
mitted an apparent violation of such violation. We have yet
to receive such notification. However, we will waive this
requirement and assume that the Commission's investigation
will focus on the issues raised in Drew McKay's letter dated
July 3, 1975.

2. The Commission is authorized to publicly in-
dicate that it is conducting an investigation of the issues
raised in Mr. McKay's letter. However, we strongly urge the
Commission to indicate as well that Congressman Litton has
agreed to cooperate completely with the investigation.

3. By September 5, 1975, Congressman Litton or
his staff will present to the Commission staff lists of all
disbursements that could arguably have been made to influence
the result of the Missouri Senate primary. The lists will
include the following:

a. Those disbursements made after January 1, 1975
to defray the cost of all the Congressman's
activities in the state of Missouri, outside
of his Congressional district, from any per-
sonal, office, or campaign account, excluding
those expenditures that are strictly personal
in nature;

b. Those disbursements made after January 1, 1975,
to defray the cost of all the Congressman's
activities within his Congressional district
from any personal, campaign, or office a ﬁk,
excluding those expenditures that arﬂ\@m&\?‘
personal in nature. \Qﬁx
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We feel the September 5 date is a reasonable one.
Because of the nature of Congressman Litton's records, the
information must be compiled from political, office, and per-
sonal accounts. Preparation of the lists will require the
personal attention of the Congressman, his accountant, his
administrative assistant and his appointment secretary.

The Congressman will return to Washington, D.C. on
September 4. The other staff members mentioned all have va-
cations scheduled in August. Nevertheless, they have indi-
cated the working lists will be prepared by Sentember 5.

4. On September 8, 1975, Commission staff may have
full and complete access to all financial records maintained
by Congressman Litton or his agents, including personal re-
cords, campaign committee records, and records from any and
all office accounts maintained by the Congressman. The Con-
gressman and key staff members will be available to answer
any questions that may arise.

5. Following staff review and verification of the
disbursement lists, Congressman Litton will take immediate
steps to comply with applicable reporting requirements, in the
event some or all of the disbursements are deemed by Commission
staff to be "expenditures" made to influence the result of the
Missouri Senate primary. Of course, the Commission must re-
solve the issues raised in AOR 1975-11B, before such amended
reports can be filed in the proper form. However, it is our
understanding that the Commission will issue Advisory Opinion
1975-11B this week.

6. Once Congressman Litton and his political com-
mittee have filed amended FECA reports pursuant to staff re-
commendations, it may be necessary to contest staff determina-
tions that certain disbursements are "expenditures" to influ-
ence the Senate primary. In such case, the Congressman or his
political committee will appeal staff determinations, by re-
questing a letter of counsel from the Commission's General
Counsel, or by requesting an Advisory Opinion from the Commis-
sion itself.

7. Congressman Litton hereby withdraws all other
Advisory Opinion Requests currently pending with the Commission.
As noted above, it may be necessary to seek Advisory Opinions
with respect to individual disbursements. However, it appears
the pending Advisory Opinion Reguests could possibly delay
resolution of this matter.
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We are confident that the plan for voluntary com-
pliance described above will meet all statutory requirements,
as those are interpreted by the FEC. If you have questions
or comments concerning the plan, please telcphone me as soon
as possible.

ruly yours,

Robert N. Thomson
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I have not made up my mind which of the two to seck nor
whether 1 will seck cither.

Frankly, in addition to my Congressional activities, and
my speaking schedule (which has been a hecavy, nation-wide
schedule for many years) 1 have been spending limited time and
a very modest amount of money to support incidental travels
attempting to determine whether I should become a candidate and
for what office.

[t would be most accurate to say [ am currently a
prospective candidate tor the U. S. Senate as well as a pro-

spective candidate for re-clection to my current office.

Unfortunately, the lederal Iilections Campaign Act does not

provide tor prospective candidates. It establishes registration
and reporting procedures only for actual candidates. And that's
one thing I Kknow I'm not -- a candidate.

Again, I have not made up my mind what office to scek.
I *ve only indicated that, despite encouragement, 1 won't be a
candidate tfor Governor of Missouri, and that T am receiving a
positive reaction from people about a potential Senate candidacy.

To the uninitiated it must seem so simple to say, '"Even
though vou haven't made up your mind which office to seek, go
ahead and file the reports for the Senate. That way, even
though vou bhelieve the minimal expenses of these exploratory
soundings c¢learly fall outside the definition of an expenditure
made to influence the outcome ol a federal clection, your report
will be on [(ile, and you're covered should you later decide to
make the Scenate race."

As vou well know, it's just not that simple.

To file such reports I would first have to establish a
committee. [llow, for instance, do you ask pcople to serve on a
committcee when you don't yet know which office, if either, you
will scek? 1 would then have to appoint a chairman and treasurer
and clecarly indicate in pursuit of which specific office T'm
filing reports.

The instant I did that Missouri newspapers would run head-
lines "Litton Making Senate Race." Within minutes a grogg'pﬁ
cight to ten prospective candidates, who have indicated thgy
will' seek:-my House -seat af I Yun for the Scnate,'wouldfheadﬁ%%r
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Jefterson City to file for the Houue. The public would be
convinced T am determined to make the Senate race.  But such
would not be the case. [ haven't decided yet.

The filing deadline for the Missouri Democratic Senatorial
Primary is April 27, 1976. The primary election is not until
August 3, 1976.

Frankly, to be sure | was in compliance with the law |
considered liling several months ago for both offices, House
and Scnate, and complying with reporting requirements accord-
ingly. llowever, Missouri law prohibits filing for two offices.

I don't believe 1t was cver the intention of the Congress
in passing the FECA to force prospective candidates into pub-
licly selecting an office before their own minds are made up.

It is, therefore, my opinion I am not now a candidate.
Further, 1| believe 1 I should become a candidate for either
office, the monics I have spent in these preliminary testings
should not count against my limit.

[lowever, since only the Commission can make this deter-
mination, and since [ want to be in full compliance with the
law, [ tell vou now | will be prepared, after you review my
records, to file any reports you may recasonably require. |
stand rcady to fully comply with what the Commission deems
appropriate and necessary.

I welcome this opportunity to give you a chance to look
at my books and determine if any public statements accurately
reflect our activities, which I am confident they do.

It will also give you a chance to answer some basic
questions:

(1) Am I now a candidate for the U. S. Senate?
2) If so, when did I become a candidate?

(3) After that date, what expenditures, if any, count
against my limit?

I't T am not now a candidate, what action may I gﬁke
in the future that will causc me to hccome gqﬁ?h
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5) 1f, at some future date, [ do become a candidate for
the Senate, will any of the cxpenditures prior to
that date be counted against my limit?

I belicve the resolving of these specilic issues will do
much to inform other potential candidates and enable them to
know the Commission's interpretation ol the Act and comply with
it.

As my staflf indicated, last month I immediately made avail-
able to the author of the ST. LOULS POST-DISPATCH article the
letter from Mr. McKay atong with a copy of my response.

I have not hesitated to focus public attention on this law

which substantially changes campaign methods and strategy. |
have {reely discussed my interpretation of the law and the time
table for compliance, as T understand it. In fact, T would

point these issues out before the Commission because of my free
and open discussion of the law.

[ see no recason to keep this matter behind closed doors.
Rather, T firmly believe knowing the methods, procedures, covi-
dence, considerations, decision process and final judgments in
this situation would all be helpful to countless other potential
candidates who find themselves in a similar position.

, thercefore, most willingly waive mv rights under Section
437 (a)(3) to have this matter kept confidential,

At my request, Mr. Robert Thomson will represent me in
this matter. You will be hearing from him before noon, tomorrow,
Tuesday, August 19, about my specific plans to furnish you with
the information you require.

Your attention to this, vour interest in us, and your
willingness to operate in a spirit of cooperation are all
deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

\
JLmt e &N&S&
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v Litton Is Firm ¥~

On Senate Race

By FRED W. LINDECKE
Missouri Political
Correspondent

United States Representa-
tive Jerry Litton (Dem.),
Chillicothe, says that under
no circumstances will he drop
out of the race for the Demo-
cratic nomination for the Sen-
ate to run for Governor.

Litton said he was offered
the Governor's nomination
“by the powers that be' in
the state Democratic Party
several weeks ago, but he
said he told them, *‘| don't
want to be Governor."”

Although not officially a
candidate, Litton is expected
to file for the nomination for
the seat being vacated by
Senator Stuart Symington.

Former Gov. Warren E.
Hearnes and Joseph P. Teas-
dale, former Jackson County
prosecuting attorney, have
filed for the Symington seat.
United States Representative
James W. Symington of La-
due also is expected to file.

In a visit here yesterday,
Litton confirmed reports that
some Democratic leaders at-
tempted to get him to switch
to the Governor’s race.

They did this in the belief
that State Senator William J.
Cason (Dem.), Clinton, would
not be able to defeat Republ
can Gov. Christopher S. Bond,
who is expected to seek re-
election. Cason is the only
candidate thus far for the
Governor'’s nomination,

Litton said that television
advertising would be a major
part of his campaign in the
St. Louis area. A good dea!l of
Litton’s recognition among
voters has been built by a
television program he creat-
ed. The program js seen
regularly i n and

have

ry to about $260,-

““\%"M They say television

broadcasting is expensive,
and that the limit will restrict
Litton’s ability to campaign
via television in the St. Louis
area. c

But Litton poir 2d out that

a major part of television
expenses is the cost of pro-
ducing the film. He said this
would cost him nothing be-
cause there are limitless ex-
cerpts from his previous tele-
vision programs that can be
used in his campaign adver.
tising.

Hearnes has accumulated a
big lead in political endorss-
ments, but, like Symingten
supporters, Litton discounted
the significance of Hearnes's
backing.

Litton said political leaders
cannot deliver votes when
candidates appeal directly to
the people. He also expressed
the opinion that Hearnes has
been damaged by accusations
arising from a federal gran¢
jury investigation in Kansa:
City, and that voters will ne
support him.
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’ AUDIT REPORT NO. CA 002-75 ’
REPORT OWPLHE AUDIT AND INVESTIGATION N1Y9%10N

OFF1CE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE
ON
CANDIDATE STATUS OF CONCRESSMAN JERRY LITTON

I. Background

This report covers an investigation undertaken by the Audit and
Investigation Division of the Federal Election Commission to determine
whether there has been compliance with the previsions of the Federal
Election Campaipgn Act of 1974. The investigation was conducted under
authority of Section 437(g) of the Act, and concerncd events which
took place between January 1, 1975 and July 31, 197,

11. Findings and Conclusions

Section 431 of the Act defines a "candidate” for Federal office
to mean "an individual who seceks nomination for clection, or election
to Federal office, whether or not such individual is elected, and, for
purposcs of this paragraph, an individual shall be deemed to seck
nomination for eclection, or clection, if he has-

1. taken the action necessary under the law of a state to qualify
himself for nomination for eclection, or ¢lection, to Federal office or;

2. received contributions or made expenditures, or has given his
consent for any other person to receive contributions or make cxpend-
itures, with a view to bringing about his nomination for election, or
election to such officel

Persons who become candidates under these criteria are
subject to the registration and disclosurc provisions of Sections
433 and 434 of the Act respectively, as well as the expenditure
limitations with respect to cach election imposed by Section 608(c)
of Title 18, United States Code.

Allegations were brought to the Commission's attention to the
effect that Congressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth District of Missouri
had begun a campaign for the Senate in the State of Missouri during
the Spring of 1975, and that neither Congressman Litton, nor any
committee or other organization supporting him had met the registration
and disclosure provisions of the Act. Congressman Litton was also
reported to have stated that any expenditures he had made for the
purposce of the alleged Scnate candidacy, would not count against his
18 U.S.C. 608(c) limitations, inasmuch as he had not yet formally
declared his candidacy for that office.
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When advised by the Commission of these allegations, Congressman
Litton and his staff made all books and records related to these matters
available for Commission inspection and review.

A.  THE LITTON SUPPORTERS FOR BETTER GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

This Committcee, formerly named The Litton ftor Congress '74
Committce, was the principal {inancial body concerned with Mr. Litton's
1974 Congressional Campaign.  The Committcece had duly registered with
the Clerk of the House as.was required under the 1971 Act.

We have reviewed the reports of Receipts and Expenditures of
that Committce for the period January 1, 1975 through June 30, 1975.
In our opinion, the Statements of Receipts and Expenditures are
essentially in compliance with the provisions of the Act, and involve
no cxpenditurces which appear to have been made for the purpose of in-
fluencing Mr. Litton's Senate candidacy.

B. THE MISSOURTANS FOR LITTON COMMITTEL

This Committee registered with the Secretary of the Senate on
September 26, 1975, under the provisions of the 1974 Act, the same day
that Mr. Litton filed as a Senate candidate for the 1976 Gencral
Election.

Given the registration of Mr. Litton's campaign committee and
his announcement of his candidacy, the only question remaining is when
Mr. Litton could reasonabrly be considered to have become a candidate
for the Senate.

C. MR. LITTON'S OFFICE ACCOUNT

From January 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975, a total of
$32,410.65 was received and deposited in Mr. Litton's office account.
The receipts came from a number of sources, including honoraria received
by Mr. Litton for speaking engagements, rcimbursements from the Sixth
District Congressional Club for expenses incurred in connection with
the "Dialoguc with Litton" show (sec Scction II D below for a description
of both organizations), Mr. Litton's personal contributions to the
fund, and normal disbursecments received from the House disbursing office.

Expenditures during the period totalled $33,115.32, Staff
employecs had divided the expenditures into the following categories:

personal travel expenses

official travel expenses

official travel and lodging expenses
miscellancous official expenditures
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subscriptions
personal expensces
"Dialogue with Litton" cxpenses

In our opinion, the designation of the varions categories, and
the expenditures attributed to them, appear to be rensonable.

Based on these allocations, a sceparate schoedale was prepared
listing cexpenditures related to speaking engagement . and appearances
at political functions in-the State of Missouri. 1o addition, ox-
penditures involved in Mr. Litton's appearances belore o substantial
number of persons comprising part of his electorate, and for which an
honorarium was tendered, were included.

For the month of May 1975, we calculated such cxpenditures
to be $1,213 for appearances within Mr., Litton's Congressional District,
and $529 for travel within the rest of the state. TInsufficient data
and records prevented a calculation of expenditures fer any period
other than the month of May.

Obviously, these calculations arce at variance with the
$654.74 attributed to the Senate candidacy by Mr, Litton's represcn-
tatives, expecially since only $188.58 of the $654.74 were made
during the Month of May.

Since this variance represents a difference of opinion on
rather clear cut matters of facts, we would recommend that these
matters be discussed further with Mr. Litton's representatives and,
if differences cannot be resolved, that the differences be submitted
to the Commission with a request for guidance in establishing the
criteria for determining the types of expenditures which ought to
be considcred as being for the purpose of influencing a Federal
election.

D. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON: SIXTH DISTRTCT CONGRESSIONAL CLUB

"Dialoguc with Litton" is a half hour television show,broadcast
monthly over an average of sceven television and fourtcen radio stations
reaching about two-thirds of the State of Missouri. The "Dialogue with
Litton" show began on March 19, 1973. Beginning in March of 1974, the
program carried on the three television stations in Mr. Litton's District.
Since that time, as many as twelve television stations have aired the
program, although the monthly average is scven stations,




AUDIT REPORT NO CA 002-75

o -

0f the average of seven stations which air the program each
month, betweeen four and five stations make no charge for presenting
the show. We are advised that these stations carry the show as a
public service, inasmuch as the show appears to be quite popular,
and has a considerable number of viewers.

The following table illustrates the nuwber of stations
carrying the show over the past year:

DATE . PAID FREE ATR TIME
September 1974 3 1
October 1974 3 4
May 1975 2 3
August 1975 2 5
September 1975 2 4

Costs of producing the show and paying for air time for the tywo
to three stations which charge for the service are borne by the Sixth
District Congressional Club. The Club has about 600 Members who pay
dues of $5.00 per month (billed twice yearly), and 40 Ambassador
Members, .who pay $500 per year. With the exception of housckecping
expenditures such as membership cards, and meeting announcements all
revenues of the Club are-used for the purpose of producing and
purchasing air time for the "Dialogue' show. 1In addition, Mr. Litton
and guests are reimbursced for travel expenses involved with the show.
Mr. Litton receives no other payment for participating in the "Dialogue
for Litton" program. No other vehicle, including Mr. Litton's campaign
committees or office account, has any involvement with the '"Dialogue"
show. "

Records of the Sixth District Congressional Club show the
following for the period January 1 through Junc 30, 1975:

Rececipts $38,445.00 source: membership dues

Expenditures $32,564.85 nature: TV production
TV air time
other media expenses
4,200. (approximately)
nature: travel

membership cards
meeting announcements
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The show itself is videotaped before a live audience of Sixth
District Congression Club members, and interested members of the public
who pay for their own lunch and view the taping. The show is informal
In style, with Mr. Litton and his guest discussing various issues,
and answering questions from the audicence. Cuests include Senators
and Congressmen of both parties, and a number of senior covernment
officials, While Mr. Litton recceives frequent compliments {rom his
guests, the show is non partisan in nature, and is oriented towards
a discussion of various issues of interest to the audience. No mention
is made of Mr. Litton's status as a candidate for any office, including
the Senate, and no appeal for support, financial or otherwise, is made
on behalf of Mr. Litton or any other candidate or party.

While the show is oriented towards a discussion of various
matters of public policy, representatives of Mr. Litton's staff do not
contest that it is a most valuable tool in presenting Mr., Litton as
an actual or potential candidate for office in a most favorable light.
We were advised by Mr., Litton's Administrative Assistant, that Mr.
Litton, who pcrsonally edits the 90 minute videotapes into the 30 minute
format which is shown on television, intends to use excerpts from the
shows as political advertisements during future election campaigns.

Accordingly, the "Dialoguc for Litton" show scrves the dual
purpose of permitting Mr. Litton to contact his electorate in his
official role, at the same time that it enhanccs his status as a
potential candidate. Recommendations concerning the costs of '"Dialogue
with Litton", if, and/or when it should be vicwed as being for the
purpose of influcncing a -Federal election, are contained in Section
IIT B of this report. It should be noted that any determination
placing the costs involved with the "Dialogue" show under the definition
of "expenditurc'" as defined by the Act, would 2lso impose a registration
and reporting requirement upon the Sixth District Congressional Club.

In addition, consideration should be given as to whether the receipts
and expenditures involved are chargeable against the 18 U.S.C. 608
limitations and, if so, from what date.

. HONORARIA RECEIVED BY THE CANDIDATE

Section 616 of Title 18, prohibits an c¢lected or appointed
of ficer or employee of the Federal Covernment {rom accepting any
honorarium in excess of $1,000, excluding amounts accepted for
actual travel and subsistence expenses, for any appearance, speech,
or article. The total of such honorariums, ezcluding the reimbursement
for actual travel and subsistence expenses, accepted during a calendar
year, is limited to $15,000.
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Accordingly, in Advisory Opinion 1975-8, the Commission statoed
that the actual cost of transportation, accomodations, and meals arc
excluded from the limitations on honoraria provided in 18 U.S.C. 0616,
Thus, members of Congress who reach the aggregate limit of $15,000
in honoraria received in any calendar year could continue to accept
speaking cnpagements for which they receive only their own personal
actual transportation, accomodations, and meal capennes.  However,
once an individual becomes a candidate for Federal office, all speeches
made before Dbstantial numbers of people who comprine a part of the
clectorate with respect to which the individual i:n o Federal candidate,
arce presumedly made for the purpose of enhancing hin candidacy, and
the candidate is prohibited from accepting expense money for trans-—
portation, accomodations, and mecals from organizations covered by

18 U.S.C. 610, and 18 U.S.C. 011.

During the audit, an aide to Congressman Litton stated that
in some instances, the Congressman had traveled to a specific arcea
to deliver several honoraria specches, while collecting reimbursement
for roundtrip cxpenses from cach group sponsoring such speeches.  Many
of Congressman Litton's reimbursed expenses alsoe included transportation,
and hotel accomodations for staff and wives. The aide was advised
that any cxccessive reimbursement of expenses would be included in the
Congressman's honorarium limitation.

A revised honorium list was received from the Congressman's
office on September 29, 1975. Howcever, it appears that a considerable
amount of reiwbursements for expenses of the Congressman's staff and
their wives were reported’ as actual reimbursed cxpenditures of the
Congressman, rather than as honoraria. For c¢xample; in once instance,
the candidate accompaniced some members of his staff to Vail, Colorado
where they remained until he returned from a speaking engagement in
the State of Washington. However, the Congressman shows the expensces
incurred by the stafff on this trip as reimbursed cxpenses for his
speaking engagement rather than a portion of the honorarium received.

Although adequate records were not provided beyond May 31,
1975, a review of the Congressman's records indicate reimbursements
totalling $2,991.92 in excess of the candidate's actual expenditures
were apparently accepted during the period January 1, 1975 through
May 31, 1975. Vhen added to the $12,500 in honoraria already acknow-
Jedged by Congressman Litton, it would appear that the honorarium
limitation of $15,000 under 18 U.S5.C. 616 has been exceeded by
Congressman Litton.
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OPTNIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Mr. Litton's Candidacy

In our opinion, Mr. Litton became a candidate for nomination
or clection to the Senate between May 1, 1975, and September 26,
1975. On May 1, we and counsel for Mr. Litton are apgreed that
cxpenditures on behalf of Mr. Litton's Scenate candidacy were first
made from his oftice account., On September 26, an authorized
committee supporting Mr. Litton's Senate candidacy registered with
the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of Scction 433 of
the Act. At this time, Mr. Litton and his committee filed reports
of Receipts and Expenditures pursuant to Section 4734 of the Act.
All receipts and expenditures were reported on Mr. Litton's
candidate report.
Since the first "expenditures' as defined by Scction 431 of the
Act commenced on May 1, it would be our recommendation that Mr.
Litton should be viewed as a Senate candidate {rom that day forward
for the purposes of compliance with the provisions of the Act,
expecially since his representatives have {reely acknowledged that
date as the time where expenditures on behalf of the Senate
candidacy were first made.

However, the results of the audit do not cut a precise line
betwecn Mr. Litton's usual contact with his constitutients in
the performance of his official duties, and thosce activities designed
solely, rather than in payt, to influence his Scnate candidacy.
Accordingly, we see no bar if the Commission chooscs to adopt
another date as the date upon which Mr. Litton, for purposes of
the Act, became a candidate for the United States Senate,

B. Disclosure and Expenditure Limitations

i. The Litton Supports for Better Government Committee

In our opinion, the Committee accepted contributions, and made
expenditures solely in behalf of Mr. Litton's 1974 Congressional
candidacy. We are aware of no transactions which could be viewed
as being madce on behalfl of Mr. Litton's 1976 Scnate candidacy, and
recommend that the Commission not consider this Committee's activities
in any calculation of what can be considered as czpenditures made
against the 1974 expenditures limitations imposcd by Section 608(c).
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1i1. The Missourians for Litton Committcce

As noted above, this Committee was formed to support Mr.
ILitton's Scenate candidacy. They filed an October 10 Report
with the Sceretary of the Senate showing no receipls or expend-
iturces.

iii. Mr. lLitton's Office Account

v Mr. Litton's representatives have acknowlodped cxpenditures
on behalf of Mr, Litton's Scenatorial candidacv in (he amount of
$654,74, while our calculation for the Month of May, 1975 alone
came to $§1,741, In this case, the Commission might choose to:

(a) accept the Committec's calculation.
(L) accept our calculation.

(¢) permit the Commission staff to discuss the matter
further with Mr. Litton's represcntatives.

Of the alternatives, we would recommend that the Commission
adopt the third couvrsce.  Obviously, markedlv different criteria
arc being used to determine what constitutes an "expenditure'.
Rather than ergage in a formal hearing on the matter, if such is
requestced, we would suggest one more effort at the staff level
to either reach an cquitable solution, or, failing that, to make
more precise definitions ‘of the amounts and naturce of the expend-
itures in question,

iiii. "Dialogue with Litton, Sixth District Congressional Club

As was discussed above, the "Dialoguc with Litton" show permits
Mr. Litton to conduct his Congressional dutics in maintaining
contact with his constituents and, simultancously, to present
himself throughout his District and much of the rest of the State,
in a most favorable fashicon. The Tatter statcement is reinforced by
a statement of a member of My, Litton's stafl to the effect that,
excerpts from the show will be uscd in paid political advertiscements
during the 1976 Scnatorial campaign.

We sce threce alternatives in approaching the question of when,
and in what amounts, the cxpenditures associated with the "Dialogue"
show might be deemed "expenditures' within the meaning of the Act

which would be chargeable against the Scetion 608(c) limitations:
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(a) the "bialogue with Litton" show could be viewed as a
legitimate, albeit innovative, method by which Mr. Litton carries
out his official Congressional dutics to maintain ceffcective commun-
icationwith his constituency, in which case none of the costs of
producing and airing the "bialogue'" show would be attributed against
a Scction 608(c) expenditure limitation.

()  "The Dialoguce with Litton" show could be viewed as a
method by which a potential, prospective or active candidate for
Federal office can make his presence and views known to present
and futurce electorates.  In this case, the show would be vicewed
as a vehicle to promote Mr. Litton for candidacy to an office,
and not as a method principally desigoned to provide constituent
services of an official nature. Here, the costs involved in the
Litton show would be chargeable to the Sccetion 608(c) limitations.
At the same time, the Sixth Congressional Club, which exists for
the sole purposce of financing the show, would bucome a political
committee within the meaning of Scetion 433 of the Act, and subject
to registration and reporting requirements as an atfiliate of the
Missouriang for Litton Committec.

Costs incurred in producing the show would he calculated
from the date when Mr. Litton is first viewed as o Senatorial
candidate by the Commission. If the May 1 were slected, Mr. Litton
would have been deemed to have made expenditures of approximately
$6,000 per month against his limitation (for compavative
purposes, the 1975 cexpenditure limitation for a Missouri Primary
Election would be  $263,920).

(c) On a date deemed cquitable by the Commission, all
costs or a portion of the costs, involved in producing and airing
the show could be viewed as "expenditures'" chargeable against the
expenditure limitations., We would propose January 1, 1976 as a
reasonable time to begin allocating these costs against the
expenditure limitations.

Alternatively, the Commission may choose to consider the
September 26, 1975 date when Mr. Litton formally announced his
candidacy, or a date prior to the August 13, 1976 Missouri
Primary Llecctions.
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(d) A further alternative would be to allocate the "Dialopguce"
production and airing expenses proportionally between out-of-district
and in-district coverage. The out of District cxpenses might be
determined to be chargeable against the 608(c¢) limitation from a date
of the Commission's choice, while in-district c¢xzpenses would be viewed
as part of Mr. Litton's official Congressional dutics and not consideroed
chargceable under the Act.

Of the preceeding alternatives, we would recommend that
the Commsssion adopt (¢). While the program docs maintain offeetive
communication with his constituency, it obviously has preat political
value, and at some point should apply to Mr. Litton's 608(c¢) limit-
ation.

C. Mr. Litton's Honorarium Limitation

Mr. Litton has apparently excecded the 18 U.S.C. 616
honorarium limitation by accepting reimburscment for expenses that
are in excess of his actual expenses as deflincd in A0-1975-8, while
this matter lies under the jurisdiction of the Department of Justice,
we recommend that the Commission in licu of referral of the casce as
a criminal matter, consider these as other methaods of secking
voluntary compliance:

(a) Advise Mr. Litton of the matters, and suggest that
he reimburse such excess expenses.

(b) Advisc Mr. .Litton that he is not in compliance with
the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 616, and request assurances from him
that similar reimbursements will not be accepted in the future.
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Mr. Thomas Curtis, Chairman
Federal Llcections Commission
1325 K Strcet, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I''m surc it comes as no surprisec to you that cven carcful
rcading of the new campaign practices law produces more ques-
tions than answers.

For your information, we are attaching a copy of a letter
to Drew McKay in which 1 attempt to clarify my current status
as best I can determine it. I am not seeking support, finan-
cial or political, to become a candidate. I don't even know
at cids trmet E pwrll seel office 1n E07.6 ansvhich i odtEiags
will seek. 1 am maintaining the busy schedule of speeches
and appearances I have had for the last 18 years, 15 of those
years before 1 even sought public office.

I am frankly at a loss to understand how activities,
political, social, business or civic, which make contacts and
leave (I hope) a favorable impression which might accrue to
my benefit in the future as a candidate, as well as a business-
man, public speaker, or civic-minded citizen, can be construed
as efforts to intentionally further what may or may not become
a candidacy for federal office.

My podmt 1% simply thisy papticuliarly in UsSy Senste races,
which for a given seat comes only once every six years, there
are 72 months in which men and women who mav later be candid-
ates are doing things, in the routine of their business and
personal lives, which might be misinterpreted as making them
a candidate.

I would very much appreciate having advisory opinions f{rom
your staff addressing themselves to specific questions:

(1) 1 have bcen keeping an extensive schedule of public
speaking throughout Missouri and the United States for nearly
20 vears. I continue to receive mapy ;nv@;pgywﬂﬁ;ffbm groups
in Missouri, in my district and ouﬁk%&eﬂgt Ltew 59351h1y,
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some of these are from groups, political or otnerwise, who
want to hear and sce me to cvaluate a future candidacy. 1
can't know that when I accept an invitation. Often T am
surprised at the political interest shown. My purposc in
going, of course, is to make a speech, not a campaign speech,
but onc¢ on topics such as agriculture, carcer opportunities in
government, ctc. Many times, particularly in the St. Louis
arca, I stop and make speeches or participate in ceremonices

on my way to other activities in my district.

I would like your opinion on whether these appearances
cause me to he a candidate under the definition of the law and/
or whether, if in the event I do become a candidate for the
U.S. Senate, the cost, howecver minor, of these trips can be
later counted against my spending limit.

(2) As you know, there are many demands made on an office
holder for political expenditures during the term of his office,
whether it is 12 months or six years. Many officials, fortunate
to finish their campaign with a balance of funds, use these
funds to pay the ongoing political costs of office. Many of
these expenditures, while political in nature, are not designed
to further re-election to office or election to another office.
Instead they are intended to demonstrate on-going support of
political institutions and activities in which the office holder
as a party mecmber, interested citizen, etc. has a desire to
help and aid. For instance, during the last few months I have
been called on to buy tickets to meetings and picnics of poli-
tical clubs in my district, help underwrite the cost of the
state committee's booth at the state fair, buy tickets to a
fundraiser for the state committee, make donations to a civic
cause, etc. These are expenditures [ would make whether or
not I was seeking re-election to the House or election to the
Senate. Since llouse elections happen every 24 months, we can
see how almost as soon as one campaign is ended, expenditures
out of the campaign fund might be construed as furthering the
re-election campaign. However, in the case of a Senate race,
happening every six years, it would be difficult to see how
political expenditures made, say, during the four years after
election could reasonably or fairly be charged against the
limit for the next race, or could be considered to make the
incumbent a candidate under the definitions of the Act. But,
if a Senator can make political use of his campaign fund for
a period of time funding routine cxpenses, why can't a Member
of the House, whether or not he isx heing talked ahout for the
Senate? My question is, therefore, what is your opxnlon on
the use of campaign funds left over from my last cle E@
provided thev are used in a routinc manner, pra Wi § g:ﬁy{
district and arc intended not to further idiure Y oan
but to sustain, and in a sense of flnancml\-c.?nhayﬁne %’\_W\’\‘S“\'

'\hf t&f\‘\
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represent my interest in and reward for those programs and
institutions which have helped me, my party, and the com-
munitics 1 scek to serve?

(3) We understand that leftover campaign funds can be
uscd, without being counted against our limit, for newsletters.
We have not, in the past, sent out newsletters as such. We
could prepare a mailing list of individuals who have expressed
interest in our activitics, and send them a newsletter. Are
we clear in our rcecading of the law that we can pay for news-
letter preparation and mailing from campaign {unds? Are
there other legitimate uses, clearly non-political to which
we can apply these funds without my becoming a candidate or
having them counted against my spending limit?  TFor instance,
our office allowances for stationery and telephone are proving
inadequate. We receive and send more mail than almost anvone
in the [louse. This has also caused a backlog in filing, which
an additional clerk, hired out of campaign funds since we
have no official positions, could help us handle. Our regular
office expenses, including staff travel are costing us more
than funds allowed us. Are any of these legitimate uses of
campaign funds left over from previous clections without
making me a candidate or applying against my limit?

(4) Tinally, in addition to questions about continuing
my travel schedule and appearances, routine political expen-
ditures and usc of left-over campaign funds, we nced your
opinion on a question directly rclated to a campaign.

Before any man or woman decides to become a candidate,
there is (or ought to be) a period during which he or she
assesses the political climate. It is necessary to find out
what various groups in sociecty and the political parties want
in a candidate. Tt is a chance for cach to look the other
over. Some of the appearances may be great successes, and
the results can only be to further the candidacy, if it
develops. Some of the other meetings may be disasters with
the opposition. The esscential point is that during these
mecetings the individual is not campaigning, is not seeking
support, is not presenting a program and asking for people to
join him in it. Rather, the individual is listening, talking
about what "might'" he and getting rcactions to it. It is the
fine differcnce between "testing the water”™ and trying to
heat the water up.

Do these meetinegs make the individual, st)ll tr\ln& to
make up his or her mind on whether to boaome a ndn&ﬁ%ﬂ\
a candidate as defined by the law? If go,“utbw 1t pow ?idoes
an individual, who may someday he a candidate,’ becdeJ
didate as the result of a visit, formal unrinformalutmmgh
groups or individuals. s 0f Lihews




®

Mr. Thomas Curtis
Page 4

We would very much appreciate having your advisory opin-
ions on thesc matters and copics of any other opinions you
fcel we would be interested in reading.

Your attention to this, at what we know is a terribly
busy time for you, is deeply appreciated. 1I'm sure you
understand the urgency of these questions, since T hesitate
to continue many activitices or commit myself to new ones until
[ know how they will affect my standing under the new law.

JERRY L]
Membepr”of Congress
JL/JAtam
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Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay =
Assistant Staff Director e

for Disclosurc and Compliance = =
I'ederal Election Commission o =
Washington, DC 20463 B

Dear Mr. McKay:

-
< I appreciated your letter of July 3, 1975 relative to
certain statements you said were attributed to me in con-
nection with expenditures made by me as it relates to the
Federal lilection Campaign Act and the possibility that T
(e= might become a candidate for the U.S. Senate.
- I presume that statement attributed to me to which
o vou have reference is one which appeared in the Sunday,
June 22, 1975 St. Louis Post-Dispatch. This article,
. written by Richard XK. Weil, Jr. saizd:
"As he told a recent cocktail gathering in Kansas
= City: 'When I go to St. Louis, as I did last week,
g that didn't count against my campaign limit.' (be-
P~ cause he still is not formally a candidate) 'When
Warren Hearncs {already an announced candidate)
~N comes to Kansas City, that goes against his limit.'
Litton was

In an interview with the Post-Dispatch,
even more explicit, 'He (Hearnes) is going to be
out of money when he needs it most'."

let me say that I am not now a candidate for the
will become a candidate.
I

JES L i
Ut~ aenatics Sliehve: ot hindodated: 3T
I have not even said that I will probably be a candidate.
have continually said I have not made up my mind and that
there s pllenty of time Eox fme G0 do So. I havie alsorre-
peatedly said that those who think I have made up my mind
are bhadly mistaken. Neither have I asked anyone to support
me. I am not raising campaign funds, nor am I even spending
funds left over from my 1974 Congressional campaign, except
for routine, minor expenditures for political and civic
activities in my Congressional district. To the best of my
knowledge, no one has been authorized and no one is raising

moncy to further my potential candidacy. R
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I have continucd myv schedule of speaking c¢ngagements
throughout the state ol Missouri which | have maintained
for 18 vears. (15 of which was before |ohad cver held or
sought any public office) I am continuing to specak out
of state as well. T have made stops in parts of Missouri
where | have not had much exposure.  On some of thesc stops
I have inquired as to whether or not the people would like
me to become a candidate. | have not asked for anvone's
support.

Relative to my statement in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch;
when traveling from Washington to mv district T—dlmOst-QIWdﬂs
land at the Kansas City airport. [ also alwmost always fly
out of National Airport in Washington since it is more con-
venient. This means I always have a stop-over on the way
to Kansas City. Scveral of these flights stop in St. Louis.
Return flights from Kansas City to Washington also stop in
SGERN O LIESE

This means that [ can visit St. Louis on the way to and
from my district at no added expense. Since my visit to
St, Louis (othexr then possaibie taxi fare) did not GosSt any-
thing, [ can't see how it could go against my limit if I
should at some later date become a candidate. The same op-
tion, [ assume, is available to Warren Hearnes, when for
instance, he is in Kansas (City (or any other town) on business
for his law firm.

The main thrust of my comments in the past relative to
expenditures of Warren llearnes (and the bhasis of my comment
to the effect that learnes will be out of money when he
needs it most) is that Hearnes is now actively campaigning
as an official candidate. He is sending out mail, making
campaign trips, giving campaign speeches, ctc. Obviously,
he intends to spread out his campaign limit over a period
in excess of a vear's time. Candidates who are not now
maintaining an active campaign schedule will obviously
have more later...when they will probably need it most.

I personally feel limits in the new Federal Election
Campaign Act arc going to substantially shorten the time
candidates for statewide office spend actively campaigning.

The simple act of paying a staff, paying rent on a head-
quarters, or accepting in-kind value of a headquarters,

taking care of travel, etc., for a vear or Sso, US such

that not much would be left for media. Official candidates

on the campaign trail have many roquests made of thelr tﬁﬁ“ﬂgwm

For Speaches, appearances, etc. Those JClean- ‘
the campaign at a later date ohviou%lv hLll notklyy {.“m&
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The thrust of my comment to you is that one of the main
clfects of this low limit of campaign spending 15 to shorten
campaigns. The Tow limits just won't permit a long campaign
because the lunds aren't such to support such long campaigns.
Those who eclect to carry out a long campaign will have the

advantage of time and of being places {irst. They will have
the disadvantage of possibly "being out ol moncy when they
need it most'. llowever, they can't have it both ways.

It has also occurred to me that il the lederal [lection
Campaign Act were interpreted in a broad sense, a Scnator
following his clection to a six-yvear term who spent any
money traveling, speaking, ctc., within his own state, which
could be interpreted as being to advance his reelection,
would have his limit spent long before it was even time for
him to file for recelection. [ am sure this is a matter to
which the Commission has given careful consideration.

I was interested in running form the U.S. Congress fior
many years (17 to be exact) before 1 announced my candidacy,
sct up a campaign committee, collected funds, etc. During
those 17 vears [ did many things that onc¢ could consider as
advancing what [ thought might later be a candidacy for the
U.S. Congress. If these expenditures over the yvears had been
counted against my later candidacy, [ would ‘have hit my LTamit
years before [ filed.

The Commission should recalize, whether the drafters of
the law recognized it or not, that there are those individuals,
both incumbent and non-incumbent, who maintain active travel
and speaking schedules and have done so for years. Just be-
calse they are considering or being talked about as potential
candidates should not interfere with their rights to travel
treely, accept speaking invitations, and even meet with
those groups who specifically invite them so the group can
look over what they helieve may be a candidate some day.

This just doesn't seem to address itself well to the long
time period prior to a Senate clection when many candidates
are under discussion and consideration, and they are attempt-
ing to continue their activitics of a lifetime without be-
coming a candidate bhefore they are ready.

I do think these gray areas need to lbe cleared up soon
or we will find ourselves involved in more election contro-
versy than this country nceds on the hecls of Watergate.
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Your thoughts and comments on the above would be

very much appreciated. :
S}dzergly,_, e X =
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975

(/) 1975~ 602 e

g [

The Honorable Jerry Litton

1502 Longworth House Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Litton:

It has come to the attention of the Federal Election Commission
that certain published and broadcast statements attributed to you
claim that certain expenditures you may have made in connection
with a Federal election are not subject to the disclosurce and
limitation provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act, as
amended, since you have not yet announced your candidacy for
election to Federal office.

Please be advised that under the provisions of Section 608
of Title 18 of the United States Code, such expenditures may be
chargeable against the expenditure limitations set forth in
that section, irrespective of a formal announcement of candidacy.

An individual, for purposes of disclosure and the limitation
provisions of the Act and Section 608 of Title 18, may become a
"candidate" for Federal office whether or not such individual
has made a formal announcement of his candidacy or has taken the
necessary steps to qualify as a candidate under the provisions
of State law. In 2 U.S.C. 431(b) and 18 U.S.C. 591(b) a candidate
is defined as " . . . an individual who seeks nomination for

election, or election, to Federal office . . . if he has . . .

2) received contributions or made expenditures,
or has given his consent for any other person
to reccive contributions or make expenditures,
with a view to bringing about his nomination
for election, or election, to such offlce
[underscoring added].

JREAT LT

L SRR

3 T




e

1 enclose a copy of the Federal Election Campaign l.aws and
call your attention to Section 437(f), wherein you are cntitled
to request a formal advisory opinion on this matter from the
Commission. In the alternative, the Commission would welcome
any comments or explanatory material you may wish to submit.
Please do not hesitate to conrtact me on 202/382-6023 if further
guidance or assistance is required.

Sincerely yours,

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director
for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as stated
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Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K. Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463
July 3, 1975
Warren E. Hearnes, Esq.
Hearnes, Padbery, Racick,
McSweeney & Slater
1015 Locust Street, Suite 800
St. Louis, Missouri 63101
Dear Mr. Hearnes:
s We are in receipt of copies of your letters dated June 11,
o 1975, to various radio stations in the State. We have directed
b an inquiry to Congressman Litton regarding the matter you have
e raised in your letters.
(e If this Office can be of assistance to you, please contact e
me .
c Sincerely,
re c 2;;5 l A
s rdon Andrew McKay Z i
o Assistant Staff Director
i for Disclosure and Compliance
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"Radio 1360"

CAMERON RADIO INCORPGRATEDL & 1, |/ U§
P. O. BOX 221 - CAMERON, MISSOLR! 64429

July 2, 1975

Hearnes, Padberg, Raack, MCSweeney & Slater .
Attorneys at law

1015 Locust Street, Suite 800

St., Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Sir:

After consulting with our attorneys, legal advisement from
the Missouri Broadcasters Association, examination of Sections
2 and 17 of the Missouri Campaign Spending Laws and federal
laws to this regard, we do not feel we cam comply with your
request stated in your June 11 letter,

Our examination of your request and legal advisement
indicate to us we are not obligated to provide you with

cqual time, at this time,
bincerely, ///

Andy lloughby
Mana

AW/

cct Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C.

cct Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K, Street N, W,
Washington, D, C. 20005

cct Missouri Broadcasters Association
121 East High Street
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101
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“RADIO 1360”
. P. O. Box 1360
, Cameron, Mo. 64429

“#Heart of the Nation”
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Midland Television Qaepordkop

3000 'QrdrrySN - @ Phone 862-709)
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI 65804

June 27, 1975

Mr. Warren E. Hearnes
1015 Locust Street, Suite 800
St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

Our manager of our station in Lexington, kEd Learman, has
referred to me your request for equal time.

It is our interpretation of the equal time provision that
0 you would not be entitled to equal time until such time
as Congressman Litton files., ‘To our knowledge, this fil-
ing for the Senate has not been made. If you have any

o information that indicates that he has filed for the seat,

we would be hanny to receive it and would offer you equal
—— time from that date forward. The instances referred to do
= not, in our judgement, constitute a valid filing.
. Again, our interoretation of the Missouri law does not a-
. gree with yours, however, since it is new, I will ask our
s local attorney, George Baldridge to review it.
(a2 Yours ruly, e

' R P T,

™ ¥/ I '/ I \
5 //mw;f;pé FETLC S

Keénneth . Meyer,/
President-General Manager
v

KEM/d3jb

CC: Federal Communications Commission, Washington, D.C.
Ed Learman, KLEX
Honorable Thomas Curtis, Washington, D.C.
George Baldridge, Joplin, Missouri
John Wilner, Washington, D.C.
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(e,

Honorahle "Thomas Curtis

1325 h Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005
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June 19, 1975

Mr. Warren E. Hearnes

Hearnes, Padberg, Raack, McSweeney & Slater
1015 Locust Street Suite 800

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 11, 1975, in which you ask for "equal
te  time" from this cable system for the broadcast time given to "Dialogue with Litton" since the
beginning of this year.

e St. Joseph Cablevision is a cable TV system with 15,000 subscribers that spends a

modest amount of effort in the cablecasting or broadcasting areo. It is the objective of our

origination effort to primarily cover local people and local events at a modest cost. Ad-

. vertising does not make up a significant amount of our revenues , so we are not interested

in productions that are very expensive to cover, "Dialogue with Litton" is a program that ,
has been carried by our system since its inception. The video tapes are sent to us shortly after ‘
the program is completed and we play them back a couple of times in the next few days for

. the enjoyment of our subscribers,

e p———

~ It is my opinion that you are not entitled to "equal time" on our Cablevision channel

because: 1) Congressman Litton is not an announced candidate for the office of U.S, Senate
that you have announced for; 2) the primary election for the office you scek is still over a
year away; and 3) we have historically carried the "Dialogue with Litton" program for the
benefit of our subscribers. Therefore, in my opinion you are not entitled to the "cqual time'
provisions of the FCC rules.

If there are any facts or legal provisions | am overlooking | would be receptive to re-
considering this decision.

T R A e

As a news media we would be most happy to actively cover any news worthy activities
you have in St, Joseph, Missouri. Any time you are in St, Joseph we would like to have you
into our Cablevision Studio and tape any program you might have.
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Page 2
June 17, 1975

We are interested in working with you but feel your "equal time" demands are un-

justified at this time.

o>
.r
~~ DRE:em

C cc: Federal Communications Commission
2 Washington D.C.

€ cc: Honorable Thomas Curtis
p 1325 K Street N W,
Washington, D.C. 20005

7 7

i i Le W@”{”

Donald R. Eggebrecht
General Manager




ST. JOSEPH CABLEVISION

=716 Francis Street
ST. &OSEPH, MISSOURI 64501

- Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20005
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1580 AM - 96.7 FM TSOJUN 19 P o4 17

Juee 16, 1970
Vearnes Padeerp,Raack, ‘cSweemay ¢ Zlater
u,crﬂe rs act L;H.W
10’5 Locust Street, Yuite 800

St. Louis, lMisscurl 63101

Dear Sir:

AlTter comrsulting with our atterneys, lezal advisement frem
the Missouri Dreadeasters Assccliaticn, exaninatisrn of Sectioms

2 and 17 of the lMisseuri Campalim Spernding laws and ledsrel
laws to tihis regard, we do not Tesl we can comply with your
request steted im your June 1l latter

Our exmirationm of your request ead legal advisement
indisate te 18 we are nnt ﬂ*llfa*ad te jrov1de vau with
equal time, at thia time,

_.f / */ﬂ’
Pat ilatroney <
News Direetor,

'ederal Crrmualcatisans Commisgion
Washingten, D,.C,

Heormoranle Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street 1.W.
Vaskingtern, D,C, 200085

Iiss»url bronadeasters Asscciation

121 iast liigh Street
Jeffersen City, Missenri 65101

Serving Columbia and Mid-Missouri 24 Hours a Day
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hesitate to contact us,

June 30, 1975

)

“g, Wilhelmina D, Roberts

5492 Virginla Avenue
qt. Louis . “issouri 63119

Deary Ms. Roberts:

Lo response to your reaquest of June 24, 1975, enclose
rlease find a copy of a booklet entitled "Federal
Campaiin Laws' compiled under the direction
of the United States Semate. 1 direct your
Paragraph "(b)", section 591 of Title 18 of
States Code which defines a "candidate.”

Election
of the Secretary
attantion to

the United

You may be assured that the Commizsion has

duly noted
vour ietter, and the attacinments thereto,

If the Commission
cac e of any further assistance to you, please do not

Sincerely,

Orlando 3. Potter
Staff Director

mclosare as stated
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COMIMIS S’LOH

5 Uud aﬁkgﬂMu_Dﬁ\éZNUn
St. Louis, Mo, 63119
June 24, 1975

Ixecutive Director
Pederal Election Commission
Washingten, D. C.

Degr Birh

The enclosed clipping is part of the first of two
articles in 2 local newspaper reporting on the campaign
activities of a Missouri candidate for United States
Senator.

am interested in the statement that lr. Litton's
delay in formally filing for nomination ig due to hig wish
to aveid having current expenditures attributed to his
apending limitation under the Federal election law.

Although I do not have on hand the the 1974 Federal
i T did try to keen abreast of changes made by that new
]91 during ite congideration by the House and Senate and
4l

1e later changes made in conference commitiee before

finnl enactment, I do not recall the new law making any
substantial change in the definition of "candidate'": In
the 1971 law, the definition of that term included word-
ine to the effect that a person is deemed to be a candi-
date if he hss taken action necessary under state law to
gualify for nomination or election or has received con-
tributions or made exvenditures with a view to bringing
about his nomination or election,

If that definition iz still in effect and' if i
aprlies to the section of the law setting expenditure
limitations, would not ilr. Litton's current expenditures to
promote his candidacy be attributed to his primary: elctlon
gpending linmit?

T should add that 1 have no interest in the candnd CY
af M, Wthon or any of his posgible opponents. I am a
student cf election laws and had a major role in the enact-
ment of ligsouri's new campaign spending law,

"re conies of the Federal election law available? Tf
sco, I shall greatly aopreciate your sending me a %ﬁ%wﬁ o
i “'

well as a reply tec the above question. FEpfRAL ELECTIEN

‘ e FFICIAL FRE A
Mwﬂ,g " OFFICELQF MHERAL UDUNSE

Wilhelmina D. berts
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news analysis

ST L0uIS PgsT- msmﬁ'~
SUNDAY, JUNE 22, 1978

SECTION 1-108

ountry-Styl

By RICHARD K. WEIL JR.
Of the Post-Dispatch Staff -

FIRST OF TWO ARTICL

JERRY LON LITTON is
poor farm boy who begame a
millionaire cattle rancher./Now, as
& second-term member of Congress
from northwest Missoyri, he is
dounting on out-state strength to
win the Democratic ngmination

Louis area ant] the southeast regidn.

Litton plans to withhold his TArmal
announcement of candidacy until
next year. But he is already run
hard for the Senate seat to be vacat
by his one-time political idol, Stua
Symington,

‘I would like to think that I could lead
out-state, which produces 53 to 55 per
cent of the votes in a Missouri efection;
and in the Kansas City area, which turns
out between i1 and 13 per cent of the
vote,” Litton says.

He believes his major opponents for
the nomination — former Gov. Warren
E. Hearnes of Charleston and Repre-
sentative James W. Symington of Ladue
~ will fight each other to a draw in the
St. Louis area, which produces about 34
per cent of the vote.

BUT EVEN HERE, Litton isn't con-
ceding anything. He has started making
twice monthly visits to the St. Louis
area, appearing at breakfast meetings
and coffee hours and making dinner
speeches.

He thinks he can get a hefty slice of
the St. Louis vote and carry some
strength in this area into the final
election against Missouri Attorney Gen-
eral John C. Danforth, who appears to

"~ aure-fire Republican nominee.

€

Orator

Senate

The principal logic behind Litton’s
delay in filing hts candidacy ts simple.
Federal election law places a spending
limit of $270,000 on the primury und
roughly $350,000 on the final election.

As he told a recent cocktail gathering
in Kansas City: “When [ go to St. Lows,
as 1 did last week, that didn’t count
against my campaign limit ibeeause he
still s not tormally a candidate). When
Warren Hearnes (already an announced
candidate) comes to Kausas City, that
goes against his limit.”

In an interview with the Post-Dis-
patch, Litton was even more exphit.
“He tHearnes) 1S going to he out of
money when he needs it most."

RAISING MONEY for the 1975 Senme
campaign will be no problen. Litton
tells his supporters, but the str.legy in
:,po.ndmg it will be critical.

Holding off the announcement enables
Litton also to avoid the equal time
restrictions on television coverage and
to escape embarrassment if unforseen
circumstances should force him out of
the race.

Litton contends that the political pun-
dits have overestimated Hearnes's out-
state Qtrenglh The former (‘yuvernox hg

candidate who will be unable to defeat
John Danforth.”

James Symington, despite his widely
known name, will have difficulty cam-
paigning across the state. Litton says.
"“[t's possible to campaign in St. Louis
and Kansas City via the media alone.”
he says. “‘But the only way to campaign
in Moberly or Macon is to be there.”

That's where Litton's chief political
strength lies. He has been stumping our-
state since his high school days e
Chillicothe when he was Missourt pr
dent of the Future Farmers of Ap
By the time he was studying ar
journalism at the Universit-

Litton held national off”
Farmers and wacs
across the nation

LITTO
hiv

vedr. When he was u coliege sophomore,
two weeks of appearances i Colorado
netted him $2550 — enough to purchase a
new Ford Thunderbird the day he came
home

For Nis appearances over a 31-day
period last January, Litton collected
$6000 11 fees, which he used to help
finance the operation of his office. He
generally charges $500 plus expenses for
speeches cutside the state

And inside the state, one fellow
member of Congress complains: *“‘Litton
seems tuspedak more ofien in my district
than | d¢.”

A few of s more senior colleague
view Lifton as a somewnat brash publ
iy hog,

In Gongress, Litton is a dyna
workingg long duys, shunmng the coc
circulf (he doesn't drink), and spe
woefylly little time with his wi’
theirftwo children.

HAT MAKES Jerry run?
he Representative concer

pfobably has something

emories of his father’s v
luck. As aerry reconstrue
Litton, nov o7, had to i
get marrid and to bus
Springs curing the
worked oo aravelt
off the dent Whe
driver one day, he
board of & .ruc
heneath the whee

Charkee Liitor
years Hr. v
money by .
COWS.

After b
Charle
baler

v
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Socust Shrect, Soits 8O0
St Sowir, Missoure 63101

AREA CODE 3|4 - &2|-3787

WARREN €, HEARNES
GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACHK
EOWARD P, MCSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

JOHN F. MCCARTNEY June 3-1| 1975

KHRN
Box 221
Caneron, l'issouri 64429

Neary Bir:

Ag you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in lissouri. It has been called to ny
attention that vour station has been running a proaram "Dialogue with
Litton", A8 vou know, Congressman Litton has bheen actively seeking
aupport for the same office that I seek. One gpecific meeting was

on Thursday, *ay 29, at 1129 Glengide Tane, in 5t, louis, Missouri,
losted hv Papresentative Prad Williams, a Member of the Misgsouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announcamnent, that my expanses would be charged against that allowed
by law while cxpenses that he incurs would not.

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the naw
State law require an official announcement to come under tha juris-
diction of elther Commission. Considering the above, I am regquesting
aqual time from January 1, 1975. {the date the new Nissouri law went
into effect) I know that you will consgider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time” requirement of the FCC.

Please advise.

Sincerely,

Warren E. Hearnes

B

maunications Commissien’'i 0

™ ral
lisi\:® A
Honorable Thomas Curtis

1325 K Street M.W.
Washington, :




() o _ .. CH-1975=cv2
%mmﬂa//my %Mwé//é mﬁ/%%&w’
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ATTORN EYS AT LAW

1010 st S ool 500
St Lo, Missours 63104

WARREN E. MEARNES CHARLES L, MERZ

GODFREY I PADBERG AREA CODE 314 + 62|-3787 CHRISTOPHER K, REID

Wik A SR AR ER GLENN A, ALTMAN
EDWARD [l Mc3WEENEY

R 9t SUATLR Junea ll' 1375

rr-;[-r

Iowall & Illm Streets
Shennandoah, Towa 51601

Dear Sir:

As you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
attention that your station has been running a program "Dialogue with
Litton". As you know, Congressman I.itton has been actively seeking
support for the same office that I Besek. One specific meeting was

on Thursday, 'May 29, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in 8t. Louis, Missouri,
hosted hy Representative Pred Williams, a Member of the l!issouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announcemnent, that my expenses would bhe charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come under the juris-~
diction of either Commission. Considering the above, I am requesting
equal time from Jannary 1, 1975. (the date the new Missouri law went
into effect) I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" requirement of the FPCC.

Please

Sincerely,

Warren E, learnes
WEHaml

Federal Compunications Commission
Washington, D.C.

Honorable Thomas Curtis
13:,... " St}::}et I‘Ia'ﬂic
Washington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 Socust Sireots, Suits 800
T T M ssvans 6310

GODFREY P. PADBERG AREA COOE 2314 . 62i-3787 CHRISTOPHER K, REID
WILLIAM J. RAACK

EODWARD P. McBWEENEY June ll, 1975

R, J.SLATER

WARREN E.HEARNES

GLENN A, ALTMAN

KCUR
524 Pierce
fansas City, /issouri

As yvou know, I wa a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
attention that your station has been rurnning a program "Dialogue with
Litton®. As you know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeking
support for the same office that I seeh. One spacific meeting was

on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in St. ILouls, Missouri,
hostad Ly Representative Pred Williams, a Member of the MHissouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announcenent, that ny expenses would be charged againet that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the new
State Law reguive an official announcement to come under the juris-
diction of either Commission. Considering the above, I an requesting
avqual time from Januwary 1, 19875, {(the date the new Migsourl law went
into effect) I know that you will consider thls not only fair, but
in kKeeping with the "equal time" reguirement of the FCC.

Please advigse.

Sinceraly,

Warlen B. learnes
WL s d

des Federal Communications Commigsion
Washinoton, .C.

Honorable “homnas Curtis
1325 K Stieat T.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Socust Shreet, Toite SO0
T i M oss O30

AREA CODE 3|4 + &2|-3787

WARREN E. HEARNES
GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EDOWARD P. McSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

June 11, 1975

JOHN F, MCCARTHNEY

WOAP-KYYS
Signla Hill
¥ansas City, Migsourl 64103

Dear Sir:

As you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Misgouri., It has been ralled to iy
attention that your station has bean running a program "Dialogue with
Litton", 2s you know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeking

support for the game office that I seed. Une specific neeting was
on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Tane, in St. Louwis, Missouri,
hosted by Representative Tred Williams, 2 lMember of the Missouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announcemont, that my expenges would be charged against that allowed
by law while @xpenses that he incurs wonld not.

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the now
State Law require an official announcsment to come under the juris-
diction of eithor Commission. Considering the above, I am requesting
egual time from Janvary 1, 1975. (the date the rew Misgouri law went
into effect I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" reguirement of the FCC.

Please a2dvise.

Sincerely,

Warren #. Hearmes

rable Thowas Curitis

o PP ¥ 5
I{ ’:)'LJJ.:',QJ-: I a’-‘!.

hington, D. C. 20005
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VARasM-EupEaRhEs AREA CODE 3(4 : ®2(-3787

GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACHK
EOWARD P. McSWHENEY
R.J. SLATER

JOHN F, MCCARTNEY June ll’ 1975

KHIO
119 ¥Horth ~hird SiLreot
Hannibal, Hissouri 63401

Dear Sir:

Ag vou know, I air a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United Statas Senate in Miesouxi. It has baen called to my
attention that your station has been running a progran "Dialogue with
Litton", As wou know, Congressman lLitton has beer actively seeking

suppeort for the samne office that I seel. One apecific moebing was
on Thuresday, May 29, at 1129 Clenside Lane, in St, Lowis, "imsouri,
hostaed Ly Representative Pred Williams, a Member of the Missouri
House, i which he peointed out that by holding off his official
announcenant:, that ny expenses would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not,

Please be adviced that neither the Federal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come under the juris-
diction of either Commission., Considaring the above, I am regquesting
egual time from Japuaxy 1, 1375, (the date the new Missouri law went
into effect) I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" reguirement of the FCC.

Pleage advise.

Sincerely,

Warren T. Hearnes
WEil:ml

ccs Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C.

Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K Streest MN.W.
Vlashington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Sovast Shseet, Saite SO0
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AREA CODE 3I4 ¢+ 82)|-3787

WARREN E, HEARNES
GODOFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EOWARD P. McSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

JOHN F. MCCARTNEY June ll' 1875

RCFV
3400 Pershall
Ferguscen, Misgouri

Dear 8ir:

heg yvou know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Mi It has been called to my
attention that your station uas b running a pregram "Dialogue with

.

Litton®., &As you know, Congressman Litton has bsen actively seeking

support for tre same office that I seak One gpecific mectiung was
on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glanside Lane, in 5%. Louis, Missouri,
hosted by Rapresentative Fred Willioms, a lember of the Misgonri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announceraent, that my expenses would be charged acainst that allowed
by law while expenses that he incouxs would not.

Please Le advised that neither the Federal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come under the juris-
Aiction ¢f either Commission. Considering the above, I an requesting
cqual time from January 1, 1875. (the date the now Missoural law went
into effect) I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time"” reguirement of the PCC.

Please advise.

Sincerely,
Warren . Uearnes
Whlisml

ce: Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C.

Honorahle Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street H.W.
Washington, D. C. 2
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
m_/.f%om%wa Soits SO0
St Sois, Mosoirs 63101

WARRENEHNEARNES AREA CODE 3i4 + &2|-3787

GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EDWARD P. McSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

June 11, 1975

JOMN F. MCCARTNEY

KnWGR

Box 412

Tiger lotel
Columbia, rMissouri

Dear Sir:

Ap you know, I am a candidate for the emocratic nonination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
wttpqtlon that vour station has been running a program "dDialogue wit!

itton®., As you know, Congressman Litton has been nc*ivtly secking

P

sppport for the same office that I soek., One aspecific meeting was
on Yhursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in St, Leulu' Pissouri,
hogted by Rapresentative Pred Williawms, a Homber of the Hissouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding of£f his official
announcement, that my expansas would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not,

Please be advised that neither the Pederal Law nor the new
State Law require an official annomncement %o come widar thoe juris-
diccion of either Commission. Considering the above, I am requesting
aomal time from Janmary 1, 1975, (the date the new ilissourl law went
inte effect) 1 know that vou will coneider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "ecmal time® recuiroment of the ICC.

Please advise,

warren I dearnen
WEHeml

cec: Federa) Communications Commission
Washington, D.C.

cc: Honorable Thomas Curtis
13253 K Street HN.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Socwstt Sheet Soste SO0
DT i Moo 630

AREA CODE 314 + 62!1-3787

WARREN E, HEARNES
GODFREY P, PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EOWARD P. McSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

JOHN F. MCCARTNEY June ll, 1875

KOEET
917 Jackson Straeet
Chillicothe, Missouril 64601

Dear Sir:

As you know, L am a candidate For the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
attention that your station has been running a program "lialogue with
Litton®™. XAs you know, Congressnan Litton has been actively secking
support for the sane offisze that I sask, One specific naeting was
on Thursday, #ay 29, at 1129 Glenside Iane, in St. louis, Higsouri,
hoated Ly ""pln sentative Fred Wiiliams, a lMember of the Aigsuvuri
House, in which he pointed oul: that l\y holding off Lis official
1nnothcrnL“t, that ny expensaes would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Please be advisen that neither tho FPederal Law nor the lew
State Law require an official announcement Lo couw under the juris-
diction of either Commisgion. Considering the above, I am requesting
agual time from January 1, 1975, {(the date the now issouri law went
into effect) I know Lhat you will consider tlhils aot only fair, but
in keeping with the Yeqmal time" remquirement of thae ¥FCC.

Please advise.

Jincerely,

Warren BE. Hearnes
WhRlIsml

3: Fe

%
b 8
Wasl "l

o
¥

al Cormmmnications Commission
Cf

y
WEon, DeC.
Honorable Thomas Curtis
]\.JJ‘-J a; u-ﬁl’f.‘{‘,:., ’;4‘:;'
Washington, D. ¢, 20005




®9 o ®
%I/}m; %/eo?/ %aoé, J%%eenyy 4 LS,%]{?W

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Locust Soyect, Siite 800
St Lowis, Missoars 63707

GODFREY P, PADBEAG AREA CODE 3|4 + ®2|-37a87
WILLIAM J, RAACK

EOWARD P, McSWEENLY

R.J. SLATER

TOMN I MCGAATNEY June 11, 1975

KAOL
Box 254
Carrollion, Misgouri G4€33

Dear Sirs

A8 vou know, I am a candidate for tle Democratic nomination
for the United States Jenate in Missouri. It hag Leen called to my
attention that your station has keen running a provran "Dialogue with
Litton". As vou know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeking
support for the same cffice that I seek, One Hya~ir*ﬁ neehing was
on Thursday, tay 2%, at 1129 Glenside Lane; in St,. lLouls, hi:snuri;
hostad by Reprauwn{ag*ve Frod Williams, a Henber of the Missouri
House, in which he pointed out that by holding off his O’f*"ial
announcement, that my expensog would be charged agu}Jut that allowed
by law while aapenses that ho incurs would not.

Please be adviged that neither the Federal Law nor the new
tatn Law require an official announcement to come under the juris—
dchion af eithar Commission. Congidering the above, I am requesting
pqual time fyom January 1, 1978, (the date the new Missouri law went
into effact) I kunow that you will congider this not only £alx, but

in keeping with the "ecual time® requirement of the FCC.

Please advise.

Sincerely,

Viarren L. Hearne!

WIritsml

Paedaral Commanications
-Lli.‘- Lfl‘j .,,\.,A.’l ]

Honorablie E””*”Q“
1325 K £ LJ:r«r 3o
Washington,
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Socust Svect, Suile 800
T s Mo 6310

AREA COOE 3|4 ¢+ @82|-3787

WARREN E, HEARNES
GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EDWARD P, McSWEENEY
R..J. SLATER

JOKHMN F, MCCARTNEY J‘LII’!Q l], 1975

RGIG
107 South HMain Street
Brookficld, Missouri 64628

Dear Sirs:

A vou know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
attention that your station has been running a program “*Dialogue with
Litton", As you knov, Conurcssnan Litton has beon actively seeking
sapport for the same office that I seesk, One spacific neeting was

on Thuraday, “ay 29, at 1129 Glenside Tane, in St. houls, Misscuri,

Y

hy Rapresentative Pred Williams, a Mauber of the Missouri
House, in which ha nointed out that by holding off his official
announcenent, that my expenses would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

ot

Ploase be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the new
State law require an official announcement to come under the juris—
Adletion of either Commigsion. Considexring the abowve, I am requesting
egual time from January.l, 1375. {(the Jdate the new Missouri law went
into effect) I know that vou will consider this not only failr, but
in keeping with the "equal time® regquirement of the FCC.

Pleane advise.

Sincerely,

Warren . Hearnes
W sml

co: Pederal Communications Cormmdssion
washington, D.C.

Honoral:le Thomas Cuxtis
1325 K Streoat H.W.

Washington, D. C. 20008
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 Socwst Soweet, Soits SO0
S L, Missoure 63101

CHARLES L, MERZ

GONOFREY P. PADBERG AREA CODE 314 .« 62i-3787 CHRISTOPHER K, REID

WILLIAM J. RAACK

GLENN A, ALTMAN

EDWARD P. McSWEENEY

R, J

SLATER June ll, 1975

KBMA

BMA Tower

1 Penn Valley Park

Kangas City, Hisaouri 64108

Dear Sirsg

As you know, I am 2 candidate for the Democxatic nomination
for the Unized States Sznate in Missouri. It has heen called to my
attention that your station has Hﬂen running a program "Dialogue with

Litton®. ns you know, Congrasesman Litton has beern actively seeking
support for the samn office that I seek, One specific meeting was
on Thureday, May 29, at 1129 Glenslde Lane, in St. Louls, Missouri,
hostad by Representative rad Willisns, a Member of the tissourl
Bouse, in which he pointed ocut that by holding off hisg official
announceoment, that ny expenses wonld be charged against that allowed
by law while expensces that he incurs would not.

Please be advised that neither the TFederal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come ander the juris-
diction of aither Commission. Considering the above, I am reguesting
amgual time from January 1, 1975. (the date the new Missouri law went
into effect) I know that yvou will considexr this not only fair, but
in keeping with the “equal time" requirement of the FCC.

Plaase advise.

Sincerely,

VWarren ' Hoarneas
sl

Podaral Communications
Washington, D.C,

Honerable Thonas Curtis
1325 K Streat M.W.
Washington, D. C. 200053
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WARBEMWIEHEARNES AREA CODE 3|4 + @2(-3787
GOOFREY P. PADBERG

WILLIAM J, RAACK

EOWARDO P. MCSWEENEY

R.J. SLATER

O F. MECARTNEY June 11, 1875

Maryville Cahle Telavision, Inc.
116 West Third
Maryville, Miszouri 64448

Dear Sir:

ng vou know, I am a candidate for the bLemosratie nomination
for the United States Senate in Migsouri. It has been called Lo my
attention that yvour station has been running a program "Dialogue with
Litton". 2As vou know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeking
support for the same office that I seek. One specific meeting was
or Thursday, May 22, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in St. Louis, Missouri,

hostad Ly Representative Fred Williams, a Member of the Missouri
House, in which he pointed aat that by holding off his ocfficial
announcenent, that my expenses would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Plaasa be advised that nelther the Yederal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come under the juris-—
diction of either Commission, Considoring the above, [ am requesting
equal time from January 1, 1975. {the date the new Missouri law went
into effect) I kpow that you will counsider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal flﬂﬂ' requirenent of the PCC,

Please advise.

Warren E. Hearnas

WELsml

oere Hororabla 7
1325 K Strie
-1.1 ’!x“h;?"
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 it vt 800
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WARREN E. HEARNES CHARLES L, MER2

GODFREY P, PADBERG AREA CODE 314 + 62i-3787 CHRISTOPHER K, REID

WILLIAM J, RAACK GLENN A, ALTMAN
EOWARD P. MESWEENEY

f. ). SLATER J UL 11, 1975

Cabilevision
716 FPranois
St. Joseph, Missouri 64501

Dear Sir:

As you know, I anm a candidate for the Nemocratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to wuy
attention that vour etation has bheen running a program "Dialogue with
Litton®™. As you know, Congressman Litton has been activaly seeking
support for the same office that I seek. One specifiec meecting was
on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Tane, in St. Touis, Missouri,
hosted by Representative Fred Williams, a Membor of the Mimsouri
louse, in which he pointed ont that by holding off his official
announcenent , that my ezpenses would he charced againast that allowverd
by law while expenses that he incurs wonld not.

Pleans be advised that nedither the Federzl Law nor %he new
State Law reguire an official announcament to come under the Jurige-
diction of either Cormmission. Considexing the ahowe, I an ragquasting
equal time from January 1, 1975. (the date the new Missouri law went
into effact) I know that you will consider this nok orly falr, but
in keeping with the "equal time" requirement of the FCC.

Ploase advise.

Sincerely,

Warren F. Hearnas
Wit sml

Faderal Communicationz Commiassion
Washington, D.C.

Honorak:le Thones Curtils

132‘5 K Str@ﬁt ‘In";s

Waghliagton, D €
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A Profissional Corproration

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 Socust Soveet, Suits 800
Ty Moo 63107,

WARREN E, HEARNES CHARLES L, MERZ

GODFREY P, PADBERG AREA CODE 314 +« €62(-3787 CHRISTOPHER K. REID

WILLIAM J. RAACK GLENN A, ALTMAN
EOWARDO P. McSWEENEY

R.J. SLATER Jurle ll’ 19‘]5

KTVO
211 Fast 2wl Street
Ottumwa, Iowa 52501

Dear Sir:

As you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. 1t has been called to my
attention that vour station has been running a program "Dialogue with
Litton",. As you know, Congressman Litton has boen actively seeking

support for the same offica that 1 sBeek. One sSpecific meeting was
on Thursdav, May 29, at 112% Glenside lanea, in St. Touis, Hissouri,
hogsted by Hepresentative Fred Willians, a Member of the Missouri
House, in which ne pointad out that by holding off his official
announcament, that my expenses would be charced against that allowed
by law while expensss that he incurs would not.

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nox the new
State Law reguire an official announcement to come under the juris-
diction of either Commission, Considering the above, I am requesting
equal time from January 1, 1975. {the date the new Hissouri law went
into affect) I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" requirement of the FCC.

Please advise,

Sincerely,

Warren I. Hparnes
WBiml

aes FPederal Commmmnications Commission
Y.‘;.Lsi"_i?‘.gtﬂn ) DeCs

lHonorable Thomas Curtis
1325 R Street .W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1015 Socast Srect, Seide SO0
St Sovsis Mssours 63101

WARREN E.HEARNES
AREA CODE 3|4 +« 821-3787

GODFREY P. PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
EDWARD P, McSWEENEY
R.J. SLATER

IOWN ¥ MECARTNEY June ll' 1978

O™V

Box 268

40th & TFaraon Btresil
St. Juseph, Missouri

Daar Sirs

As you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Misgouri. It has been called to ny
attention that your station has heen running a program "Dialogue with
ritton™, N8 you know, Congressman lLitton has been actively seeking
suppcrt for the same office that I seek, One sSpecific meeting was
on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in 5t. louis, Missouri,
hosted by Representative Fred Williams, a Hewber of the Missourdi
Il'ouse, in which he pointod out that by holding off his official
announcemnant, that my expenses would be chargad against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Plaase be advisad that neither the Pederal Law nor the new
State Law require an official announcement to come under the juris-
diction of either Commission. Considering the above, I am requesting
equal tine from January 1, 1975, (the date the new Missouri law went
into effect) I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" requirement of the FPCC,

Please advisca,

Sinceralv,

WEHsinl

ce Pedoral Communications Comgaigsion
Washington, D.(.

Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street MN.H.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 %«A&%M Soitr 800
St Sowis, Masoure 6310/

WARMILN £, HEARANES
AREA CODE 314 + 62(-3787

GODOFREY P, PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK
FEODWARD P. McCSWEENEY
R J. SLATER

JOHN F MCCARTNEY Juna ll., 1978

THOD
510 Madn Street
Quinecy, Illinols 62301

Doar Sirs
A8 you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in rilgsouri. It has heen called to ay
attention that your station has been running a program "Dialogue with
Titton™. As vou know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeling
support for the same office that I seek. One specific meoting was
on Thursday, May 292, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in S5t. Louis, Missouri,
hosted by Representative FPred a¢*h¢dhu, a Member of the Missouri
liouse, in which he pointed out that by holding off his offiecial
announcement, that ny expenses would ha charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not,
Please be adviged that neither the Federal Law nor the noew
State Law reguaire an official announcement to come under the juris-
dietion of seither Commission. Congidering the above, I am regquaesting
onual tima frowm Januaxy 1, 1975, (the date the new Migsouri law went
into effect I know that you will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "eqgual time" requirement of the PCC.
Please advise

Sincerely,

Warren L. dearnas
Whlisml

co: FPederal Comn
Washington,
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1015 Socust Shreot, Soits SO0
T7 S, Msori G310

WARREN E, HEARNES CHARLES L, MERZ
GODFREY P. PADBERG AREA CODE 314 « 62(-3787 CHRISTOPHER K, REID

WILLIAM J, FAACK GLENN A, ALTMAN
EOWARD P. McSWEENEY

4. J. SLATER June ll' 1975

KLU ¥~-KBER

Box 186

KLY building

rast 7. 8. Highway 24
Texington, Missouri 64067

Dear Sir:

A you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination
for the United States Senate in Missouri. It has been called to my
attention that your atation has been rumning a pregram "Dialogue with
nitton®. As you know, Congressman Litton has been actively seeking
support: for the same office that I feek. One specific meeting was

on Thursday, May 29, at 1129 Glenside Lane, in S5t. Iouis, Missouri,
hosted by Reprasentative Fred Williame, a Member of the Minsouri
iouse, in which he pointed out that by holding off his official
announcement, that my expenses would be charged againgt that allowed
by law while expenses that he incurs would not.

Pleasa be advised that neilther the Federal Law nor the new
State Law require an officilal anncuncement to come under the juris-
diction of either Commission. . Considering the above, I am requesting
equal tine from January 1, 1975. (the date the new [lissonri law went
into effect) I know thaf vou will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time" regquirement of the FCC.

Please advise.

Sincerely,

Warren E. Hearnas
WrEilsml

Federal Commmunications Commission

172 o1 z - A - r
Washington, D.C.

oo Hoporabls Thomas Curhis
1 '}'.i 5 :; Stl‘.""‘?‘ﬂt I: . 14 .

>

Washington, D« C. 20005
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AREA CODE 314 + 62(1-3787

WARREN C. HEARNES
GONFREY . PADBERG
WILLIAM J. RAACK GLENN A, ALTMAN
EOWARD P, McSWEENEY

R J. BLATER '.Turle ll' 1975

CHARLES L, MERZ
EHRISTOPHER K, REID

LOMU
Universibty of Missouri
Columbia, Missouxri 65201

Dear Sir:

As you know, I am a candidate for the Democratic nomination

{or the United States Senate in Missounri. Tt has been called to my
attention that yvour station has been running a program “Dialogue with
Litton™. A veou know, Conoreasman Litton has haen actively seeking
support for the same office that I seek. One specific meeting was

on Thursday, Mav 23, at 1129 Glonside Lane, in St. Iouls, Missouri,
hosted by Representative Fred Williams, a Member of the dissouril
House, in which he pointed out that by holding o¥f his official
RHDHL,PhL“L, that my ewpenses would be charged against that allowed
by law while expenses that he inomrs would not,

Plezasa he advised that neither the Fedearal Law nor the new
State Law reqguire an officilal announcement to come under the jnrlqw
diction of citrar Commission. Considering the above, I am requesting
scual time from January 1, 1975, (the date the new Missouri law went
into affecit) I know that veou will consider this not only fair, but
in keeping with the "equal time®” requirement of the ¥FCC.

Please advise.

Sincarely,

Warren E. Hearnes

1 Cormunications Commilssion

Ol

"ﬁonﬁ;s.Thmvu:"w~iq

-

Waghington, D. C. 20005




Total Qualified Net
Sponsor People Location Receipts Expenses  Honorarium

Agriservices Foundation Congressman San Antonio, TX 805.47 165.00 640.47
Ohio Cattlemen's Association, Inc. Congressinan Columbus, CH 102.73 146.00 —43.27
Ark~La-Tex Agricultural Council Congressman Shreveport, LA 253.47 141.00 112.47
National Association of Animal Breeders Congressman Denver, OO 829.47 136.50 692.97
International Maine-Anjour Association Congressman Denver, OO 829.47 175.00 654.47
White Farm Equipment Company (£ilm) Congressman Washington,D.C. 500.00 0 500.00
Farm and Industrial Equipment Institute Congressman Boca Raton, FL 674.73 174.73 500.00
Southeastern Aerial Applicators Congressman Ft. Walton Bch,FL 300.00 0 300.00
Mo Ag Industries Council, Inc. Congressman Tan~Tara, MO 140.71 140.71 0
Trojan Seed Campany Congressman ,A.A,L.A St. Joseph, MO 1030.19 530.19 500.00
Mississippi Valley Farm Equipment Association Congressman St. Louis, MO 676.73 0 676.73
Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association Congressman Atlanta, GA 1150.73 150.73 1000.00
Deep South Farm and Power Equipment Assn. Congressman,L.A.guest,wife New Orleans,LA 725.88 545,88 180.00
Federal Land Bank Association Congressman St. Louis, MO 640.71 140.71 500.00
Spokane Chamber of Cammerce- Congressman,wife,PressSec,P.Asst.,L.A Spokane, WA 944.00 944.00 0

0. A. Cooper Campany Congressman, Press Sec,Press Asst. Lincoln, NE 754.41 180.00 574.41

NI 40 o

{43

¥

U. S. Feed Grains Council Congressman,D.A. ,quest Scotsdale,AZ 764.23 545,23 219 .00

fey

Barton County Farm Bureau Congressman Lamar, MO 61.73 61.73 0

eI HUM

ilastern Association Congressman Kansas City, MO 728.73
Southwestern Hardware and Implement Association Congressman Ft. Worth, TX 770.74

Southerr Illinois University Congressman Carbondale, IL 800.00
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Sponsor

National Pork Producers Council

Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Houston
Drury College

The Missouri Bar

Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc.- Congressman,
Missouri Life Underwriters Association
Warrensburg School District R-VI

Marshall School System

Columbia School District

Missouri Young Bankers Conference

Martha Keys Congressional Forum

The American Jersey Cattle Club

Colorado Cattlemen's Association

Florida Cattlemen's Association

Minnesota Agriculture Education Summer Workshop
1975 All-American Angus Breeders' Futurity
Park College Caumencement

Pineapple Growers Association of Hawaii

Allied Chemical

People

Congressiran
Congressman
Congressman

Congressman

pt.Sec,Press Sec,Sec

Congresaman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressian
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman

Congressman

Location

Kansas City, MO.

Houston, TX
Springfield,MO
Kansas City,MO
Salisbury,MD
Kansas City, MO
Warrensburg, MO
Marshall, MO
Columbia,MO
Tan-Tara, MO
leavenworth, KA
Louisville, KY
Montrose, CO
Orlando, FL
Fargo, ND
Ilouisville, KY

Kansas City, MO

San Frangicso,CA

Hollywood, FL

Totgl Qualified Net
Recelpts Expenses
72873 228.73 500.00
770.74 270.74 500.00
100.00 0 100.00
252189 252189 0
1246.40 246.40 1000.00
240.00 240.00 0
200.00 0 200.00
100.00 0 100.00
164.60 64.60 100.00
196073 196.73 0
240.00 240.00 0
652.00 152.00 500.00
836.00 336.00 500.00
710.00 210.00 500.00
*574.00 274.00 300.00
£46.00 30660 Rasmc
70.00 70.00 0
857.00 357.00 500.00
862.00 362.00 500.00
ANNUAL TOTAL $ 14,583.98

Honoraxrium
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Tn the matter of

-] 5
Congressman Jerry Litton CA 002-75

REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE
AND THE

OFFICLE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

I. Background

This report covers an investigation undertaken by
the Audit and Investigation Division of the Federal Election
Commission to determine whether there has been compliance
with the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1974. The investigation was conducted under authority
of Section 437 (a) of the Act, and concerned events which
took place between January 1, 1975 and July 31, 1975.
Negotiations between Counsel for Congressman Litton and
the Commission staff commenced after completion of the audit.
Counsel for the Congressman and the staff were unable to
resolve matters set forth in this report.

IT. Findings and Conclusions

Section 431 of the Act defines a "candidate" for Federal

office to mean "an individual who seeks nomination for

election, or election to Federal office, whether or not

such individual is elected, and, for purposes of this
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paragraph, an individual shall be deemed to seek nomination
for election, or c¢lection, if he has -

1. taken the action necessary under the law of a
state to qualify himself for nomination for election,
or eclection to Pederal office or;

2. received contributions or made cxpenditures, or
has given his consent for any other person to receive
contributions or make expenditures, with a view to
bringing about his nomination for election, or election
to such office.

Persons who become candidates under these criteria
arc subject to the registration and disclosure provisions
of Sections 433 and 434 of the Act respcctively, as well
as the expenditure limitations with respect to each election
imposed by Section 608(c) of Title 18, United States Code.

Allegations were brought to the Commission's attention
to the effect that Conagressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth
District of Missouri had begun a campaiagn for the Senate
in the State of Missouri during the Spring of 1975, and
that neither Congressman Litton, nor any committee or other
organization supporting him had met the registration and
disclosure provisions of the Act. Congressman Litton was
also reported to have stated that any expenditures he had

made for the purpose -¢ the alleged Senate candidacy would

not count acainst his 18 U.S.C. §608(c) limitations,




inasmuch as he had not yet formally declared his candidacy
for that office.

When advised by the Commission of thesc allegations,
Congressman Litton and his staff made all books and records
related to these matters available for Commission inspection
and review.

A. THE LITTON SUPPORTERS FOR BETTER GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

This Committee, formerly named The Litton for Congress '74
Committee, was the principal financial body concerned with Mr.
LLitton's 1974 Congressional Campaign. The Committee had duly
registered with the Clerk of the House as was required under
the 1971 Act.

AID has reviewed the reports of Receipts and Expenditures
of that Committee for the period January 1, 1975 through
June 30, 1975. In our opinion, the Statements of Receipts
and Expenditures are essentially in compliance with the pro-
visions of the Act, and involve no expenditures which appear
to have been made for the purpose of influencing Mr. Litton's
Senate candidacy.

B. THE MISSOURIANS FOR LITTON COMMITTEE

This Committee registered with the Secretary of the Senate
on September 25, 1975, under the provisions of the 1974 Act,
the same day that Mr. Litton filed as a Senate candidate

for the 1976 General Election.




C. MR. LITTON'S OFFICE ACCOUHNT

From January 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975, a total of
$32,410.65 was received and deposited in Mr. Litton's office
account. The receipts came from a number of sources, includ-
ing honoraria received by Mr. Litton for spcaking engagements,
reimbursements from the Sixth District Congressional Club for
expenses incurred in connection with the "Dialogue with Litton"
show (see Section II D below for a description of both organiza-
tions), Mr. Litton's personal contributions to the fund, and
normal disbursements received from the House disbursing office.

Expenditures during the period totalled $33,115.32. Staff
cmployees had divided the expenditures into the following
categories:

personal travel expenses

official travel expenses

official travel and lodging expenses

miscellaneous official expenditures

subscriptions

personal expenses

"Dialogue with Litton" expenses

In our opinion, the designation of the various categories,

the expenditures attributed to them, appear to be reasonable.

Based on these allocations, expenditures relating to

speaking engagements and appearances at political functions

in the State of Missouri were calculated. In addition,

expenditures involved in Mr. Litton's appearances before a




substantial number of persons comprising part of his electorate,
and for which an honorarium was tendered, were included.

For the month of May 1975, we calculated such expendi-
tures to be $1,213 for appecarances within Mr. Litton's
Congressional District and $560.00 for travel within the rest
of the state. Insufficient data and records prevented a
calculation of expenditures for any period other than the
month of May.

Counsel for Mr. Litton agreed with the audit staff that
campaign related expenditures had been made before Mr. Litton's
formal declaration of candidacy. On September 29, 1975, they
submitted a list of such expenditures for May and June total-
ing $654.78 ($188.58 for May, and $466.20 for June). Obviously,
these calculations are at variance with the audit staff's calcu-
lation of $560.00 in out-of-district travel expenditures for

May alone.

D. CONGRESSMAN LITTON'S CANDIDACY

The results of the audit show that Mr. Litton's first
"expenditures" as defined by section 431 of the Act, commenced
on May 1, 1975. This was confirmed by Congressman Litton's

counsel in their letter of September 29, 1975. We and




counsel for Mr. Litton are in agreement that from May 1,
1975, for the purposes of compliance with the provisions of
the Act, Congressman Litton would be viewed as a candidate
for the Senate.

F.  HONORARIA RECEIVED BY THE CANDIDATL

Section 616 of Title 18, prohibits an elected or appointed
officer or employee of the Federal Government from accepting
any honorarium in excess of $1,000, excluding amounts accepted
for actual travel and subsistence expenses, for any appearance,
speech, or article. The total of such honorarium, excluding
the reimbursement for actual travel and subsistence expenses,
accepted during a calendar year, is limited to $15,000.

During the audit, an aide to Congressman Litton stated
that in some instances, the Congressman had traveled to a
specific area to deliver several honoraria speeches, while
collecting reimbursement for roundtrip expenses from each
group sponsoring such speeches. Many of Congressman Litton's
reimbursed expenses also included transportation, and hotel
accommodations for staff and wives. The aide was advised
that any excessive reimbursement of expenses would be included

in the Congressman's honorarium limitation.




A revised honorarium list was received from the Congress-
man's office on September 29, 1975. However, it appears that
a considerable amount of reimbursements for cxpenses of the
Congressman's staff and their wives were reported as actual
reimbursed expenditures of the Congressman, rather than as
honoraria. For example; in one instance, the candidate
accompanied some members of his staff to vail, Colorado where
they remained until he returned from a speaking engagement in
the State of Washington. However, the Congre¢ssman shows the
expenses incurred by the staff on this trip as reimbursed
cxpenses for his speaking engagement rather than a portion of
the honorarium received.

On Wdovember 6 , 1975 the staff requested a directive
from the Commission concerning what should constitute a
legitimate honorarium expense. The Commission took cognizance
of the problem that A0 1975-8, dealing with honorarium expendi-
tures, could be viewed as prospective only and that a different
standard might therefore be appropriate in Mr. Litton's case.
Subsequent negotiations were conducted with the discussion of
the Commission meeting in mind.

Although adequate records were not provided beyond May 31,
1975, a review of the Congressman's records indicate reimburse-

ments approximating $700.00 in excess of tho candidate's actual




expenditures were apparently accepted during the period
January 1, 1975 through May 31, 1975. When added to the
honoraria alrcady acknowlcedged by Congressman Litton, it
would appear that the honorarium limitation of $15,000 under
18 U.S.C. §616 has been exceeded.

F. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON: SIXTH DISTRICT
CONGRESSIONAL CLUB

1

"Dialogue with Litton" is a half hour television show,
broadcasted monthly over an average of seven television and
fourteen radio stations reaching about two-thirds of the State
of Missouri. The "Dialogue with Litton" show began on March 19,
1973. Beginning in March of 1974, the program carried on the
three television stations in Mr. Litton's District. Since
that time, as many as twelve television stations have aired
the program, although the monthly average is seven stations.
Of the average of seven stations which air the program
each month, between four and five stations make no charge for
presenting the show. We are advised that these stations
carry the show as a public service, inasmuch as the show

appears to be quite popular, and has a considerable number

of viewers.




The following table illustrates the number of television

stations carrying the show over the past year:

DATE PAID FREE AIR 'T'IME
September 1974 3 1
October 1974 3 4
May 1975
August 1975

September 1975

Costs of producing the show and paying for air time for
the two to three stations which charge for the service are
borne by the Sixth District Congressional Club. The Club has
about 600 Members who pay dues of $5.00 per month (billed
twice yearly), and 40 Ambassador Members, who pay $500 per
year. With the exception of housekeeping expenditures such as
membership cards, and meeting announcements and reimbursed
travel expenses to Congressman Litton and guests, Congress-
man Litton receives no other payment for participating in the
"Dialogue with Litton" program. No other vehicle, including
Congressman Litton's campaign committees or office account,

has any involvement with the "Dialogue" show.
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Records of the Sixth District Congressional Club show

the following for the period January 1 through June 30, 1975:

Recelipts $38,445.00 sourcce: membership dues
Expenditures $32,564.85 naturc: TV production
TV air time
other media expensecs
4,200.00 (Approx.) nature: travel
membgrship cards
meetlng announcements
The show itself is videotaped before a live audience of
Sixth District Congressional Club members, and interested
members of the public who pay for their own lunch and view the
taping. The snow is informal in style, with Congressman Litton
and his guest discussing various issues, and answering questions
from the audience. Guests include Senators and Congressmen
of both parties, and a number of senior government officials.
While Mr. Litton receives frequent compliments from his guests,
the show is non-partisan in nature, and is oriented towards
a discussion of various issues of interest to the audience.
No mention is made of Congressman Litton's status as a candi-

date for any office, including the Senate, and no appeal for

support, financial or otherwise, is made on behalf of Mr.

Litton or any other candidate or party.
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While the show is oriented towards a discussion of various
matters of public policy, representatives of Mr. Litton's
staff do not contest that it is a most valuable tool in pre-

senting Mr. Litton as an actual or potential candidate for

office in a most favorable light. We were advised by Mr.

Litton's Administrative Assistant, that Mr. Litton, who
personally edits the 90 minute videotapes into the 30 minute
format which is shown on television, intends to use excerpts
from the shows as political advertisements during future
clection campaigns.

To further illustrate the costs and viewing areas associated
with "Dialogue with Litton" we have attached an appendix con-
taining five exhibits.

1. Expenses concerning the production of "Dialogue with
Litton"

Television Production Costs
Meeting Costs
Non-allocable Expenses
Allocable Expenses
2. Viewing figures for TV stations carrying "Dialogue

with Litton"
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In District Missouri
Out of District Missouri
Out of State
3. Total radio listener figures for stations carrying
"Dialogue with Litton"
4. Congressman Litton's circular on the show
5. Map of Missouri showing areas of TV coverage and

radic station locations.

III. Analysis and Recommendation

A. CONGRESSMA:N LITTOJ'S COSTS FOR
SPEAKING EWGAGEMENTS I:.l MISSOURI

Congressman Litton has conceded in a letter to this office,
dated September 29, 1975, and in subsequent negotiations that
he made an expenditure related to his Senatorial candidacy as
of May 1, 1975. Thus, as of this date, Litton must be con-
sidered a candidate within the meaning of the definition of
candidate as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(b) (2) and 18 U.S.C.
§591 (b) (2).

In AO 1975-13 published in 40 FR 36747 on August 21, 1975,
the Commission ruled that once an individual becomes a candi-
date "all speeches made before substantial numbers of persons

are presumably for the purpose of enhancing his candidacy."
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Thus, all costs connected with these speeches would be
reportable as an expenditure under the provisions of Title 2
of the Election law and subject to the limitations in 18 U.S.C.
§608.

Congressman Litton has argued that AO 1975-13 involves a
novel interpretation of the campaign laws and thus should be
applied to him on a prospective basis only. Prior to the date
of AO 1975-13 -- i.e., August 21, 1975 -- Congressman Litton
contends that the Commission should distinguish between
Missouri speeches made on Congressional business and campaign-
related speeches.

The staff believes Congressman Litton's position has merit
and that, accordingly, a distinction should be drawn between
the costs for Congressman Litton's speeches within his Congres-
sional district and speeches made in other areas of Missouri.

The former would be presumed to involve legitimate Congressional

business and therefore would not come within tne scope of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter
the Act). The latter would be presumed to involve Mr. Litton's
Senatorial candidacy and would therefore fall under the
coverage of the Act. However, it may be reasonable not to

charge Congressman Litton for the costs of out-of-district
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appearances which serve to advance a legitimate party pro-
motional event. This conclusion follows logically from

AO 1975-72 (appearing in 40 FR 56589 on December 3, 1975),
involving party promotional appearances by a Presidential
candidate. Congressman Litton should also be permitted to
voucher out of district speaking trips where he subsequently
performed some district business. The vouchered costs would
be exempt from the Act's coverage whereas the costs not
related to official duties would be Senatorial campaign
expenses.

B. HONORARIUMS

The issue in this area centers on the mecaning of the phrase
"actual travel and subsistence," as it is set forth in 18 U.S.C.
§616, subd. 1. Litton asserts that the phrase -- for at least
the period prior to the date of the Commission's advisory
opinion on honorariums (e.g., AO 1975-8, appearing in 40 FR
36747 on August 21, 1975) -- may be construed as excluding
expenses paid not only to him but also to those persons who
could reasonably be expected to accompany him on his trips.

The staff believes there is merit to this position.

Indeed, the Commission has already taken cognizance of it at

),
a meeting in executive session held on llovember 6, 19275.

E':'\\ 7,\'-1.‘ . '.‘.
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In AO 1975-8, Part C published in the Federal Register

on August 21, 1975, (40 FR 36747) the Commission dealt with

a request by Senators Mike Mansfield and Hugh Scott asking

whether travel and subsistence cexpenses are included in the
§616 limitation on honorariums.
The Commission concluded that such expenses were not

part of the honorariums, noting pertinently:
". . . this section on its face shows a
legislative intent to treat 'actual travel and
subsistence expenses' differently from honorar-
iums. The legislative history of 18 U.S.C. §616
confirms that this view accords with the intent
of Congress. (See Congressional Record, daily
edition, October 8, 1974, S. 18526.) The legisla-
tive history shows a clear Congressional intent to
exclude money given for actual transportation ex-
penses, accommodations, and meals, from any amount
given as an honorarium to an elected or appointed
officer or employee of the Federal Government."

The Commission then went on to conclude:

"Accordingly, it is the opinion of the Com-
mission that the actual costs of transportation,
accommodations, and meals are excluded from the
limitations on honorariums provided in 18 U.S.C.
§616. Thus, Members of Congress who reach the
aggregate limit of $15,000 on honorariums received
in any calendar year may continue to accept speak-
ing engagements for which they receive only their
own personal actual transportation, accommodation,
and meal expenses." (Emphasis added.)
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The opinion appears to state that the phrase "actual travel
and subsistence expenses" is limited only to expenses paid
for the "appointed officer or employee of any branch of the
Federal Government" who accepts the honorarium. Other travel
and subsistence expenses -- e.g., payments for staff members
and other persons who accompanied the Federal official would
be reportable as part of the honorarium and would be subject
to the limitations in §616, subds. 1 and 2.

As in the case of most opinions of the Commission involving
issues of interpretation that are not clearly foreordained by
the express provisions of the Act, there is a convincing argu-
ment that AO 1975-8 should be applied prospectively. Accordingly,
although the advisory opinion would apply to some reimbursements
paid to Congressman Litton this year, it does not apply to the
reimbursements involved in the present matter which were made
between January 1 and May 31. Therefore, it is necessary to
establish a standard for allowable expenses for the pre-May 31
period.

In this regard it would not be illogical for a Federal
official to interpret the word "actual" as applying not only

to his own travel and subsistence, but also that of his aides

and perhaps (though not as logically) to his immediate family.
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These persons would be a functional part of the official's
travel entourage and their travel and subsistence costs would
in a sense be part of his costs. In Congressman Litton's

case, as noted in this report, "actual" may be reasonably
construcd as meaning an aide and his wife. Any travel and
subsistence expenses involving other persons would be counted
as part of the honorarium; if there is a violation of §616
(which appears likely), the staff believes it would be
appropriate for the excess to be returned to the donors

without liability for criminal penalties. Congressman Litton's
counsel has indicated that this position was acceptable to him.

C. ALLOCATIOJN OF THE COSTS OF "DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"

1. The contents and format of "Dialogue with Litton" are
set forth at pages 8 - 11 of this Report. After a careful
review in this regard the Commission staff has concluded
that "Dialogue with Litton" presently serves two purposes:
on the one hand, it is an information vehicle by which Congress-
man Litton communicates with his constituents; on the other
hand, it is a promotional device for enhancing Congressman
Litton's Senatorial candidacy. The formula proposed herein
(see infra, p. 19) attempts to allocate the production costs
of the show between candidacy and non-candidacy related

expenditures in a manner that fairly reflects these two purposes.
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Insofar as "Dialogue" serves Congressman Litton's
Congressional district it is roughly analogous to a "news-
letter of the air". The show was started in March 1973,
almost at the start of Congressman Litton's first Congressional
term, and like a published newsletter sent under the franking
privilege (see 39 U.S.C. §3210), has served as a means for
lbLitton to keep his constituents informed of various public
affairs, and, in particular, of his own rolc in these affairs.
Since the cost of preparing or printing frankable mail is not
an expenditure within the meaning of the Act (see 39 U.S.C.
§3210(f)), it would appear logical not to view the costs of
"Dialogue" (insofar as it is directed to Congressman Litton's
constituents) as an expenditure.

When "Dialogue" reaches outside of Congressman Litton's
Congressional district, it must be assumed that the informative
aspect of the show is of secondary importance. Far more
significant is the fact that the show, like a campaign
circular, acts primarily as an advertisement of Congressman
Litton's Senatorial candidacy by presenting him as an articulate
man who is doing his job well, and is liked and respected by
important government officials. Moreover, in the cases of
most television and radio stations this out-of-district

coverage 1is not necessary to insure completes in-district
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coverage. A substantial number of stations receiving tapes
of the show are either outside of Congressman Litton's
district or strategically located on the fringes of the
district.

Since Congressman Litton has acknowledged that he is a
senatorial candidate as of May 1, 1975, within the meaning of
the Act (see 2 U.S.C. §431(b)), the costs for the coverage of
"Dialogue" outside Congressman Litton's Congressional district
should not be ignored. In the opinion of the staff, they

must be viewed as expenditures calculated to "influenc|e]
[Litton's] . . . nomination for election . . . to Federal
office" (see 2 U.S.C. §431(f); 18 U.S.C. §591(f)).

Cognizant of the dual impact of the show, the staff
believes it would be appropriate to apply the following formula
for assessing the proportion of Congressman Litton's monthly
television costs which would be allocable as expenditures.

TV and radio audience out of Litton's

C.D. (but in Missouri) X production costs
Total TV and radio audience in Missouril/ of show =

Costs Allocable as Expenditures

1/ This formula might be further subdivided so as to CQmE: up
with separate percentages for the proportion of prodﬁ ion
costs allocable to radio and the proportlgﬁydlloca
television. If this is done 48% of t

of the radio costs would be expenditu ““\%ﬁ\(\. ‘\\‘cm\\}%
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Using figures supplied by Litton and reviewed by AID would
result in 44% of the show's production costs being allocable
to the Congressman's candidacy:

W & Radio audience out of
Litton's C.D. (but in Mo.) = 101,570 + 91,000 = 44%

Total TV & Radio audience 1n Mo. 210,120 + 228,000

It should be noted that Litton's monthly production costs,
as sct forth in Exhibit "1" of Appendix "A", would not include
any payments by Congressman Litton in 1975 for "recording
services furnished to him by . . . the House Recording Studio".
(See Line 1, Ex. 1, appended to this Report.) Such costs are
cxempted by 2 U.S.C. §434(d) from the limitations of the FECA,
except "during the calendar year before the year in which the
Member's term expires." In addition, costs for meeting
accouncements, in-district advertising for the show, and
membership cards and badges for individuals in the Sixth
District Congressional Club (Lines 3-5, Exhibit "1", this
Report), could be excluded since such costs are directed
solely to getting persons in Congressman Litton's Congres-
sional district to attend the meeting from which "Dialogue"
is taped. If both the House Recording Studio costs and the
in-district cost described in the preceding sentence are

deducted, the allocable costs of the show would be reduced

from approximately $4,600 per month to $2,800 per month.
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Multiplying this figure by the 44% allocation figure obtained,
supra, results in a monthly expenditure figure of $1,232.00.
Since Congressman Litton has been a candidatce since May 1,
1975, he would have a total expenditure of $9,856.00 for the
eight "Dialogue" shows produced between May 1 and December 31,
1975.

The formula would not be applied to Congressman Litton
after December 31, 1975. Since the production costs of
"Dialogue" are likened by counsel for Congressman Litton to
those paid out of the Congressman's office account, thesec
costs would by analogy to the office accounts regulation
proposed by the Commission (see 11 CFR §113.3), be covered
in their entirety as of January 1, 1976. In other words,
as of January 1, 1976, Congressman Litton would have to begin
reporting the full $2,800 monthly expenditure for "Dialogue".

2. The Congressman's counsel has argued that the formula
advocated herein is inaccurate in that it does not give
Congressman Litton a credit for the out-of-state listeners
and viewers reached by "Dialogue". He argues that a more
accurate formula would read:

TV & Radio audience out of
Litton's C.D. (but in Mo.) x production costs.
Total TV & Radio audience

(including out-of-state
listeners and viewers)
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Using this approach the following result would follow:

101,570 + 91,000 = 37.9% x $2,800 = $1,061.00
280,000 + 228,000

Congressman Litton's total campaign-related expenditures for
"Dialogue" in 1975 under this approach would be $8,488.00.
However, this approach is based on an obvious fallacy.

What 1is involved in this matter is an allocation between
the costs incurred by the Congressman in reaching his
constituency and in reaching other Missouri voters out of
his Congressional district who might vote for him as a
Senatorial candidate. The out-of-state audience impact of
the show is irrelevant. This audience is an incidental
by-product of Congressman Litton's efforts to utilize
television and radio to reach the largest possible Missouri
audience. Thus, the so-called costs of reaching the out-
of-state audience are simply subsumed under the overall costs
of the show.

Although the dollar differences involved between the
approach advocated herein and the approach suggested by
Congressman Litton are small within the context of this

case, the differences could be considerably larger in another

situation. For example, under the Congressman's proposal a
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Congressional candidate from a district of HNew Jersey which
is continguous to Wew York City would be entitled to an
expenditure deduction for any proportion of a candidacy-
related radio show which reached a New York audience. Such
a proportion would probably reduce the candidate's reportable
expenditures for the show by a substantial amount. This is
notwithstanding the fact that the message of the show had
nothing to do with the New York audience.

Congressman Litton's counsel has also proposed the
following two formulas for computing the out-of-district
impact of "Dialogue":

Total Population Litton's C.D.

Total Population Litton's C.D.
+ % of radio and TV audience who are voters

Voting Age Population Litton's C.D.
Voting Age Population Litton's C.D.
+ % of radio and TV audience who are voters 2/

The actual computations involving the formulas are as
follows:

()| A2 26% campaign-related
479,642 + 100,066 + 67,747 =

327,446 34% campaign-related
347,446 + 100,066 + 67,747 T

immmy§ﬁ.
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The staff recommends that these formulas likewise be
rejected as a basis for cost allocation.

The top line of each formula is based on an assumption
that within Congressman Litton's Congressional district one

must ignore the actual audience for "Dialogue” and instead

focus on total in-district population or voting-age population,

regardless of whether segments of this population failed to
listen to or view "Dialogue"; however, outside his district,
the Congressman switches the re¢asoning in his formula and
argues that the impact of the show concerns only the percentage
of viewers and listeners who are of voting age. Thus, in
effect, Congressman Litton is mixing two wholly inconsistent
concepts.

The fallacy in Congressman Litton's formulas becomes
evident if one assumes a hypothetical situation in which the
Congressman were using a newsletter in the same fashion as
he is presently using "Dialogue". Congressman Litton would
assert that within his district the newsletter affects total
population or voting age population regardless of whether
only a portion of these persons actually saw or read the
material; however, outside the district only persons who saw
or read the newsletter would be counted. Such an approach
does not accurately reflect reality.
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3. Since some of the costs of "Dialogue" must be counted
as expenditures, it 1s logical to assume that the Sixth
pistrict Congressional Club -- whose membership dues are used
to pay for "Dialogue" -- 1is a political committec within the
meaning of 2 U.S.C. §431(d) and 18 U.S.C. §591(d) and must
accordingly file reports with the Commission.é/ Moreover, the
proportion of each dues payment by members of the Club which
is allocated for out-of-district costs of "Dialogue" must
be considered a contribution to Congressman Litton and counted
against the $1,000 individual contribution limitation set
forth in 18 U.S.C. §608(b) (1).

The staff recommends that the Commission require the
Sixth District Congressional Club to file a report which
would include a totaling of the proportion of its dues which
were allocated to the out-of-district costs of "Dialogue".
The report should also include a listing of all $500 members

of the club, as required by 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

Sveea polliticd] committes igidefined s "ant- gomnittae, Sy
association, or other group of persons which receives
contributions or makes expenditures during a calendar
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000" (emphasis

added) . Since the Sixth District Congressional Club has
made $32,564.85 in expenditures for "Dialogue" from
January 1 through June 30, 1975, and since, under any
allocation formula, more than $1,000 of this money must

be counted as an expenditure related to Litton's Senatorial
candidacy, the club is clearly a pelitical committee.
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CA 002-75

EXPENSES CONCERNING THE PRODUCTION OF '"DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"

EXHIBIT

"l"

May June duty
I. Television Production Costs
1. Tape Purchases, Director's Fees, shipping
exp., etc. $1,150 $2,150 S 683
2. House Recording Studio 1,226 862 1,069
3. Television Time Expense 638 620 600
3,014 3,634 2,352
IT1. Meeting Costs
1. rIrava: JL & Guests $ 396 S 34 S 947
A\
2. Music Expense 400 400 400
3. XMeet ing Announcement Fxp. 23 196 95
4. Qn-nistrict Advertising 605 609 600%*
5.-7Wemborship Cards & Badges 2 465 0 -0 -
(op
$1,450 $1,704 $2,042
.
S$4.464  $5.338  $4,394
oy
Less Non-Allocable Expenses
™
I. 2. House Recording Studio Fees
I~ Exempted in Sect. 434d. $1,226 $ 862 $1,069
IT. 3. Meeting Announcement Exp. 23 196 95
4. In-District Advertising 605 609 600%*
5. Membership Cards and Badges
(Note 3,4,5 are construed to
be solely in-district and
constituent expenses) 26 465 -0 -
TOTAL ALLCCABLE 2,584 $3,206 $2,630
EXPENSES :
" ' it
L 5"KZ}L




. ‘ EXHIBIT "2"

Upon request, Mr. Litton's staff obtained the television
viewing from each of the stations carrying the Dialogue. We
were able to perform the following breakdown separating viewers
by the relative percentages into 1) in-district viewers, 2) out-
of-district viewers, and 3) out-of-state viewers. Note that
geographically, "Dialogue with Litton" may be seen in over
two-thirds of Missouri.

VIEWER FIGURES FOR
TV STATIONS CARRYIJG DIALOGUE WITH LITTON

Total Missouri Missouri

TV Stations Viewers 6th C.D. Non 6th C.D.

KBMA
KQMU
KHOA
.
XQTV
c
KTVO

'V
o

Tv,

Kansas City 60,000 : 10,500 29,100
Columbia 40,000 ! , 200 38,800
Hannible-Quincy 18,000 | 6,300
St. Joseph 68,000
Kirkville-Ottumwa 47,000
Springfield 22,000

Joplin 4,000

Caple St. Joseph 15,000 |, 15,000

C&Ble Maryville 4,000 4,000

cdble Platte County leRe 8010 2,800

~

280,800 108,550 101,570

(100%) (39%) (36%)




EXHIBIT " 3"

NON-CD6 MISSOURI LISTENERS OF VOTING AGE

Total Listeners

KHGM Brookfield 10,000 (Est. from Carrolton) 500w
KMRN Cameron 100,000
KAOL Carrolton 10,000
KGHI Chillicothe 9,000

KFGR Columbia 25,000

KCFV Ferguson 500 (10w education station (Est.)

KHMO Hannibpal 0 (Do not broadcast - E.T.)
{ong
KI1EE Harrisonville
WRAF-KYYS Kansas City (Do not broadcast)
KCUR-FM Kansas City (Do not broadcast)
KLEX-KBEK Lexington
KﬁﬂO—KMFL Marshall
™~
KXCU Maryville
i~
KWIX Moberly (Est. from Marshall) 1000w.
KGSP Parkville
KKJO St. Joseph
KMA Shenendoah, Iowa 0 (Only news coverage)

KSMW Warrensburg 0 (Only news coverage)

TOTAL RADIO LISTENERS = 228,000




EXHIBIT 4

© @ A New Experimen@n Openness
in Government — "'Dialogue With Litton"’

Senator Henry “"Scoop™ Jackson ot Washingion, in tis appearance on Diadogue With Ltton™, told the more
than 1,200 persons in .dattendance, “1'd Tike to see o program like this inevery Congressional District in the
country.” Senator Jackson added, "l applaud jerr, Litton for being responsibie tor i, responsible for
reinvigorating the Demuocratic process.™

A Return to the old time Town Meeting

Each month Congressman Litton invites a0 vell
known Waushington personality to come to his districe
ang join him in 4 90-minute, thestiea-therounrd,
question and answer sesston with the people ot his
district. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON, swhich s mow fis

third veur, has become so popalar that attendance at tne
] \
1O0G

'

9

monthly  meetings Now  verages od
people trom throuchout the Mid-West When g it e =

exceeds the ballronm capacity of 1560 the program ‘:*__ :‘_“’_:'f; T 4

piped into other ballrooms via closed crreuit TV

30-minate edited portion of the program s carried cach manth on 12 TV stitons i the Mid-West. The Kansas City
Star, 0 a feature articie on the program, quoted Sroadaasters s saving the show, ahich muny stations carry in
prime time, draws more viewers than popular network shows The Star also quoted broadaasters as saving, "On
most ot the ABC ahiliated TV stations DIALOGUE WITH LITTON has e.en gotten higher ratings than MONDAY
NIGHT FOOTBALL.” The program is aisar carnied on several radio stations throughout the Mid-West.

Each month Congressman Jerry Litton
Takes Government to the People

There are no “'planted” or ‘‘rehearsed” guestiors. Here  farmers,
businessmen and housewives have a chance each month o ask the Congressman
why he voted as he did and to persorally question some o! the most prominent

people in American politics
The Naticnai Gbhserver i g
feature artdie prasing (ne
shiw  sad, “the ik on
Dralogue Wb Litton

sometimes richer in oot
and-bolts intarm ninn

i

]
i

how feaislininng sets passes

in the writn
nolitical Swumnists.” Congressman
e feels he r able 1o vote his
. im heis able to
200 IR hving reom o s vl +CH month and explain nis vates. With
Attendance at ihese Moty mectings opan to the 20nhc this woras Two wass
SINCE L OTers KN 1NCY ¢in Come o these Meetings s g punhiciy 2xoress therr

views oy ]
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EXHIBIT

MISSOURI

Countics, Siandard Metropolitan *istica! Areas, and Selected Placesf
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Tpeaker of the House Carl Albert
is shown above with Congressman
Litton following his appearance on
“Dialogue With Litton" in St. Joseph
when the meeting was moved around
the district. To accommodate the
growing attendance the monthly
meeting had to be permanently moved
to the Plaza Inn International near the
Kansas City International Airport.
Speaker Albert said he thought
Litton’s program and the televised
parts of it were the best that he had
seen on the Congress by a member.

- ,. "

Congressman  Litton said that
tollowing  Congresswoman  Shurley
Chisholm's appearance on his pro
gram, above, he saw constituents trom
his predominately white distiict shake
her hand and with tears in their eyes
admit thev had musjudged her in the
past. Litton said, "that vne moument
made  all of mv  ettorts behind
Drwlogue With Litton worth while.”

appearance said, “Jerry Litton has brought governnient to the people
of his district. He has brought Washington home

Secretary of Agriculture Earl Buts's appearance on “Dialogue
With Litton™ attracted a record crowd of over 1,600 persons. The
secretary told Litton, .« Demaciat, that this showed that if he wanted
a good crowd fur his mecting, he should get Republicans. The
monthly meetings feature well apown Democratic as well as
Republican guests and attiact s yond cioss section of people who are
Democrats, Republicans and tadegendents.

\tter his appear r
Tip ONeill, of Massaciiusetis, sad, “Congressman Lotton’s monthly
meetings i s distict with governmen: ne at the hest
tdeds | have heard ot o the area ot mroom

happening in their government.”

President  Gerald Ford shown
visiting w~ith Congressman Litton, on
the right, in the Ovai Room of the
White Hause said, Vit it were not for
the recent turn of ewvents, | would
seriousl, consider starting one of my
own (munthiv meeting like Litton's)
b Byt Distrct of Michigan.” On
the Tett s Repuniican Senator Lowell

4
')\:_‘\#‘

i1 his oth District Weicker  of  Connecticut, who s

scheduled to be a ruture guest on
Dialogue With Litton.

Al ihe feading Democratic presidential hoperuls nuee appeaed on | ttan )
Residents ot Litton's distirct have an oppertunity afforded few people i the cotire Liited srates . o
personaliv meet and auestion the feading candisstos tor prescdent of the United >iates oetore 20c.ding who

they want tosappoert
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