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THE COMMISSIONERS

ASSISTANT STAFF D%

AUDIT DIVISION

FINAL AUDIT REPORT - COMMITTEE ON
ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 1984 REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL CONVENTION

Attached is the subject audit report for your review and
consideration, along with the comments provided by the Office
of General Counsel relative to Findings II.A. and III.A.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the attached final audit report be
approved. An informational copy of the approved report will be
forwarded to the Committee Treasurer. After confirmation of
receipt, the report will be placed on the public record.

This matter is being circulated for a tally vote. If you
have any questions, please contact Rick Halter at 376-5320.

Attachments as stated




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON THE

COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
1984 REPUBLICAN- NATIONAL CONVENTION

I. Background
A. Overview

This report is based on an audit of the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention ("the
Committee"), to determine whether there has been compliance with
the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended ("the Act"). The audit was conducted pursuant to Section
9008 (g) of Title 26, United States Code which directs the
Commission to conduct an examination and audit of the payments
for Presidential nominating conventions no later than December 31
of the calendar year in which the convention is held.

The Committee registered with the Federal Election
Commission on September 7, 1982 as an affiliate of the Republican
National Committee. On June 2, 1983, the Republican National
Committee designated the Committee as the convention committee of
the Republican Party. The Committee maintains its headquarters
in Washington, D.C. The audit covered the period from February
17, 1982 through September 30, 1984. During the period, the
Committee reported a beginning cash balance of $-0-, total
receipts of $8,753,193.79, total expenditures of $8,437,961.92,
and an ending cash balance on September 30, 1984 of $315,231.87.
In addition, certain financial activity has been reviewed through
October 31, 1984.

This audit report is based on documents and working
papers which support each of its factual statements. They form
part of the record upon which the Commission based its decisions
on the matters in this report and were available to Commissioners
and appropriate staff for review.

B. Key Personnel

The Treasurer for the period audited was Mr. George L.
Clark, Jr.




C. Scope

The audit included such tests as verification of total
reported receipts and expenditures and individual transactions;
review of required supporting documentation and analysis of
Committee debts and obligations; review of contribution and
expenditure limiations; and such other audit procedures as deemed
necessary under the circumstances.

II1. Pinding Related to Title 2 of the United States Code

A, Misstatement of Pin;ncial Activity

Section 437(2) of Title 2, United States Code provides
that each committee or other organization which represents a
~ national political party in making arrangements for the
convention of such party held to nominate a candidate for the
office of President or Vice President, shall, within 60 days
following the end of the convention (but not later than 20 days
prior to the date on which presidential and vice-presidential
electors are chosen), file with the Commission a full and

i complete financial statement, in such form and detail as it may

~ prescribe, of the sources from which it derived its funds, and
the purpose for which such funds were expended.

C-

. The Audit staff's reconciliation of Committee bank

a accounts to reports filed for the period January 1, 1984 through

— September 30, 1984, indicated that the Committee overstated its

receipts and its disbursements by $250,000.00. The overstatement
was caused by a Committee error made in preparing the reports.
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On December 19, 1984, the Committee filed an amendment
correcting its misstatement of financial activity.

Recommendation

It is the Audit staff's recommendation that no further
action be taken on this matter.

III1. Pindings Related to Title 26 of the United States Code

A. Unspent Portion of FPund Payment

Section 9008 (h) of Title 26, United States Code states,
in part, that the Commission shall have the same authority to
require repayments from the national committee of a major party
as it has with respect to repayments from any eligible candidates
under Section 9007(b).




In addition, 11 C.F.R. § 9008.10(e) (1) states that if
any portion of the payment under 11 C.F.R. § 9008.3 remains
unspent after all convention expenses have been paid that portion
shall be returned to the Secretary of the Treasury.

Also, 11 C.F.R. § 9008.10(g) (2) states, in part, that
the national committee shall repay to the Secretary within 90
days of the notice, the amount of the repayment.

Calculation of the Unspent Portion of the Entitlement
of the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention
as of October 31, 1984

Amount of Federal Funds $8,080,000.00
Received by the Committee

Adjusted Total of Convention ( 8,069,368.11)
Expenses Made

Total 10,631.89

Estimated Winding Down Costs:1l/
Contract - Convention Proceedings 6,000.00)
Furniture Rental 1,000.00)
Miscellaneous 2,468.04)

Repayment Amount 2/ 1,163.85

On January 10, 1985, the Committee repaid $1,163.85 to
the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 9008.10(e).

The estimated winding down costs for the Committee were

provided by Committee staff. Actual expenses will be
compared against these estimates, and adjustments made if
appropriate.

The Committee repaid $302,506.36 of interest income to the
U.S. Treasury on October 10, 1984 in accordance with 11
C.F.R.' s 9008.6(a) (5)-




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements for Ag;ggfoggc angts
the 1984 Republican §X86-027-A
National Convention

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session of April 18,
1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following
actions in the above-captioned matter:

1. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to refer to the

Office of General Counsel the sixteen
official providers mentioned in Exhibits

A and D of the April 4, 1986 report from the
FEC Audit Division.

Commissioners Harris, Josefiak, McDonald, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.
Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented.

Attest:

7laare v Lopmeses

Q/ Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C. 20463

April 18, 1986

MEMORANDUM
TO: CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL
THROUGH JOHN C. SUR
STAFF DIREf
FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA
o ASSISTANT STAFF DIBECTOR
AUDIT DIVIS
~.
o SUBJECT: MATTERS APPROVED FOR REFERRAL -
I AUDIT OF COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS
- FOR THE 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION
N
Attached please find two matters, Exhibits A and B, which
b were approved for referral at the meeting of April 18, 1986.
" Exhibit C, which is the Committee's response to the Commission
; approved interim audit report, is also attached.
R

If you should have any questions or wish to examine any
audit workpapers, please contact Rick Halter at 376-5320.

3

o

Attachments as stated
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Use of "Official Providers"”

Section 9008.7(c) (1) of Title 11, Code of Federal
Regulations states, in relevant part, that retail businesses may
sell, lease or rent their products, materials, services or space
to the national committee with respect to a presidential
nominating conventicn at reduced or discounted rates: Provided,
that such reductions or discounts are in the ordinary course of
business. i

Discounts or reductions in accordance with this section will
not count toward the national party expenditure limitation under
11 CFR 9008.7(a). _ 3

In addition, 11 C.F.R. 9008.7(c) (2) (1) provides that local
businesses may sell, at nominal cost, or provide at no charge,
any of their products or services in the form of samples,
discount coupons, promotional items, such as maps, pens, or
pencils, with the business' name imprinted on the item, to those
attending the convention functions. Such samples, coupons and
promotional items shall be: Of nominal value; provided solely for
bona fide advertising or promotional purposes; and provided in
the ordinary course of business.

During the audit fieldwork, it was noted that the Committee
engaged in a program whereby certain companies were designated as
the "official provider®™ of goods and services to the convention.

The "official provider” designation was given in exchange
for goods and/or services provided to the convention at a reduced
rate or at no cost. The designated companies received the
benefit of publicity for being an "official provider."

In connection with the "official provider® program, the
Committee prepared a document entitled Guidelines for Permissible
Business Discounts in Connection with the 1984 Republican
National Convention, dated 1/1/83. The memorandum was designed
to provide guidance to businesses proposing to provide goods or
services in connection with the 1984 Republican National
Convention at discounted rates or on other favorable terms.

In addition, a memorandum, dated 1/20/84, was prepared
entitled Re: Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connection
with the 1984 Republican National Convention. The guidelines
were intended to expedite consideration and approval of offers
from companies proposing to provide goods or services at
discounted rates or on other favorable terms. The guidelines set
forth the procedures to be followed from the initial contact by
the companies through the approval of the proposal by the
Committee's legal counsel.
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Our review of records made available during the audit
fieldwork indicated that there were 16 companies designated as
"official providers.”™ A brief description concerning each
"official provider®” is set forth below.

1. AMERICAN AIRLINES, nationwide service
"OFFICIAL CARRIER"

The Airline agreed to provide: a) reduced fares of, at
least, 30% coach day fares; b) free tickets to the Committee
based upon the number of tickets purchased; c) 30 free temporary
memberships in the "AAdvantage program®; d4) 25% discount for
freight charges; e) an airport hospitality room, press rooms,
assistance booths for baggage claim, ground transportation
coordination, an automated service center at the convention and
an airline staff member assigned to each state/territory
attending the convention; and f£f) other services, such as, a
special "800" number, printing of convention folders, supplying
the Committee with monthly status reports, and baggage tags to
the travelers.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company. '

2. AMERICAN NETWORK SERVICE, INC., Burlingame, CA
“OFFICIAL PROVIDER OF DELEGATE INFORMATION SERVICES"

In exchange for the "official provider"” desi?nation,

the Company provided a booth, along with computers, printers,
data communication equipment, software and personnel to provide
data transfer and electronic mail between the Convention Hall and
the various hotels. Based on the agreement, the Committee paid
$10,000.00 which is a 508 discount of the normal charges.

However, according to the August 21, 1984 edition of
The New York Times, the Company provided equipment and supplies
valued at $250,000.00.

3. ATs&T COMMUNICATIONS, nationwide service
"OFFICIAL LONG DISTANCE and the OFFICIAL MESSAGE
CENTER"

The company agreed to provide telecommunications
equipment and service at no cost. Based on the Company's
proposal, the service and equipment was valued at $250,800.00.




Exhibit A
Page 3 of 7

4. BALDWIN PIANO and ORGAN COMPANY, Cincinnati, OH
"OFFICIAL PIANO"

The Company agreed to supply ten stand-up pianos and up
to three baby grand pianos. There would be no rental and moving
costs for these pianos.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company. -

5. BLYTHE-NELSON, Dallas, TX
"OFFICIAL INFORMATION SYSTE!S CONSULTANTS*"

The Company was providing telecommunications consulting
services on the basis of one hour billed for every two hours
spent. In addition, the Company would coordinate the
telecommunications and other information systems activities at no
cost. Based on documentation from the Company, the service
provided at no cost was valued at $88,195.00.

6. COMPUCORP, Santa Monica, CA
"OFFICIAL WORD/DATA PROCESSING and the OFFICIAL
PROVIDER OF THE ELECTRONIC MAIL NETWORK"

The Company agreed to provide between 11 and 30 word
processors for the rental rate of $100.00 per unit, per month.
Also, the Company agreed to provide, at least, 81 major system
components for the rental rate of $100.00 per unit, per month.
These components were used for the electronic mail network.

According to the August 21, 1984 edition of The New
York Times, the Company "estimated the value of the company's
equipment and services at the Republican convention as "well over
$1.5 million, if they had to pay for it."™ The cost to the
company was about $250,000, of which the convention paid about 25
percent."”

7. "D" MAGAZINE, Dallas, TX (Southwest Media Corporation)
"OFFICIAL CONVENTION GUIDE"

The Southwest Media Corporation agreed to prepare and
distribute the official guide to the convention.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company. However, the Committee reported a payment of
$1},073.76 with the purpose listed as "official convention
guide.” -
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8. DFW COMMUNICATIONS, Inc., Dallas, TX
®"OFFICIAL PAGING SERVICE and the OFFICIAL 2-WAY RADIO
EQUIPMENT SUPPLIER"

The Company offered its standard discount rate and the
use of 30 pagers at no cost.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company. -

9. BEXECUTIVE PRESENTATION SYSTEMS,Dallas, TX
“OFFICIAL GRAPHICS PRESENTATION SYSTEMS"

The Company agreed to provide graphic services at a
discounted rate.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company.

10. GROWALD ARCHITECTS, Dallas, TX
®"OFFICIAL ARCHITECTS"

The Company agreed to provide architectural services
for a maximum amount of $25,000.00. Based on the records which
were available, the Audit staff was unable to determine a value
for the services provided by the Company. Reported payments to
this vendor amounted to $22,513.62.

11. METIER MANAGEMENT & SYSTEMS, INC., Houston, TX
“"OFFICIAL ARTEMIS/COMPUTERIZED PROJECT MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM"

Based on the agreement, the Company was to provide the
use of its proprietary computer system for the planning and
scheduling of the convention. Also, access to its project
management system, which includes use of the ARTEMIS programs,
computer hardware, remote access to its computer, and consulting
assistance were provided. All of these services were at no cost.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company.
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12. PUROLATOR COURIER CORPORATION, nationwide service
“OFFICIAL COURIER"

The Company agreed to discount its rates up to 71%. 1In
addition, the Company agreed to provide free pick-up and delivery
between the 46 hotels in Dallas, TX.

Based on the records which were avallable, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company.

13. RAPICOM, Inc., Houston, TX
) "OFFICIAL FACSIMILE VENDOR"

The Company stated that the "Rental charges for the
equipment would be waived as a contribution from Rapicom, Inc.".

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company.

14. SAVIN CORPORATION, nationwide service
"OFFICIAL COPIER"

The Company agreed to provide a minimum of 25 copiers
and an on-site full time Customer Service Representative. The
Company discounted its lowest special events price by $9,000.00.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
staff was unable to determine a value for the services provided
by the Company.

15. SOUTHWESTERN BELL MOBILE SYSTEMS, Dallas, TX
"OFFICIAL CELLULAR TELEPHONE SERVICE"

The Company agreed to provide 50 cellular mobile
telephones and associated airtime usage with the first $50,000
worth of service at no charge. Based on the records which were
available, the Audit staff was unable to determine a value for
the services provided by the Company.

16. VMX, Inc., Richardson, TX
"OFFICIAL VOICE MESSAGING SERVICE"

The Company provided voice mailboxes available to the
Committee at no cost. According to the August 21, 1984 edition
of The New York Times, the Company representative stated "his
company had provided its service and equipment to the convention
at no charge. He put the value of both at up to $500,000.00."
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As described above (items 1 through 16), "official
providers® provided goods and/or services at a reduced rate or at
no charge. With respect to those companies which provided goods
and/or services at reduced rates (items 1,2,6,7,8,9,10,12,14,1S5),
it is the opinion of the Audit staff that documentation available
did not appear to support the Committee’s contention that these
discounts were offered in the ordinary course of business.

In the case of goods and/or services provided at no
charge (items 3,4,5,11,13,16), it is apparent that the provision
at 11 C.F.R. 9008.7(c) (2) (i) does not encompass the transactions
involving the goods and/or services provided at no charge to the
Committee. Rather, for the value of these goods and services not
to be considered as impermissible in-kind contributions to the
Committee from the companies, the provision of these goods and/or
services at no charge must be shown to have been made in the
ordinary course of business.

The Audit staff recommended that the Committee provide
documentation which demonstrates that (1) the discounts received
were in compliance with 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1), and (2) the
transactions involving vendors who provided goods or services at
no charge did not constitute an in-kind contribution to the
Committee from the vendors.

On September 23, 1985, the Audit staff received the
Committee's response. The Committee submitted two memoranda 1)

RE: Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connection with the
1984 Republican Nation Convention, 2) Guidelines for Permissible
Business Discounts in Connection with the 1984 Republican
National Convention, and in addition enclosed forms used in
conjunction with all official designation agreements. It is the
Committee's opinion that these documents clearly indicate that
all agreements referred to were "arms length" commercial
transactions made in the ordinary course of business, and that no

items of value were received without commensurate commercial
and/or financial payment.

The Committee further stated that "it has no expertise
or ability to independently determine the value of services or
items provided to the Committee. Direct and unequivocal
representations by vendors that transactions are commercially
reasonable and that the Committee on Arrangements was not
receiving any discounts or services which were not in the
ordinary course of industry practice is the only practical course
for any committee to use when seeking compliance with the
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statute. Without any indication of bad faith, the Committee on
Arrangements should be able to rely on reasonable oxftess
representation of vendors that their prices for services, or
goods, or other commercial arrangements, are in the ordinary
course of the vendors' business and are not contributions to the
Comnmittee."

It should be noted that the memoranda referred to above
were also provided to the Audit staff during the course of its
fieldwork. PFurther, it is our epinion that the committee has not
demonstrated that (1) the discounts received were in compliance
with 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1), and (2) the transactions involving
vendors who provided goods or services at no charge did not
'congtitute an in-kind contribution to the Committee from the
vendors.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

July 31, 1985

Mr. George L. Clark, Jr., Treasurer
Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention
310 Pirst Street, SE

Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Mr. Clark:

This report is to formally advise you of the findings and
recommendations of the Audit staff resulting from the audit of’
the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National
Convention. These matters were discussed with you at the
conclusion of the fieldwork on December 14, 1984. The Commission
approved this report on July 30, 198S.










Chief Counse!
Michael A. Hess

Deputy Chief Counsel September 23, 1985

The Pederal Election Commission
13285 K Street, N. W,
Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: 19684 Republican National Convention
Dear Sirs:

I am writing in response to your letter of July 31, 1985, and the

accompanying interim report of the Audit Division concerning the Committee

on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention.
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In its interim audit report, the Commission's staff raises a single
issue using a number of examples as to the designation of certain Convention
vendors as "official providers.® The Commission requests information from
the Committee as to the approprtatqnols of items or services received by the
Committee on Arrangements pursuant to contracts designating vendors as
official providers. Bnclosed with this letter are two memoranda drafted by
outside counsel to the Committee on Arrangements outlining the basis for
such agreements and ihc policy for the execution of such arrangements.
Additionally, enclosed are forms which were used in conjunction with all

official designation agreements. As the enclosed documents clearly

indicate, all such agreements were “arms length® commercial transactions




9 exh@e C

Page 3 of 17

sade in the ordinary course of business. MNo items of value were received
vithout commensurate commercial and/or financial payment by the Committee on
Arzangements. The interim report requests documentation that the discounts
zeceived were in compliance with 11 CPR Section 9008.7 (c)(1)(2). I believe
the enclosed documents clearly provide this documentation. The enclosed
documents show the extraordinary care the Committee took to ensure
compliance with the Act. The records of the Committee On Arrangements
contain vtttt‘n representations pursuant to the enclosed forms and memoranda
from every vendor, listed in the interim audit report. These records are

readily available for individual review if the Commission desires.

Additional information con{itning the value of services provided by
4

vendors to the Arrangements Committee can only be obtained by the Commission
directly contacting those vendors. The Committee on Arrangements has no
expertise or ability to independently determine the value of services or
items provided to the Committee. Direct and unequivocal representations by
vendors that transactions are commercially reasonable ;nd that the Committee
on Arrangements was not receiving any discounts or services which were not
in the ordinary course of industry practice is the only practical course for
any committee to use when seeking compliance with the statute. Without any
indication of bad faith, the Committee on Arrangements should be able to |
rfely on reasonable express representation of vendors that their prices for
services, or goods, or other commercial arrangements, are in the ordinary
course o{ the vendors' business and are not contributions to the Committee.
If the Commission has doubts as to the validity of the vendors’
representations, the vendors should be contacted directly. Requiring the

Committee to provide proof in addition to the vendors' express vritten




tepresentations, without any indication of bad faith, would be an exorbitant

tequest.
If you should have additional Questions, or if I may be of any further

assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact my office. The

Committee on Arrangement desires to resolve ptenﬁily any questions which the

Commission may have. I want to thank the Commission for granting an

extended period in which to respond to your inquiries.

Very truly yours,

P7llady

B. Mark Braden

BMB: jd
gnclosures

cc: George Clark, Treasurer
19684 Committee on Arrangements
Roger Allan Moore, General Counsel
Republican National Committee
George B. Reid, Jr., EBsquire
Covington & Burling
R. Carter Sanders, Jr., Bsquire
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January 20, 1984

- MEMORANDUM

{ Re: Policy cOncczning Business Discounts in
; Connection with the 1984 Republican
' National Convention

.Otficials of the Committee on Arrangements have

been contacted increasingly by businesses and organizations

proposing to provide goods or services in connection with

the 1984 Republican National Convention at discount rates or
on other favorable terms. Under the federal election law,

goods and ;etvices may be provided at discount rates in

0

connection wit?/the Convention only under certain defined
circumstances.” In order to ensure compliance with the

federal election law, all proposals for discounted goods or
services must be approved by counsel to the Comnittee,
Covington & Burling. The following guidelines-are intended

to expedite such consideration and approval.

First, when contacted by a business or organization

30407 ¢}

B proposing to provide éiqgounted goods or services in connection
w;th the Convention, the official in question should attempt
to ascertain and record the facts relevant to an an&lysis
under the federal election law. This.will reduce the inco;—

venience to prospective vendors of_:epeated contacts,

1/ These circumstances are discussed in a memorandum dated
January 1, 1983, entitled “"Guidelines for Permissible Business

Discounts in Connection with the 1984 Republican National
Convention."

 '
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reduce necessary lavyer time and ensure a prompt response to
the organization or business involved. To assist you in .
obtaining pertinent facts from the organizations or businoss;s
proposing to provide discounted goods or services, a series
of standard questions is set forth below.

' Second, each organization or busine#s proposing to

provide discounted goods or services in connection with the
Convention should be given a copy of the January 1, 1983,
memorandum entitled "Guidelines for PermissiLle Business
Discounts in Connection with the 1984 Republican National
Convention.® This is necessary to provide prospective
vendors with an exﬁlanation of the parameters of the federal
election law, to prepare them for subsequent conversations
with our counsel and, as discussed below,'to ocbtain from
each such organization or business a representation that the
circumstances of the proposed transaction fali within one or
more of the legally permitted categories set forth in such
memorandum. . |

Third, the official in question should consult
with George Reid and/or Scott Gilbert at Covington & Burling
to provide them with a full description of the relevant
facts. Prospective vendors should bé alerted that, following
such consultation, they may be contacted by Covington &

Burling for further information.
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¥inally, the official in question should ensure
that, prior to ag:eoing to accept'thc pravisién of d;seounted.
goods or services in connection with the Convention, such
transaction has specifically been approved by Covington &
Burling and the organizat}on or business has provided the
rcpr.scntition described above. This is necessary in order
for the Committee on Arrangements to maintain its good faith

compliance with the limitations and proscriptions of the

federal election law. ‘

~ * ® -
o

..\v‘l

The following standard questions should serve as a

q basis for obtaining the factual information necessary to a
o, proper consideration of each proposal of discounted goods or
o services. However, because no two factual siéuations will
e be identical, you should feel free to adapt or add to these
- questions, as the situation warrants.

- - -

1. Who is the appropriate contact person for the
business or organization?

: 2. What is the general nature of the organization's
' or business' line of business?

-

. ) 3. Is the organization or busihéss incorporated? 1If
80, where?

4. Does the organization or business have offices in

the Dallas area? If so, how many and what kind of
offices? o

/
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S. ¥hat kinds of goods or services does the organiza-
tion or business propose to provide in connection with
the Convention?

6. Would the organization or business be obtaining
any such goods or services from other sources? 1If go,
what would be the terms of such transactions?

%4 What would be the approximate cost (on a total and
per-item basis) to the business organization of
providing goods or services in connection with the
Convention? ;

8. What is the period over which the organization
or business proposes to provide goods or services?

9. Is there a fair market value for the goods and
services that would be provided? 1If not, why not? 1If
so, what would be the fair market value (on a total and
per-item basis)?

10. Why is the organization or business proposing to
provide discounted goods or services in connection with
the Convention?

ll1. BHas the organization or business approached the
D.N.C. to offer a similar proposal? If not, why not?
1f so, what are the terms of such proposal and the
D.N.C. response? -

12. Would the organization or business be willing to
offer goods or services on a similar basis to the
D.N.C.? If not, why not? Would the organization or
business be.willing to offer similar discounted goods
or services to non-political entities? 1If not, why
not? -

13. Why is it in the organization's or business' best
interest to provide discounted goods or services in
connection with the Convention?

14. BHas the organization or business previously
provided goods or services on similar terms to any
other entity, whether political or non-political? 1f
not, why not? If so, what were the identities of the
parties and the terms of such transactions?




Q)

1S. Is the business or organization aware of other
instances in its industry where similar go

services were provided on similar terms to any other
entities? If not, why not? 1f 80, what were the
general nature of such transactions?

16. If counsel to the Committee on Arrangements were
not to approve the organization's or business' proposal,
would the organization or business be willing to consider
a modification of its proposal?
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Form Letter for Official Designation
Dear,

We have agreed that your company shall be onc of the
companies providing goods and/or services to the 1984 Republican,
latT:nal Convention in exchange for our designating you as as
*official® provider of those goods or secvices.

We request that you provide to us your form of written
agreement in order to maintain proper official records of the
convention. ) =

In thé-ptepatation of that agrecment please include the
following introductocy phcase:

This agreement is between the Republican National
Committee, an unincorporated political committee organized
in the District of Columbia with its pringipal offices
located at 310 rirst Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003
(hereinafter referred to as the "RNC"), and the Committee
on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National
Convention, a Committee of the Republican National

. Committee (hereinafter referred to as the "Comnittee”), and

(hereinafter referred to as the "Vendor").
Please also include the following phrases at a logical place
in the contract: '

In exchange for the Vendor's goods and services, the RNC
and the Committee agree to pay the Vendor good and valuable
consideration which includes authorizing the Vendor to
advertise that it is the "Official of
the 1984 Republican National Convention.® No other Vendor
will be advertised as the "Official of .
the 1984 Republican National Convention without the ’
Vendor's written consent.

The Vendor understands that this agreement does not
authorize it to advertise any endorsement by the RNC, the
Committee, the White House, the Reagan-Bush '84 Campaign

- Committee or any other group or individual, except the
®*1984 Republican National Convention.”

In order to comply with federal election laws, please also
select the relevant paragraph from (1), (2) or (3) below and
fnclude it in the written agreement.

The vendor herein represents that any discount offered and
agreed upon by the parties hereto is: . .
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(1) equal to the standard discount rate normally
provided by the Vendor to non-political commercial entities
in the ordinary course of the Vendor's business, or;

(2) equal to the discounts that are of common
practice in the industry in which the vendor is involveqd,
and the Vendor would be willing in the future to offer such
reductions or discounts to non-political, commercial
entities under similar circumstances, even though the
Vendor in the past has not routinely made such discounts or
reductions available to non-political, commercial entities,
or;

(3) provided in exchange for the commercial benefit
of the official designation, which is of equal or greater
value than the discount, such that the Vendor would be
willing to offer such discounts to non-political,
commercial entities under similar circumstances.

In the General Provision portions of the cantract, please
include the following:

In connection with this Contract, the Vendor shall
indemnify, hold harmless and defend the Convention Manager,
the Committee and the RNC, their officers, agents and
employees from any loss, damage, liability or expense on
account of damage to property and injuries, including
death, to all persons, which may arise from any alleged
negligent act, omission or error on the part of the Vendor
or any breach of any obligation under this Contract.

The R:NC is an unincorporated association created by the
Rules adopted by the 1980 Republican National Convention.
The members, officers, employees and agents of the RNC, the
Committee and the Executive Committee of the RNC, shall not
be personally liable for any debt, liability or obligation
of the RNC or of the Committee.
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The following signature style shall be used: ('ue.;/:f;/‘ﬁﬁ
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 7=
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

CONVENTION
BY: e s = = By: Q _
R. CARTER SANDERS, JR. TERNEST ANGELO, JR.

Counsel Chairman
Committee on Arrangements

ATTEST: NAME OF VENDOR

By:

If you have questions regarding the details discussed
herein, please contact R. Carter Sanders, Jr., Anderson, Hibey,
Nauheim & Blair, 1708 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20009, (202) 483-1900.

Very truly yours,
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| 1084 Republican National Convention

January 1. 1983

Guidelines for Permissible Business
Discounts in Connection with the

1984 Republican National Convention

. This memorandum is designed to provide guidance to
businesses proposing to provide goods or services in connection
with the 1984 Republican National Convention at discounted
rates or on other favorable terms. By virtue of federal law
- governing federal elections and presidential nominating
conventions, goods and services may be provided at discounted
rates in connection with such conventions only under certain
defined circumstances. These permitted circumstances are
discussed below. Any corporation or other business entity
proposing to provide goods or services at discounted rates
or on other favorable terms will be required to represent in
writing to the Arrangements Committee for the 1984 Republican
National Convention that the circumstances of the proposed
transaction fall within one or more of the legally permitted
categﬁrié; set forth below.

The Federal Election Campaign Act and the corre-

sponding regulations of the Federal Election Commission
prohibit corporations from making contributions or expendi-

tures in connection with a federal election. TFor purposes
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of this proscription, a "contribution” is defined to include
the provision of "money, or any services, or anything of
value.® Thus, the provision of corporate goods Or services
in connection with the 1984 Republican National Convention
at less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or
services generally would constitute a contribution and would
be inpc:nissiblc under the federal election lnw.‘

4 No contribution would result, however, if the pro-
vision of corporate seéviccs or goods at reduced or discounted
:atns'is offered by a corporation in the ordinary course of

business. 2/ such reductions or discounts may be considered

= to be offered by a corporation in the ordinary course of
o " business if:
~!

l) it is the standard practice of such corpor--
ation to offer such discounts or reductions to non-political,

commercial entities under similar circumstances:;

2) although such corporation in the past has

not routinely made such discounts or reductions available to

g 0407 ¢!

non-political, commercial entities,.the provision of such
reductions or discounts is a common practice in the industry
in which the corporation is involved, and the corporation

would be: willing in the future to offer such reductions or

*/ In this regard, the Federal Election Commission's regula-
Tions explicitly provide that retail businesses may provide
goods or services to a “"national committee with respect to a
presidential nominating convention at reduced or discounted
rates . . . [s0 long as] such reductions or discounts are in
the ordinary course of business.” 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1) (i).

L ——
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5 dilc’lltc to non-political, commercial entities under

i similar circumstances; or .
3) although it is not the standard practice
of the corporation or a common practice in the industry to

Ny

offer such reductions or discounts, the discounts or reductio
in question are provided in exchange for a commercial benefit
of equal c:’éroato: value, such that the corporation would
be willing to offer such reductions or discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar circumstances.
Unless one of these three situations exists, the
Arzangments Committee will be unable to accept goods or
services from a corporation at reduced or discounted rates.

2 ' 1. Standard Corporate Practice

There is a presumption that the provision of

corporate goods or services at reduced or discounted rates

N to a political organization such as the Arrangements Com-
™~ mittee, which is responsible for organizing and administer-
& ing a presidential nominating convention, is politically
:; motivated and therefore made in connection with a federal

& election and impermissible. This presumption may be rebutted
if it is the standard practice of such corporation to offer
such discounts or reductions to non-political, commercial
entities under similar circumstances.

_ Thus, a corporation may provide discounts or

reductions to the Arrangements Committee on a volume basis
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if 4t is the standard practice of such corporation to offer

to its other clients or customers volume discounts ©or .reductions
'oiniln: in kind or degree. Similarly, if it is the practice
of a corporation to provide reductions or discounts to
" ¢lients whose use of its goods Or services it expects will
' bring it additional prestige and future customers, it also
may offer such discounts or reductions to the Arrangements
Committee on a basis of similar realistic expectations.

2. Common Industry Practice

The situation may arise where the corporation in
quostiqn in the past has not routinely offered reductions or
discounts to non-political entities on a basis similar to
that on which it desires to offer reductions or discounts to
the Arrangements Committee, and therefore cannot be said to
have a standard practice of offering such discounts or
reductions. In such a situation, the reductions or discounts
of:ered to the Arrangements Committee still may be said to
be offered in the corporation's ordinary course of business
if it is a widely-known practice in the industry in which
such corporation is involved to pfter such discounts or
feductions to non-political, commercial entities. 1In such
circumstances, it would be within the realm of reasonable
commercial practice for the corporation in question to offer

such reductions or discounts to an organization like the
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Arrangements Committee. However, in order to rebut completely

/any presumption that such reductions or discounts are
, :

| politically motivated, it is important that the corporation

in question would be willing in the future to offer discounts
or reductions to non-political, commercial entities on a
basis similar to that on which such reductions or discounts
are offered Eo the Arrangements Committee.

3. Commercial Benefits

In the sitﬁations described above, where it is
standard corporate practice or common industry practice to
offer go non-political, c;mmc:cial clients discounts or
reductions on a basis similar to that on which such discounts
or reductions are offered to the Artlﬁgemnnts Committee,
there- is an underlying assumption that the corporation
providing such discounts or reductions will receive in
return commensurate, albeit perhaps intangible, commercial
benefits, and therefore that such reductions or discounts
are made in the ordinary course of business. If there is no
prior practice of offering such reductions or discounts to
non-political, commercial clients, either by the corporation
or in the industry, then a commensurate commercial benefit

cannot bé'inferred. In such a situation, therefore, the




ic C
PagW16 of 17

presumption that the provision of corporate reductions or

discounts to the Arrangements Committee constitutes an
ilboinissiblo political contribution may be rebutted only if
the reductions or discounts in question are offered by the
corporation in exchange for demonstrable commercial benefits
©of equal or greater value. -

. 'As a practical matter, it will be difficult for a
corporation to determine whether it will receive from the
Arzangements Comnittee commercial benefits of equal or
greater value in the absence of a formal agreement between
the corporation and the Arrangements Committee that would
:oquiri action or forebearance by the Arrangements Committee
of commensurate value to the corporation. 1In this regard,
an executory contract providing for future consideration by
the Arrangements Committee, i.e., a promise to endorse a
particular product, would be permissible. In the case of an
executory contract, care must be taken to ensure that the
tiﬁe within which the Arrangements Committee must fulfill
its promise is reasonable in light of commercial practice in

_ the industry. It bears emphasis that in such a case, actual
consideration must be provided by the Arrangements Committee:;
the merefexpectation by the corporation in question of a

commensurate commercial return is not sufficient to demonstrate
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the commercial reasonableness ©f the reductions or discounts

la_quoceion. 7

The Committee on Arrangements
for the 1964 Republican
National Convention
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Source of MUR: INTERNALLY GENERATED

Respondents’' Names: Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention
George L. Clark, Jr., treasurer

American Airlines

American Network Service, Inc.
AT&T Communications

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
Blythe~Nelson

Compucorp

"D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects

Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.

Savin Corporation

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

Relevant Statutes: 2 U.S.C. § 441b; 26 U.S.C. § 9008(d) (1);
2 U.S.C. § 437(1)
11 C.F.R. § 9008.7; 11 C.F.R.
§ 9008.12(a) (1) (i)

Internal Reports Checked: Audit Referral; Advisory Opinions
1980-21,53,120; 1982-27; 1983-23,29

Federal Agencies Checked: N/A
Generation of Matter
On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

("Commission®”) approved the final audit report on the Committee

on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention

("Committee on Arrangements™). At that same time, the Commission
also voted to refer the matters discussed below to the Office of

General Counsel.
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Summary of Allegations

Sixteen companies designated as "official providers® by the

Committee on Arrangements were referred to this office for

possibly making prohibited corporate contributions to the
Committee on Arrangements in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b. The
basis for these allegations is the failure of these companies to
comply with the guidelines for contributions of goods and
services by businesses with respect to a presidential nominating
convention, as set forth in 11 C.F.R., § 9008.7(c). The Committee
on Arrangements was referred for accepting such prohibited
corporate contributions, and, additionally, exceeding the
convention expenditure limitation contained in 26 U.S.C.

§ 9008 (d) (1), based upon the value of the goods and services
accepted which did not comply with 11 C.,F.R. § 9008.7(c).

Factual and Legal Analysis
The Committee on Arrangements registered with the Commission
on September 7, 1982, as an affiliate of the Republican National
Committee. On June 2, 1983, the Republican National Committee
designated the Committee on Arrangements as the convention
committee of the Republican Party. The Committee on Arrangements
engaged in a program of designating certain companies as the

"official provider" of goods and services to the convention. The
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"official provider" designation was given in exchange for goods

and services provided at a discounted price or at no cost. 1In

return, the designated vendors were to receive the benefit of

publicity for being an "official provider.”

Sixteen companies received the designation "official
provider"™ of goods and services to the Republican National
Convention. Commission requlations at 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c)
permit businesses to provide goods and services at a discount or
at no charge, with respect to a presidential nominating
convention only under the circumstances set forth therein.
Otherwise the value of such goods and services will be considered
prohibited corporate contributions and the value of the benefits
provided will be counted toward the national party's expenditure
limitation. 1/

A distinction is drawn in the regulations between businesses
that may provide goods or services at a reduced or discounted
rate to the convention committee and those business entities that
may offer their qoods or services at no charge to the convention
attendees. The former is set forth at 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c) (1) (i) which provides,
Retail businesses may sell, lease or rent
their product, materials, services or space
to the national committee with respect to a
presidential nominating convention at reduced

or discounted rates: Provided, That such

reductions or discounts are in the ordinary
course of business.

1/ The information available to the Office of General Counsel at
this stage of the matter does not indicate whether the official
provider designation in and of itself has any intrinsic value.
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Thus, in order for the provision of products, materials,
services or space at a reduced or discounted rate not to be
considered a contribution, certain requirements must be met:

(1) The goods and services must be provided by a retail
business; and

(2) The goods and services must be provided at a reduced
rate or discount which is in the provider's ordinary
course of business.

This regulation by its terms applies specifically to the

provision of goods and services to the convention committee. The

Explanation and Justification for this regulation states that "in
enforcing this standard, the Commission examines whether such

discounts were in accordance with standard practice based on the

quantity of similar goods or services sold or provided in similar

transactions."™ 44 Fed. Reg. 63,037 (1979).2/
The second category of goods and services which businesses
may provide is set forth at 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (2) (i) which

states,

Local business may sell, at nominal cost, or
provide at no charge, any of their products
or services in the form of samples, discount
coupons, promotional items, such as maps,
pens, or pencils, with the business' name
imprinted on the item, to those attending the
convention functions. Such samples, coupons
and promotional items shall be: Of nominal
value; provided solely for bona fide
advertising or promotional purposes; and
provided in the ordinary course of business.

Thus, in order for the in-kind contribution of goods and
services at no charge to be permissible, certain reguirements

must be met:

2/ Of relevance is inauiry into whether the retail business
offering the discount has a history of offering such discounts,
as well as the extent and value of the commercial benefit
received by the corporation.
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The goods and services . . .

(1) must be provided by a local business;

(2) must be in the form of samples, discount coupons or
promotional items;

(3) must be provided to convention attendees
(4) must be of nominal value;

(5) must be provided for bona fide advertising or
promotional purposes; and

(6) must be provided in the ordinary course of business.

The distinction between subsection (c) (1) and (c) (2) is the

recipient of the goods or services. Subsection (c)(2) allows

local businesses to give token goods to attendees of convention
functions, such as tote bags, key chains or pens or pencils.
Subsection (c)(l), on the other hand, covers "big ticket” items,
which under certain conditions, constitute goods and services to
the official convention committee to conduct the business of the
convention.,

Where, as here, goods and services are provided to the
convention committee, the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
§ 9008.7(c) (1) must be satisfied. Subsection (c)(2) is not
applicable. All sixteen of the official providers made their
goods or services available to the Committee on Arrangements in
order to assist that Committee in conducting the daily convention
business. None of the materials provided were in the form of
samples, discount coupons or promotional items provided to the
convention attendees. Because these items were not of the sort

provided to convention attendees, such as the tote bags in
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Advisory Opinion 1985-53, subsection (c)(2) is inapplicable and

further analysis is most appropriate under subsection (c)(1).

For purposes of analysis under § 9008.7(c) (1), the sixteen

official providers can be broken down into two groups: those
which provided their goods and services at a discount or reduced
rate and those which provided their goods or services free. The
analysis differs depending on which group the business falls
into. Subsection (c) (1) allows retail businesses to provide
goods and services at a discount. If it does so, and such
discount is in the ordinary course of business, then the
provisions of (c)(l) have been complied with. However,
subsection (c) (1) does not contemplate the provision of goods and
services to a convention committee at no charge, only at a
discount,

The consequences of a contribution made by an incorporated
business which is not in accord with 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1) are
twofold. First, the provider of the aoods or services would have
made an illegal corporate contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b. That provision prohibits any corporation from making a
contribution in connection with any election to any political
office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b also makes it unlawful for any political

committee to accept or receive any corporate contribution. 3/

3/ At this stage of the matter, the information available to the
Office of General Counsel does not indicate whether all sixteen
official providers are incorporated.
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Second, the value of the goods or services not provided in
accord with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1) will
apply toward the national party's expenditure limitation with
regard to the nominating convention. 26 U.S.C. § 9008(b) (1)
provides major parties with entitlements with respect to a
presidential nominating convention. The national committee of a
major party may not make expenditures with respect to a
presidential nominating convention which, in the aggregate,
exceed the amount of payments to which such committee is
entitled. 26 U.S.C. § 9008.7(4)(1). Similarly, a national
committee of a major party may not incur convention expenses with
respect to a presidential nominating convention, in excess of its
entitlement, 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(a)(l). Thus, if the provision
of goods and services is not made in accord with 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c) (1) or (2), the Committee on Arrangements would have
incurred additional convention expenses. If the Committee on
Arrangements had expended the amount to which it was entitled
under 26 U.S.C. § 9008.7(b), the result of the additional
expenses would be an expenditure in excess of the limitation for
the Committee, a violation of 26 U.S.C. § 9008 (d).

The remainder of this report applies the principles

discussed above to each of the respondents in this matter.




American Airlines

In exchange for the official provider designation, American
Airlines agreed to provide reduced airfares. The relevant
language in the contract executed between American Airlines and
the Committee on Arrangements states, "“"American agrees to make
available additional advance purchased MEETING SAVER FARES equal
to (i) any special promotional fares made available to American
for which the travelers may qualify or (ii) 30% discount off the
full day coach/fares published on American's then current tariff,
whichever is lower . . ." Besides discounted fares, American
Airlines also agreed to provide the following: (1) 25% discount
for freight charges; (2) 30 free temporary memberships in the
"AAdvantage program;" (3) free tickets to the Committee on
Arrangements based on the number of tickets purchased; (4) an
airport hospitality room, press rooms, assistance booths for
baggage claims, ground transportation coordination, an automated
service center at the convention, an airline staff member
assigned to each state/territory attending the convention; and
(5) other services, such as a special "800" number, printing of
convention folders, supplying the Committee on Arrangements with
monthly status reports, and baggage tags to the travelers. Based
on the records which were available, the Audit Division was
unable to determine a value for the services provided by American
Airlines.

At this stage of the matter, there are questions regarding

whether American Airlines has satisfied the requirements of
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11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c)(1). Although the discounted ticket prices
may be in the ordinary course of business, there is no evidence
indicating that the entire discounted package offered by American
Airlines was one offered in their ordinary course of business.
Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that American Airlines violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b.

American Network Service, Inc. ("ANS")

In exchange for the official provider designation, ANS
provided a booth, along with computers, printers, data
communication equipment, software and personnel, to provide data
transfer and electronic mail between the Convention Hall and
various hotels. A written agreement was executed between ANS and
the Committee on Arrangements, which provided for a payment of
$10,000 to ANS, a discount of 50% of the normal charge. The
relevant lanaquage of the contract reads,

3. Discounts. The $10,000 payment provided
for in paragraph 2a above includes a 50%
discount from the usual and customary amount
ANS would charge for Booth. ANS hereby
warrants that the 50% discount is equal to
the discounts that are of common practice in
the industry in which ANS is involved, and
ANS would be willing in the future to offer
such reductions or discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances, even though ANS in the past
has not routinely made such discounts or
reductions available to non-political
commercial entities.
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This language was suggested by the Committee on Arrangements
in its official designation letter. However, its inclusion does
not resolve this matter, given the size of the discount and
indications that ANS may have undervalued its services.

According to the August 21, 1984 edition of The New York Times,

ANS provided equipment and supplies valued at $250,000.

At this stage of the matter, there is evidence ANS has not
satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c)(1). The
evidence indicates that ANS may not be engaged in retail
business, and that ANS' services and equipment may not have been
provided in the ordinary course of business, as suggested in the
above news report. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that ANS
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

AT&T Communications, Inc. ("AT&T")

In exchange for the official provider designation, AT&T
agreed to provide telecommunications egquipment and service at no
cost. AT&T executed a contract with the Committee on
Arrangements, which addresses the political contribution issue:

The services enumerated . . . are provided in
exchange for the commercial benefit of the
official designation, which is of equal or
greater value than the discount, i.e. at no
charge to RNC or the Committee such that the
vendor would be willing to offer such
discounts to non-political, commercial
entities under similar circumstances.

Under the contract, AT&T was permitted to install phone booths

which generated income for the company. Based on AT&T's
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proposal, the audit division valued the equipment and service at

$250,800.

AT&T's provision of equipment and service at no charge to
the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.
§ 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that AT&T
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company ("Baldwin")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Baldwin
agreed to provide ten stand-up pianos and up to three baby grand
pianos. No rental or moving costs were to be charged for these
pianos. No written contract was executed between Baldwin and the
Committee on Arrangements. As a result, the Audit Division was
unable to determine a value for the services provided by Baldwin.

Baldwin's rental and provision of pianos at no charge to the
Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c) (1l). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
reconmends that the Commission find reason to believe that
Baldwin violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Blythe-Nelson

In exchange for the official provider desianation, Blythe-
Nelson provided one free hour of telecommunication consulting
services for every two hours provided. Additionally Blythe-
Nelson was to coordinate telecommunication and information
systems at no cost. No contract was executed between Blythe-
Nelson and the Committee on Arrangements. However, based on
dccumentation from Blythe-Nelson, the Audit Division valued the

services provided for no cost at $88,195.
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The provision of free telecommunications services by Blythe-
Nelson to the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11
C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that
Blythe-Nelson violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Compucorp

In exchange for the official provider designation, Compucorp
agreed to provide between 11 and 30 word processors for the
rental rate of $100 per unit, per month. Also, Compucorp agreed
to provide 81 major system components for the rental rate of $100
per unit, per month. These components were used for an
electronic mail network. A written agreement was executed
between the Committee on Arrangements and Compucorp, reading in

relevant part:

Lessor is engaged in the business of selling
and leasing word processing equipment and
software and desires to secure the
promotional benefits that would accrue to its
business as a result of its designation as
the official supplier of word processing
equipment for the 1984 Republican National
Convention.

This language does not indicate that the discount in
question was given in the normal course of business. As set
forth in the final and interim audit reports, the Committee on
Arrangements paid an estimated $62,500 for services that

Compucorp itself reportedly valued at well over $1.5 million in

the August 21, 1984 edition of The New York Times.
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At this stage of the matter there is evidence that Compucorp
has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1).
As stated in the General Counsel's comments to the final audit
report, the file contains no documentation tending to support the
proposition that Compucorp's goods and services were provided in
the ordinary course of business. Additionally, Compucorp may not
be a retail business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that
Compucorp violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

"D" Magazine/Southwest Media Corporation

In exchange for the official provider designation, the
Southwest Media Corporation agreed to prepare and distribute the
official guide to the convention. No written contract was
executed between "D" Magazine and the Committee on Arrangements.
Based on the records which were available, the Audit Division was
unable to determine a value for the services provided, However,
the Committee reported a payment of $11,073.76 with the purpose
listed as "official convention guide."

At this stage of the matter, there is reason to believe that
"D" Magazine has not satisfied the regquirements of 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c)(1). There is no evidence that the provision of these
services at such a rate is within the ordinary course of business
of "D" Magazine. Nor is there any evidence that the Southwest
Media Corporation is a retail business. Accordingly, the Office
of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to
believe that "D" Magazine/Southwest Media Corporation violated

2 U.S.C. § 441b.
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DFW Communications, Inc. ("DFW")

In exchange for the official provider designation, DFW
offered its standard discount rate along with the use of 30
pagers at no cost. A written contract was executed between DFW
and the Committee on Arrangements which stated,

We offer our services at a rate equal to the

standard discount rate normally provided by

the vendor to the non-political commercial

entities in the ordinary course of the

vendor's business.
Based on the records available, the Audit Division was unable to
determine a value for the discount and pagers providers by DFW.

At this stage of the matter there is evidence that DFW has
not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1) (i).
Without documentation for the DFW contract, there is no
indication that DFW's standard discount plus 30 additional free
pagers is in the ordinary course of business. Additionally, it
is not clear whether DFW is a retail business. Accordingly, the
Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that DFW violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Executive Presentation Systems ("EPS")

In exchange for the official provider designation, EPS
agreed to provide graphic services at a discounted rate. No
written agreement was executed between EPS and the Committee on
Arrangements. As a result, the Audit Division was unable to
determine a value for the services provided by EPS.

At this stage of the matter, there is reason to believe that

EPS has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
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§ 9008.7(c) (1). There is no indication that the services
provided were done so in the ordinary course of business. There

is also no indication whether EPS is a retail business.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that EPS violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b.

Growald Architects ("Growald”)

In exchange for the official provider designation, Growald
agreed to provide architectural services, up to $25,000. A
written agreement was executed between Growald and the Committee
on Arrangements which stated,

We view this exchange as being one of equal

value given and received. The vendor would

offer similar exchanges to non-political

commercial entities under similar

circumstances.
The Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the
Architectural services provided. Apparently, Mr. Growald
provided his services for free, but received $22,500 in "direct
personnel expenses."” Although Mr. Growald's individual services
may be exempt as volunteer services, 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(B) (i), the
use of his employees, egquipment or facilities would not be
similarly permitted and instead would be subject to meeting the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1).

At this stage of the matter, there is reason to believe that
Growald has not satisfied the reguirements of 11 C.F.R,

§ 9008.7(c) (1). Although Growald is a retail business, there is

not sufficient evidence to indicate whether the discount provided
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on Growald's architectural services was done so in the ordinary

course of business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

reéommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Growald violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Metier Management & Systems, Inc. ("Metier")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Metier
was to provide the use of its proprietary computer system for the
planning and scheduling of the convention. Additionally, access
to its project management system was to be provided, which
includes use of ARTEMIS programs, computer hardware, remote
access to its computer, and consulting assistance. All of these
services were provided at no cost. A copy of an undated
agreement, signed by Committee officials but not by Metier's
claims that the exchange of the computer system for the official
provider designation was "one of equal value given and received.
The vendor would offer similar exchanges to non-political,
commercial entities under similar circumstances." However, the
Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the services
provided by Metier.

The provision of Metier's computer services at no cost to
the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c)(1l). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Metier
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Purolator Courier Corporation ("Purolator")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Purolator

agreed to discount its rates from 18 to 71 percent and to provide
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free pick-up and delivery among the 46 hotels in Dallas, Texas.

A proposed, but unexecuted agreement was prepared by Purolator.

This agreement stated:

This discount should not be construed as a
political contribution, but as recognition of
the significant commercial value available to
Purolator Courier Corp. by having the
Republican National Committee Convention as
one of our national accounts.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit
Division was unable to determine a value on the services provided
by Purolator to the Committee on Arrangements.

At this stage of the matter, there is reason to believe that
Purolator has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c)(1). Although Purolator is a retail business, in the
absence of an executed contract, there is no documentation that
Purolator's discounts were provided in the ordinary course of
business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the Commission find reason to believe that Purolator

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Rapicom, Inc. ("Rapicom")

In exchanage for the official provider designation, Rapicom
provided unspecified eauipment without rental charge to the
Committee on Arranqements.ﬂ/ No written contract was executed
between Rapicom and the Committee on Arrangements, and based on
the records which were available, the Audit Division was unable

to determine a value for the eguipment provided.

4/Rapicom stated that the "Rental charges for the equipment would
be waived as a contribution from Rapicom, Inc."
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Rapicom's rental of equipment at no charge to the Committee

on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c) (1).

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Rapicom violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b.

Savin Corporation ("Sawvin”)

In exchange for the official provider designation Savin
agreed to provide a minimum of 25 copiers and an on-site full-
time Customer Service Representative. Savin discounted its
lowest special events price by $9000. No written contract was
executed between Savin and the Committee on Arrangements. As a
result, the Audit Division was unable to determine a value for
the services provided by Savin.

At this stage of the matter, there is evidence that Savin
has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9008.7(c)(1).
Although Savin is a retail business, Savin acknowledges that it
gave a discount over its lowest event price. Such discounted
services does not appear to have been provided in the ordinary
course of business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Savin
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b,

Southwestern Bell Mobile Telephone Systems, ("Southwestern Bell")

In exchange for the official provider designation,
Southwestern Bell agreed to provide fifty (50) cellular mobile

telephones plus associated airtime usage, up to $50,000, at no
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cost. A written agreement was executed between Southwestern Bell
and the Committee on Arrangements. However, the agreement does
state, "[t]he contractor is desirous of obtaining the benefit of
being associated with the Convention and the attendant good will,
advertising and public relations . . ." Neither the vendor nor
the Committee states the actual value of the services received,
nor is there any evidence of a common industry practice. The
Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the goods and
services provided by Southwestern Bell.

Southwestern Bell's provision of telephones and airtime
usage at no cost to the Committee on Arrangements is not
permitted by 11 C.F.R., § 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of
General Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to
believe that Southwestern Bell violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

VMX, Inc. ("VMX")

In exchange for the official provider designation, VMX
provided voice mailboxes to the Committee on Arranaements at no
cost. No written contract was executed between VMX and the
Committee on Arrangements. However, according to the August 21,

1984 edition of The New York Times, a representative of VMX

stated "his company had provided its service and equipment to the
convention at no charge. He put the value of both at up to
$500,000."

VMX's provision of voice mailboxes at no cost to the
Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c)(l). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
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recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that VMX

violated 2 U.8.C. § 441b.

Committee on Arrangements

The consequences for the Committee on Arrangements for

failing to comply with the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

§ 9008.7(c) (1) are twofold. First, the Committee on
Arrangements would have accepted prohibited corporate
contributions, in the form of the goods and services provided.
Second, without the free or discounted goods and services, the
Committee would have incurred additional convention expenses,
thus exceeding the convention expenditure limitation.
Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that the Committee on

Arrangements violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 26 U.S.C. § 9008(4d).







RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1.

Find reason to believe that the following violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b:

American Airlines

American Network Service, Inc.

AT&T Communications

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
Blythe-Nelson

Compucorp

"D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
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DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects

Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.

Savin Corporation

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

Find reason to believe that the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National

Convention and George L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 26 U.S.C. § 9008(4d) (1).

Approve the attached letters.
Approve the attached factual and legal analyses.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

16 LV/%‘ BYC%M
Date { { Lawrence M. Noble

Deputy General Counsel

Attachments

1. Audit Referral

2., Letters

3. Factual and Legal Analyses




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/CHERYL A. FLEMINd:Q?

DATE: OCTOBER 27, 1986
SUBJECT: OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2171 -~ FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S
SIGNED OCTOBER 22, 1986

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Thursday, October 23, 1986 at 4:00 P.M.
Objections have been received from the Commissioners

as indicated by the name(s) checked:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josefiak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

agenda for Tuesday, November 4, 1986.




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National
Convention
George L. Clark, Jr., treasurer

American Airlines

American Network Service, Inc.
AT&T Communications

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
Blythe-Nelson

Compucorp

"D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects

Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.

Savin Corporation

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

MUR 2171

St St S P wmt ) N P P wwt wmp b wp WP P Wwd st “wp w wh st P

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session of November 5,
1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following
actions in MUR 2171:

1. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find no reason

to believe that American Airlines violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and
McDonald voted affirmatively for the decision.
Commissioners McGarry and Thomas dissented.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

Decided by a vote of 5-1 to find reason to
believe that American Network Service, Inc.
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for
the decision; Commissioner Aikens dissented.

Failed in a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to
find no reason to believe AT&T Communications
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Josefiak
voted affirmatively for the motion;
Commissioners McDonald and McGarry dissented.
Commissioner Thomas recused with respect to
this matter and abstained in the vote.

Failed in a vote of 2-3 to pass a motion to
find reason to believe AT&T Communications
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners McDonald and McGarry voted
affirmatively for the motion; Commsisioners
Alkens, Elliott, and Josefiak dissented.
Commissioner Thomas abstained.

Decided by a vote of 5-0 to take no further
action and close the file with respect to
AT&T Communications.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Thomas
abstained.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

Decided by a vote of 5-0 to find reason to
believe the Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

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

Decided by a vote of 4-1 to find reason to
believe that Blythe-Nelson violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Josefiak, McDonald, and
Thomas voted affiramtively for the decision;
Commissioner Elliott dissented; Commissioner
McGarry was not present at the time of the vote.

Decided by a vote of 5-0 to find reason to
believe that Compucorp violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

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

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find no reason to
believe "D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the
decision.

Decided by a vote of 5-1 to find no reason to
believe DFW Communications, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441Db.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
and McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioner Thomas dissented.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certificaiton for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe Executive Presentation Systems
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirma-
tively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find no reason
to believe that Growald Architects violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe that Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirma-
tively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 5-1 to find no reason to
believe that Purolator Courier Corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for
the decision; Commissioner Thomas dissented.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe Rapicom, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

16. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe savin Corporation violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirma-
tively for the decision.

17. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to find reason to
believe Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb.

i Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
' McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for
the decision; Commissioner Aikens dissented.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe that VMX, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe that the Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican National Convention
and George L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 26 U.S.C.

§ 9008 (d) (1).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

(continued)




Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to direct the
Office of General Counsel to send
appropriate letters pursuant to the
above actions.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Decided by a vote of 6-0 to direct the
Office of General Counsel to send
factual and legal analyses, amended as
appropriate.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

/-G -6

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 20463

November 13, 1986

James L. Blythe

Blythe - Nelson

8700 North Stemmons Freeway
Suite 301

Dallas, Texas 75247

RE: MUR 2171
Blythe-Nelson

Dear Mr. Blythe:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Blythe-Nelson violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaiagn Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The General Counsel's factual
and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's

finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Blythe-Nelson. You may submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this
letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre~probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
Please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. 1If vyou have any gquestions, please contact Eric
géggnfeld, the attorney assianed to this matter at (202) 376-

Sincerely,

%Aikens

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 13, 1986

George L. Clark, treasurer

Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention

c/0 Republican National Committee

310 First Street, S.E.

Washington, D.C. 20003

RE: MUR 2171

Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican
National Convention and
George L. Clark, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Clark:

On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention and you,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") and
§ 9008(d) (1), Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against you and the committee. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which vou believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.

Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of your
receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
committee and you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable
cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
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proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any aquestions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,
AY

fﬂuu_@w
oan D, Aikens

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Patrick L. Durbin, President
Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
5884 Point West Drive

Houston, Texas 77036

RE: MUR 2171
Metier Management Systems,
Inc.

Dear Mr. Durbin:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Metier Management
Systems, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").
The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a

basis for the Commission's findina, is attached for your
information,

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Metier Management Systems, Inc.
You may submit any factual or lecal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of your
receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
ocath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,

2%“ O. (kg -

Aikens
Chairman
Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Leagal Analvsis
Procedures

Desianation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Dick Harrison

Chairman of the Roard

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
1801 Gilbert Avenue

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

RE: MUR 2171
Baldwin Piano and Organ
Company

Dear Mr. Harrison:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Baldwin Piano and Organ
Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

'Tnder the Act, you have an opportunitv to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Baldwin Piano and Organ
Company. You may submit any factual or legal materials which vyou
believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this
matter. Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of
your receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted
under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the recuest, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any cuestions, please contact Eric
gégénfeld, the attorney assianed to this matter at (202) 376-

Sincerelv,

SOan D. Aikens

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Leqal Analysis
Procedures
Desianation of Counsel Statement




J

3

4 ) 7 & i

3

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Alan Saffron, President
American Network Service, Inc.
1875 Trousdale Drive
Burlingame, California 94010

RE: MUR 2171
Amer ican Network Service, Inc.

Dear Mr. Saffron:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that American Network Service,
Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against American Network Service, Inc.
You may submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of your
receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuina pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writina. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposinag an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of General Counsel

is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
pPlease advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any cuestions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-

5690.

Sincerely,

oan D, Aikens

Chairman
Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Desianation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Lance Rentzel

Compucorp

2211 Michigan Avenue

Santa Monica, California 90404

RE: MUR 2171
Compucorp

Dear Mr. Rentzel:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Compucorp violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act”). The General Counsel's factual
and leqal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Compucorp. You may submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this
letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so reaquest in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. 1If you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,

;éazﬂ;T~Aikens

Chairman
Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Jim M. Madden, Sales Manager
Executive Presentation Systems
5400 LBJ Freeway

Suite 200

Dallas, Texas 75240

RE: MUR 2171
Executive Presentation Systems

Dear Mr. Madden:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Executive Presentation
Systems violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Executive Presentation Systems.
You may submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of your
receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuina pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R,
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented bv counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any auestions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,

6oan D. Aikens

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analvsis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON, D.C 2046)

November 13, 1986

William R. Manzon
Southwest Regional Manager
Rapicom, Inc.

7878 Grow Lane

Suite 124

Houston, Texas 77040

RE: MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc.

Dear Mr. Manzon:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Rapicom, Inc. violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Flection Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act”"”). The General Counsel's factual
and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Rapicom, Inc. You may submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within fifteen days of your receint of this
letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any aquestions, please contact Eric
gégénfeld, the attorney assianed to this matter at (202) 376~

Sincerely,

RGN

an D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Desianation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Richard K. Taylor

Branch General Manager
Savin Corporation

2359 Midway Road
Carrollton, Texas 75006

RE: MUR 2171
Savin Corporation

Dear Mr. Taylor:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Savin Corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The General
Counsel's factual and lecal analysis, which formed a basis for
the Commission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Savin Corporation, You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of your
receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

I1f you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the reauest, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agqreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any cuestions, please contact Eric
Klginfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely,

O Gbeonn

an D, Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Desiagnation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

November 13, 1986

J.W. Callaway, President
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
17330 Preston Road

Suite 100Aa

Dallas, Texas 75252

RE: MUR 2171
Southwestern Bell Mobile
Systems

Dear Mr. Callaway:

On November 5 | 1986, the Federal Flection Commission
determined there is reason to believe that Southwestern Bell Mobile
Systems violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The
General Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, vou have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Southwestern Bell Mobile
Systems. You may submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this
matter. Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of
your receipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted
under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R,
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 2C days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376~
5690.

Sincerely,

;EZIAZTA;ikens

Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analyesis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 13, 1986

Gordon H. Matthews
Chairman of the Board
VMX, Inc.

1241 Columbia Drive
Richardson, Texas 75081

RE: MUR 2171
VMX, Inc.

Dear Mr. Matthews:

On November 5 , 1986, the Federal Election Commission
determined there is reason to believe that VMX, Inc. violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). The General Counsel's factual
and legal analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against VMX, Inc. You may submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within fifteen days of your receipt of this
letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
company, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so reguest in writina. See 11 C.F.R,
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposina an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,
requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not be
entertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to
the respondent.
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Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. 1In addition, the Office of General Counsel
is not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission,

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

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any gquestions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assianed to this matter at (202) 376-
5690.

Sincerely, -

%/SQM
Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Leagal Analvsis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463 November 17, 1986

Sally Gardner

AT&T Communications_
Suite 2400

717 North Harwood Street
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 2171
AT&T Communications

Dear Ms. Gardner:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission")
considered the issue of whether AT&T Communications violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, (the "Act"), by makina a prohibited
corporate contribution to the Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention. On November 5, 1986, the
Commission was unable to determine by four (4) affirmative votes
whether there is reason to believe or no reason to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b has been committed by AT&T
Communications, and closed its file in this matter as it pertains
to AT&T Communications.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Sz sz
BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463 November 17, 1986

Martin C. Growald

Growald Architects

70 Jennings b=

Forth Worth, Texas 76102-6098

RE: MUR 2171
Growald Architects

Dear Mr. Growald:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission")
considered the issue of whether Growald Architects violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, (the "Act"), by making a prohibited
corporate contribution to the Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention. On November 5, 1986, the
Commission determined that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b has been committed by Growald
Architects.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with resvect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437a(a)(12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

h
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BY: Lawrence M, Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463 November 17 . 1986

Terry Murphy

Southwest Media Corporation
2988 North Central Expressway
Dallas, Texas 75204

MUR 2171

"pD" Magazine/
Southwest Media
Corporation

Dear Mr. Murphy:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission")
considered the issue of whether Southwest Media Corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, (the "Act"), by making a
prohibited corporate contribution to the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention. On
November 5, 1986, the Commission determined that there is no
reason to believe that a violation of 2 U.S5.C. § 441b has been
committed by Southwest Media Corporation.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
General  Counsel

— B L
NCrsse b

BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 November 17, 1986

J. Brian McGuigan

Sales & Marketing Manager
DFW Communications, Inc.
9845 Chartwell

Dallas, Texas 75243

MUR 2171
DFW Communications, Inc.

Dear Mr. McGuigan:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission")
considered the issue of whether DFW Communications, Inc. violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, (th "Act"), by making a prohibited corporate
contribution to the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention. On November 5, 1986, the
Commission determined that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b has been committed by DFW
Communications, Inc.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentialitv
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify vou when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

. et o //:7//?f//
v ST

BY: Lawrence M, Noble
Deputy General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463 November 17' 1986

Hollis S. McLoughlin

Vice President Qf Marketing
Purolator Courier Corporation
3333 New Hyde Park Road

New Hyde Park, New York 11042

RE: MUR 2171
Purolator Courier
Corporation

Dear Mr. McLoughlin:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission")
considered the issue of whether Purolator Courier Corporation
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, (the "Act"), by making a
prohibited corporate contribution to the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention. On
November 5, 1986, the Commission determined that there is no
reason to believe that a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b has been
committed by Purolator Courier Corporation.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (4) (R) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

- 5
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BY: Lawrence M. Noble

Deputy General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 November 17, 1986

Mike Gunn

Vice President, Passenger Sales
Amer ican Airlines

1101 17th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

MUR 2171
American Airlines

Dear Mr. Gunn:

In the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsiblities, the Federal Flection Commission ("Commission"™)
considered the issue of whether American Airlines violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, (the "Act"), by making a prohibited
corporate contribution to the Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention. On November 5, 1986, the
Commission determined that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of 2 11,S.C. § 441b has been committed by American
Airlines.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days after the file has been closed with respect to all
respondents. The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. & 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
General Counsel

L
—

-

\\’///x,’ // *
BY: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel
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Mr. Eric Kleinfeld

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

P

6!
35k

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

Pursuant to your conversation today with Mr. James L.
Blythe of BlythecNelson, I have enclosed a copy of the
Texas General Partnership Agreement entered into by
James L. Blythe and Mart D. Nelson on June 13, 1981 and
a copy of the revised Partnership Agreement dated

December 31, 1984.

By this Agreement, we do not fall within the Federal

Election Commission's corporate guidelines with regard
to donations.

Also enclosed is a copy of BlytheoNelson Partnership's
Assumed Name Certificate from the State of Texas,
County of Dallas.

If this information is not sufficient 1o dismiss the
matter as referenced in the enclosed letter of November
13, 1986, please contact Mr. James L. Blythe at

(214)634-3900.

Sincerely,

Molly B. Bly[ﬁ?ﬁé}

Financial Manager

Enclosures

cc: Mr. George B. Reid, Jr.
Covington & Burling

Bruton Park 8700 N. Stemmons Freeway: Suite 301/ Dallas, Texas 75247/ (214) 634-3900




BLYTHE NELSON

The Parties agree to revise and amend that certain
Partnership Agreement, dated June 13, 1981 by and between James
L. Blythe and Mart D. Nelson pursuant to the terms and conditions

set forth in this Agreement.

ARTICLE 1

1.1 The Parties, hereinafter called the Partners, to this
Agreement are James Lloyd Blythe and Mart Dudley RNelson.

1.2 The effective date of this Agreement shall be as of the
31st day of December, 1984, the most recent partnership year-end.

1.3 The Partnership name is Blythe Nelson.

1.4 The purpose of the Partnership is to engage in the busi-
ness of information systems consulting, and in such other busi-
ness of a similar nature, or related thereto, as shall be agreed
upon by the Partners.

1.5 The Partnership business shall be conducted at 8700 N.
Stemmons Preeway, Suite 301, Dallas, Texas 75247, and/or such
other places as the Partners may determine.

1.6 The Partnership shall continue for an indefinite term
until dissolved by mutual agreement of the parties or terminated
as herein provided.

ARTICLE 2

2.1 The Partners shall contribute in equal shares any capi-
tal that they may deem to be necessary to the operation of the
Partnership business.

2.2 No Partner shall withdraw any portion of the capital of
the Partnership without the express written consent of the other
Partner.

2.3 The net profits of the Partnership shall be distribu-
table to each of the Partners in equal proportions.

2.4 A drawing account shall be maintained for each Partner.
All withdrawals by a Partner from the Partnership shall be
charged to that Partner's drawing account, and the Partner's
share of profits for each year shall be credited to his drawing
account. A credit balance in a Partner's drawing account shall
be a debt of the Partnership to the Partner payable on demand,
and a debit balance in a Partner's drawing account shall be a
debt of the Partner to the Partnership payable on demand.

2.5 Unless otherwise unanimously agreed by the Partners, all
of the profits of the Partnership shall be distributed to the
Partners annually.

2.6 At all times during the continuance of the Partnership,
the Partners shall keep accurate books of account in which all
matters relating to the Partnership including all income, expen-
ditures, assets, and liabilities therecf, cshall be entered. Saigd
books shall be kept on a cash basis and shall be open to
examination by either Partner at any time.

2.7 The fiscal year of the Partnership shall be the calendar
year, and the books of account shall be closed and balanced at
the end of each fiscal year.




2.8 (a) Any net profits or losses that may accrue to the
Partnership shall be distributed to or borne by the Partners in

equal proportions.

2.8 (b) The term "net profits® as used in this Agreement,
shall mean the net profits of the Partnership as determined by
generally accepted accounting principles for each accounting
period provided for in this Agreement.

ARTICLE 3

3.1 Each Partner shall have equal rights in the management
of the Partnership business.

3.2 Each Partner shall devote his undivided time and atten-
tion and use the utmost of his skills and ability to the furtherance
of the Partnership business.

3.3 No Partner shall, without the consent of the other
Partner (which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld), do
any of the following:

(a) Borrow money in the firm name for firm purposes or
utilize collateral owned by the Partnership as security for such
loans;

(b) Assign, transfer, pledge, compromise or release any
of the claims of or debts due the Partnership except upon payment
in full or arbitrate or consent to the arbitration of any of the
disputes or controversies of the Partnership;

(c) Make, execute or deliver any assignment for the
benefit of creditors or any bond, confession of judgment, chattel
mortgage, deed, guarantee, indemnity bond, surety bond, or
contract to sell or contract of sale of all or substantially all of
the property of the Partnership;

(d) Lease or mortgage any Partnership real estate or
any interest therein or enter into any contract for any such
purpose.

{e) Become a surety, guarantor, or accommodation party
to any obligation.

3.4 The Partnership shall maintain such bank accounts as the
Partners may determine. Checks shall be drawn for Partnership
purposes only, and may be signed by any person or persons
designated by the Partners. All moneys received by the
Partnership shall be deposited in such account or accounts.

ARTICLE 4

4.1 Each Partner agrees that he will not transfer, assign,
pledge, hypothecate, or in any way alienate any of his interest,
or any right or interest therein, whether voluntarily or by
operation of law, or by gift or otherwise, without the prior
written consent of the other partner, except a transfer which
meets the requirements of this Article 4. Any purported transfer
in violation of any provision of this Article 4 shall be void and
ineffectual and shall not operate to transfer any interest or
title in the purported transferee.

4.2 On the death of a Partner (hereinafter referred to as
the Decedent) all of his interest in the Partnership to which he
or his personal representative shall be entitled, shall be sold
and purchased as provided in this Section 4.2 and the remaining
partner (hereinafter referred to as Remaining Partner) shall have
the right to continue the business of the Partnership under its
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present name, either by himself or in conjunction with any other
person or persons he may select. The Remaining Partner shall
purchase from the Decedent's personal representative and the
Decedent's personal representative shall sell to the Remaining
Partner all of the Decedent's interest in the Partnetahig to
which the Decedent or his personal representative shall be
entitled, at the price determined in accordance with Section 4.3,
below. As of the effective date hereof the calculation in accor-
dance with Section 4.3 produces the following result:

Partner Purchase Price

James L. Blythe $52,448.25
Mart D. Nelson $52,448.25

The purchase price shall be paid from the proceeds of the
insurance policies which are to be taken out by the Partners on
the lives of James L. Blythe and Mart D. Nelson. The purchase
price shall be paid by the Remaining Partner to the Decedent's
personal representative, such payment to be deemed made on
account of such purchase price as designated above. The closing
of such purchase and sale shall take place at the office of the
Partnership at a date designated by the Partnership, which shall
not be more than one hundred twenty (120) days following the date
of the qualification of the personal representative, and not less
than ten (10) days following such date; provided, however, said
closing shall take place regardless of date of qualification of
the personal representative within six (6) months of the date of
death of the Decedent.

4.3 Any Partner may retire from the Partnership by giving
the other Partner sixty (60) days written notice of his intention
to retire. In the event of the retirement or insanity of a
Partner, all of the retiring or insane Partner's interest in the
Partnership, to which he is entitled, may be sold and purchased as
provided in this Section 4.3 and the remaining partner
(hereinafter referred to as Remaining Partner) shall have the
rights to continue the business of the Partnership under its pre~
sent name, either by himself or in conjunction with any person or
persons he may select. The Remaining Partner shall purchase from
the retiring or insane partner (hereinafter referred to as the
Retiring Partner) and the Retiring Partner shall sell to the
Remaining Partner all of the Retiring Partner's interest in the
Partnership to which he is entitled for the value of such
interest to be computed as folows:

The value of the interest of a Retiring Partner, a
Transferring Partner or a Decedent shall be the sum of:

(a) his capital account if any,
(b) any unpaid loans due him,

(c) his proportionate share of accrued net profits
remaining undistributed in his drawing account, and

(d) his interest in any prior agreed appreciation in
the value of the Partnership property over its book value. No
value for good will shall be included in determining the value of
the Partner's interest.

The closing of such purchase and sale shall take place at the
office of the Partnership at a date designated by the
Partnership. The purchase price shall be paid without interest
to the Remaining Partner in twelve (12) equal monthly
installments commencing on the first day of the second month
after the date of closing.




4.4 In the event a Partner transfers any of his interest in
the Partnership pursuant to a property settlement resulting from
a divorce, the interest shall be sold and purchased as provided
in this Section 4.4, 1In the event a Partner transfers any of his
interest in the Partnership pursuant to a property settlement
resulting from a divorce, such Partner (hereinafter referred to
as the Transferring Partner) shall give written notice of such
transfer to the Remaining Partner. The notice must set forth the
terms and conditions of the proposed transfer.

On receipt of the notice with respect to such transfer, the
Remaining Partner shall purchase the interest of the Transferring
Partner for the value of the interest as set forth in section 4.3
hereof. The closing of such purchase and sale shall take place
at the office of the Partneship at a date designated by the
Partnership. The purchase price shall be paid without interest
to the person to whom the interest is being transferred in twelve
(12) equal monthly installments commencing on the first day of
the second month after the date of the closing.

4.5 1In the event the remaining Partner or Partners do not
elect to purchase the interest of the retiring or insane Partner,
or in the event the Partners mutually agree to dissolve the
Partnership, the Partnership shall terminate and the Partners
shall proced with reasonable promptness to liquidate the business
of the Partnership. The assets of the Partnership shall first be
used to pay or provide for all debts of the Partnership.
Thereafter, all moneys remaining undistributed in the drawing
accounts of the Partners shall be paid to the Partners respec-
tively entitled thereto. Then the remaining assets shall be
divided according to the proportionate interests of the Partners
on the basis of their respective capital accounts as they stood
upon the date of such termination after crediting or debiting
thereto the net profit or loss accrued or incurred, as the case
may be, from the date of the last accounting to the date of ter-
mination,

ARTICLE 5

5.1 Any and all notices between the parties provided for or
permitted under this Agreement or by law shall be in writing and
shall be deemed duly served when personally delivered to a
Partner, or, in lieu of such personal service, when deposited in
the United States mail, certified, postage prepaid, addressed to
such Partner at the address of the principal place of business of
the Partnership or to such other place as may from time to time
be specified in a notice given pursuant to the paragraph as the
address for service of notice on such Partner.

5.2 Any and all consents and agreements provided for or per-
mitted by this Agreement shall be in writing and a signed copy
thereof shall be filed and kept with the books of the
Partnership.

5.3 This instrument contains the sole and only agreement of
the parties relating to their Partnership and correctly sets
forth the rights, duties, and obligations of each to the other in
connection therewith as its date. Any prior agreements, promi-
ses, negotiations, or representations not expressly set forth in
this Agreement are of no force or effect and are hereby
superseded.

ARTICLE 6

The share of the Partnership interest deemed to be owned by
Rosemary Nelson shall for all purposes of this Agreement be
included in, deemed part of, and bound by the same terms hereof
as the Partnership interest of which Mart D. Nelson is the owner;
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and any action taken, transfer, offer made, or option exercised
hereunder with reference to the Partnership interest owned by
Mart D. Nelson shall be applicable to the Partnership intorolt
deemed to be owned by Rosemary MNelson.

The share of the Partnership interest deemed to be owned by
Cathy M. Blythe shall for all purposes of this Agreement be
included in, deemed part of, and bound by the same terms hereof
a® the Partnership interest of which James L. Blythe is the
owner; and any action taken, transfer, offer made, or option
exercised hereunder with reference to the Partnership interest
owned by James L. Blythe shall be applicable to the Partnership
interest deemed be owned by Cathy M. Blythe,.

Executed on , 1985, at Dallas County, Texas.

The undersigned, Cathy M. Blythe, wife of James L. Blythe,
who as a Partner executed tiie foregoing Agreement, hereunto
subscribes her name in evidence of her agreement and consent to
the disposition made of the Partnership interest of
Blythe Nelson, referred to in the fore oxng Agreement, and to all
other provisions thereof, this the Z-day of K .
1985.

+

—mézg.,,z e

The undersigned, Rosemary Nelson, wife of Mart D. Nelson, who
as a Partner executed the foregoing Agreement, hereunto subscri-
bes her name in evidence of her agreement and consent to the
disposition made of the Partnership interest of Blythe Nelson,
referred to in the foregoing Agreement, and to all other provi-
sions thereof, this the /FZA day of 3/_/ o 2 ,

1985.

[££L41€/77"Z/L/ ¢~‘tj%2/éiz4‘YLlé

ROSEMARY NELSON /




ASSUMED NAME C!!!!LICATE
» or

State of Texas
County of Dallas

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That we, the undersigned Partners of Blythe-Nelson, a Texas
Partnership organized under the Texas Uniform Partnership Act,
for the purpose of complying with the Assumed Business or
Professional Name Act, Chapter 36, Title 4, of the Business and
Commerce Code of the State of Texas, do hereby certify the
following facts:

e That the name under which the Partnership will conduct
and transact business is Blythe-Nelson, of Dallas, Dallas County,
Texas.

2. That the registrant is a Partnership.
a. That the name of the Partnership is Blythe-Nelson.

b. That the Partnership office address is Bruton Park,
8700 N. Stemmons Freeway, Suite 301, Dallas, Texas
75247.

(3 That the true and full names and addresses of the
Partners conducting or transacting such business are:

NAME ADDRESS

James L. Blythe Bruton Park
8700 N. Stemmons Freewav
Suite 301
Dallas, Texas 75247

Mart D. Nelson Bruton Park
8700 N. Stemmons Freewayv
Suite 301
Dallas, Texas 75247

3. That Blythe-Nelson, the name under which the Partnership
will conduct and transact business, will De used from Septemder
14, 1983 to September 24, 1993.

4. That the business conducted in such countv under such
assumed name will be rendered bv the Partnership.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, we have hereunto se: our hand this />~~~

day of e L v 2 , 1983,

//‘ 2
- Yayys

I

James L. /Blvthe

Mart D. Nelson




THE STATE OF TEXAS §

This instrument was acknowledged before me on the _/~ nday of
L2 s 1983, by James L. Blythe.

.

ry
the State of TE X A S

My Commission Expires:

e/ ey X PO &

TRE STATE OF TEXAS §

This instrument was acknowledged before me on the /X day of
= Y YY) , 1983, by Mart D. Nelson.

% ’
'\; N z’//\;‘,” ,i J_ TSI 0
tary Public in and for /"
/

the State of T E X A S

My Commission Expires:

o an
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ECEIVED A1 THE FEC:

9 West Broad Street GCC & 20064

November 20, 1986 VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS p 0.Box 10270
Stamford, CT 08904-2270
203/967-5168

Eric Kleinfeld, Esq. ,\‘:s'i‘;;laonf'om

Federal Election Commission General Counsel

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR-2171
Savin Corporation

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

This letter will confirm our telephone conversation of November
19, 1986, in which I requested from you a twenty-day extension
in which to respond to the matters raised in the letter
addressed to Richard K. Taylor, Branch General Manager Savin
Corporation, Carrollton, Texas dated November 13, 1986.

Mr. Taylor received the letter on November 17 and forwarded it
to me via overnight mail on that day. I received it on the
19th and I ask that the extension run from that day.

Having made some preliminary inquiries, I believe that Savin
will be able to clearly demonstrate that its pricing to the
Republican National Committee was in accordance with its
discount schedule as applied in the ordinary course of business
and that any discount allocated to the Committee would not be
considered an illegal corporate contribution in violation of
the law. Specifically, I am told that the pricing to the
Republican National Committee was similar to that provided to
U.S. government purchasers under a federal contract which we
hold with the GSA.

On the basis of these representations, I ask that you act
favorably upcon our request for an extension of time. I would
appreciate a response to this request and ask that any further
correspondence in this matter be directed to me at the above
address.

Yours sincerely,

&
= -
J” T Bz
Mari-Jo Scopac ~ =
cc: Joan D. Aikens v
Chairman &2
Federal Election Commission oo Ty -
Washington, D.C. 20463 < =1L
< = kL

Richard K. Taylor
Branch General Manager
Savin Corporation
Carrollton, Texas
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

November 24, 1986

Mari-Jo F. Scopac, Esquire
Assistant General Counsel
Savin Corporation

P.O. Box 10270

Stamford, CT 06904-2270

Re: MUR 2171
Savin Corporation

Dear Ms. Scopac:

This is in response to your letter dated November 20,
1986, in which you request a twenty (20) day extension of
time to respond to the Commission's reason to believe
determination in the above-captioned matter.

I have reviewed your request and agree to the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due no later than
December 22, 1986. If you have any questions, please contact
Eric Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

SNl

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




CoOHEN & WHITE
SUITE 504
1055 THOMAS JEFFERSON STREET, N, W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20007
202 -342-2550
FACSIMILE: 202 -342-6147

E d 96 e ..)LJ
e

November 26, 1986

G

Ms. Joan D. Aikens

Chairman

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2171, Metier Maragement Systems, 1lnc.; Request
for Extension of Time

Dear Ms. Aikens:

We represent Metier Management Systems, Inc. (Metier),
Respondent in the above-captioned matter. By your letter
dated November 13, 1986, which Metier received on or about
November 16, 1986, the Federal Election Commission (FEC)
provided Metier with the opportunity to respond to the FEC's
charge that Metier may have violated 2 U.S.C. 441(b) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971.

Metier respectfully requests an extension of time in
which to demonstrate that no action should be taken against
it. As Counsel for Metier, we were not advised of this
action until November 24, 1986. Metier therefore requires
additional time to gather factual information and to compile
a statement of factual and legal materials in response to the
FEC's letter. Accordingly, Metier respectfully requests an
extension of five (5) days, until December 8, 1986, in which
to file its submission.

Please be advised that Metier will coouperate with the
FEC to resolve this matter as expeditiously as possible.

Yours very truly,

Andrew Mohr
Counsel for Metier Management

Management Systems, Inc.

Eric Kleinfeld

Attorney

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463




MUR: 2171

NAME OF COUNSEL: Andrew Mokhr, Esq.

ADDRESS: Cohen & White
1055 Thomas Jefferson St., N.W., Suite 504
Washington, DC 20007

TELEPHONE: (202) 342-2550

The above-named individual is hereby designated as our counsel and is

authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission

and to act on our behalf before the Commission.

D{ﬁl/m 25, )08L /q/ﬂﬁzﬁﬁm

Elvin J. Monteleone
Narmne

Vice President, Federal Systems Division
Title

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Metier Management Systems, Inc.
ADDRESS: 4900 Seminary Road, Suite 400

Alexandria, Virginia 22311
HOME PHONE.: (Private)

BUSINESS PHONE: (703) 379-0030
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Donna Lynn Snyder 17330 Preston Rd., Suite 100A
Vice President- Dailas, Texas Nzé':
General Attorney & Secretary (214) 733-2008 ==
S '
g
November 25, 1986 ;s b
> -3 ;_‘ ; ;
2 ')u
e
General Counsel's Office (L) ;
~ [T

ATTENTION: Eric Kleinfeld
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2171, Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

On November 17, 1986, my client, Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems (SBMS), received the letter from the Federal
Election Commission (Commission) regarding the
above-referenced investigation. According to my calculations
and under 11 C.F.R. §111.2, our response must be filed no

later than December 5, 1986.

My client requests a two week extension of time
within which to file its response to the General Counsel's
investigation and legal brief, thereby making the filing
deadline December 19, 1986. This extension is absolutely
necessary to enable SBMS to have sufficient time within which
to gather the facts relevant to the transaction in gquestion,
as well as to obtain the necessary and appropriate affidavits.

Respondent's initial inquiries indicate that it will
2e necessary to obtain information from at least three to
seven people who are no longer employed by SBMS, and who no
longer reside in Dallas, Texas. This will obviously
interfere with Respondent's ability to gather the facts and

obtain affidavits within the very short statutory
guidelines, This problem is further compounded by the fact

that two work days are lost during this time period due to
the Thanksgiving Holidays.
This request for an extension should not adversely

affect the Commission's investigation or any potential
Commission enforcement action or remedy. The General

Counsel's office has had some period of time within which to




General Counsel's Office
Page 2
November 25, 1986

complete its investigation and prepare its brief of the legal
issues. Although Respondent does not know how long it took
the General Counsel's office to prepare its submission to the
Commission, it is clear that the transaction in question and
the negotiations relevant thereto occurred over two years
ago. On the other hand, the refusal to grant this delay will
undoubtedly cause this Respondent serious hardship and may
result in this Respondent not having an opportunity to
complete its own factual investigation and legal analysis.

Even at this preliminary stage, it is in the
Commission's interest, as well as in the interests of all
parties to this proceeding, that the General Counsel and the
Commission reach a fair decision based upon an adequate
record. Accordingly, for good cause, Respondent requests
this two week extension of time,

Sincerely,

(el

DONNA LYNN SNYDER

DLS/kn
433K.10

cc: Commission Secretary
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Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Eric Kleinfeld

Re: MUR 2171
VMX, Inc.

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a Statement of Designation of Counsel
executed by VMX, Inc. naming this firm and the undersigned
as counsel with reference to the above-designated matter.
Please be advised that VMX, Inc. received your letter
dated November 13, 1986, yesterday, November 24, 1986 and
it was delivered to the undersigned today.

We intend to submit a timely response or request for
extension of time whichever is appropriate.

Slncerely yours,

a w/////-é/

A Hardcastle, Jr.
jm
Enclosure
cc: Mr..Gordon H. Matthews
Sﬁ;fr?zg.of the Board £4 Gy SA0N

17217 Waterview Parkway
Dallas, Texas 75252




BAKER, SMITH & MILLS
a mlluiﬂﬂl.\ CONPORATION

Federal Election Commission
November 25, 1986
Page 2

cc: Mr. W. Dal Berry
President
VMX, Inc.
17217 Waterview Parkway
Dallas, Texas 75252

Ms. Joan D. Aikens
Chairman
Federal Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

2171
NAME OF COUNSEL: A Hardcastle, Jr.
ADDRESS : Baker, Smith & Mills
2001 Ross Ave., Ste. 500
Dallas, Texas 75201
TELEPHOME : (214) 220-8422

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

>
N communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before
= the Commission. VMX, INC.
9 November 25, 1986 By{K e _%ﬁZZ;%%%%!V
” Date //‘ gnature l
/ Gordon H. Matthews
Y ~ Chairman of the Board
i VMX, INC.
- RESPONDENT'S NAME: !
o ADDRESS: 17217 Waterview Parkway

Dallas, Texas 75252

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: (214) 907-3000




Republican
National
Committee

E. Mark Braden
Chief Counsel

Michael A. Hess
Randall Davis

6
Deputy Chief Counsels it A R

The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Pederal Election Commission
999 E Street, N. W.
wWashington, D, C., 20463

RE: MUR 2171 Committee on Arrangements
for 1984 Republican National Con-
vention and George L. Clark, Treas.,

Dear Chairman Aikens:

This letter is a request for an extension of time in which the
Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention
("Committee®) may respond to the Pederal Election Commission's determination
that there is reason to believe the Committee may have violated provisions
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Committee is requesting an extension of sixty days in which to
fully respond to the Commission's allegations, The allegations contained in
the General Counsel's factual analysis relate to events arising in 1984. It
will take significant time for the Committee to obtain and review the files
from those events which occurred such a lengthy period of time prior to the
Commission's determination,

The most recent communications from the Commission in regqard to these

issues were more than fourteen months prior to the Commission's notification

Dwight 0 Eisenhower Republican Center: 310 First Street Southeast. Washington, D.C. 2C003. (202) 863-8638. Telex: 701144
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to the Committee of its continual concern. It seems reasonable, if the
Commission takes fourteen months to review a matter, that the Committee
should have more than fifteen days in which to respond.

The Committee's response will require contacts and discussions with
representatives of sixteen businesses located across the country, a
difficult if not impossible task in a fifteen-day period, especially since
the response period comes during the most difficult time to conduct business
-- the Holiday Season.

Por these reasons and the fact that an extension of time would in no
way prejudice the Commission's responsibilities or any known party's rights,
the Committee is requesting the sixty-day extension. Such an extension
would provide the Committee with sufficient time to fully respond to the
Commission's allegations and would, in all probability, result in a quicker
resolution of the matter than would occur if the Commission attempted to
impose a more stringent time frame which would not permit the Committee, at
this initial stage, to respond in appropriate detail.

If you should have any questions in regard to this matter, the

Committee is anxious to resolve them with the Commission's staff.

Very truly y%

E. Mark Braden




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF

MUR 2171

NAME OF COUNSEL: Donna Lynn Snyder

ADDRESS : Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

17330 Preston Road, Suite 100A

Dallas, Texas 75252
214/7233-2008

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

=)
=
-

[

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf b@tore
=N

the Commission.

1)1/ 82

Datg  /

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS :

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

SblT—

z%ijéture

John T. Stupka, President (11/1/85)

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

17330 Preston Road, Suite 100A

Dallas, Texas 75252

214/985-0446

214/733~-2001




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 1, 1986

Donna Lynn Snyder, Esquire
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
17330 Preston Road

Suite 100A

Dallas, Texas 75252

Re: MUR 2171

Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems

Dear Ms. Snyder:

This is in response to your letter dated November 25,
1986, in which you request a two (2) week extension of

time to respond to the Commission's reason to believe
determination against Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems.

I have reviewed your requested extension and agree
to the additional time. Accordingly, vour response is
due no later than December 19, 1986. If vou have any
questions, please contact Eric Kleinfeld, the attorney
handling this matter, at (202) 376-5630.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Stio§ T —

Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 1, 1986

Andrew Mohr, Esquire

Cohen & White

Suite 504

1055 Thomas Jefferson St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

Re: MUR 2171
Metier Management
Systems, Inc.

Dear Mr. Mohr:

This is in response to your letter dated November 26,
1986, in which you request a five (5) day extension of
time to respond to the Commission's reason to believe
determination against your client, Metier Management
Systems, Inc.

I have reviewed your request and agree to the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due no later than
December 8, 1986. If you have any questions, please contact
Eric Kleinfeld, the attorney handling this matter at (202)
376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

‘@w?L\

y: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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1 Dedrick Place, West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006 Phone: 201-882-2000 Fax:201-673-6881 Telex: 752930 ROA-UD
December 1, 1986

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Eric Kleinfeld, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Committee
999 E, Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc.

6C:Cad 22104

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Section 111.18 (d) please be advised
that by this letter, Ricoh Corporation (formerly Rapicom, Inc.),
does hereby seek to enter into negotiations with the Office of
General Counsel with the intention of reaching a pre-probable

cause conciliation agreement in the above referenced matter.

Should this be acceptable to the General Counsel, please
direct all future correspondence to the address noted below:

David R.S. Kennedy, Esqg.

General Counsel - Office Products Business
Ricoh Corporation

5 Dedrick Place

West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006

Tel: (201) 882-2137

Facsimile: (201l) 673-6934 (Rapicom Model 6100)
Sincerely yours,
RICOH CORPORATION

Nand 25

David R.S. Kennedy
General Counsel
Office Products Business

DRSK:njw

cc: J. Sheehan
W. Manzon
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LAW OFFICES
POLLET 8 NESBITT
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

1880 CENTURY PARK EAST
TELEPHONE SUITE 817 VENTURA OFFICE:
(213) 203-0220

LOS ANCELES, CALIFORNIA S0067 2878 ";i?::j“ 3240
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93003

November 26, 1986

Eric Kleinfeld, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington D.C. 20463

19
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Re: Your Ref.:MUR 2171 Compucorp
) No.: -

ga ¢33030

L
L]

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

i€

- Please be advised that this law firm has been retained

by Compucorp in connection with the above-referenced
-~ matter.

Please be further advised that we were retained in

connection with this matter on or about November 24, 1986.
- Accordingly, I respectfully request an additional 20 day
9 continuation in which to respond. Additionally, if you

allow this continuance we may be able to enter into a
conciliation if warranted by an investigation of the facts.

o I thank you in advance for your courtesy and
cooperation.

g Best regards.

LAW OFFICES OF POLLET & NESBITT
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

N ..7/",7 P
AR e S L FOES

ANDREW F. POLLET
AFP:mo

cc: Mr. Herb Allen,
Compucorp
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2046}

December 3, 1986

Andrew F. Polliett, Esquire
Pollett & Nesbit

1880 Century Park East

Suite 817

Los Angeles, California 90067

Re: MUR 2171
Compucorp

Dear Mr. Pollett:

This is in response to your letter dated November 26,

1986, in which you request a twenty (20) day extension
of time to respond to the Commission's determination
against your client, Compucorp.

I have reviewed your request and agree to the reguested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due no later than
December 26, 1986. If you have any gquestions, please contact
Eric Kleinfeld, the attorney handling this matter, at (202)
376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

=i P D0

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



SUSAN L. ARBOTY
ROBCAT A. BAKER
STEVEN ALAN BENNETT
STEPHEN R. BISHOP
TIMOTHY D. BLAKELLY
GEORGE K. BLEUNER. it4
SUSAN VALENTINE BROWN
BENNY D. CAMPRELL
ROGER N CHAURA
JOSEPH M. COLEMAN
ROBLIAT W. COLEMAN
O. LUKE DAVIB, int

SAM J DEALELY

MARK CHARLES ENOCH
PETER A FRANKLIN 111
CLIFFORD L. FRIEOMAN
SAM GLASTY

MARK A GOODMAN
THOMAS J. GORMAN
CHERYL M. GOSCH

<. ERIC GRIFFIN
HNOWARD A GROSS
TIMOTHY D. HAGEN
RATHRYN KOONS HARGROVE
JOHN W. HICKS. JR.
PATRICIA A MILL
DAVID £ HOWE
GREGORY M. HOWISON
J SCOTYT JACKSON
MARIAN £ JACKSON
ROBERT B JACKSON

"NOT ADMITTED IN TEXAS

The Honorable Joan B. Aikens
Chairman, Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.

Dear Chairman Aiken:

Campaign Act of 1971 as amended.

JOBSEPHINE JENKINS-MITCHELL

AILEEN €. JOMNSON
CWAYNE A. JONES

JAMES R. KIMBERLIN

KiM L. LAWRENCE

ALAN W. LINTEL

JAMES W. LITSKY
MICHAEL A. LOGAN

CECIL 8. MATMIS
MICHALL L. McCOY
LAWRENCE 4. MCNAMARA
ROBERY F. MIDDLEYON
FRED L MILLER

JERRY W. MILLS

L. DALE PARSONS
MICHAEL O. PARSONS
JEFFERSON PEAKING
OALE € PLAXCO

JOKN C. RICHARDS

KANE ST JONN

SHARON CHARDAK SANTUCC!
JERRY A QELINGER
PHILLIP N. SMITH. UR
PATRICK V. STARR
DOUGLAS A. TATUM
CHRISTOPHER R. TURNER
J. GLENN TURNER. JN.
GAYLENE P VADEN
FRANCES VALDEZ VALDEZ
ANDE RSON WALLACE. UR
MARTHA £ WATERS

Re:
VMX,

C. 20463

MUR 2171
Inc.

® C(crr 5

BAKER. SMITH & MILLS

A PROFEABIONAL CORPGAATION
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
SO0 LTV CENTER
200! ROSS AVENUE
DALLAS, TEXAS 75201-2918

OF COUNSEL:

A HARDCASTLE. JR.
HAROLD L HITCHINS, JR
R TERRY MILLER

' ?[LtanNthdl 2W2O-8200
= Jeiecorcreia) 220-8333
P TaeR 23108
;A,-, ssM'DAL UD
&7

P ¥ N |

\!gncn‘s Dmtcr‘ DIAL NUMBER
214) - 220-8422

B e

N o~
SENT BY FEDERATS EXPRESS
No. 1015472765

o

December 4, 1986
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This letter is a request for an extension in time in
which VMX, Inc. may respond to the Federal Election Com-
mission's determination that there is reason to believe
VMX may have violated provisions of the Federal Election

VMX is requesting an

extension of at least 60 days in which to fully respond

to the Commission's allegations.

The allegations contained

in the General Counsel's Factual Analysis relate to events
arising in 1984.
who are no longer associated with VMX and it will take
considerable time for VMX to collect materials and interview
appropriate parties so as to allow a proper response to the
determination.

jm

cC:

Mr.

There are a number of parties involved

Sincerely yours,
e

¥

A Hardcastle, Jr.

Gordon H. Matthews

Mr. W. Dal Berry
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Head &
Ritchey

l%ﬂﬂ?’l!:(hmﬂ
511 Wal t
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
Mailing Address

P.O. Box 6464

Cincinnati, Ohio 45201
(513) 621-6464
Telecopier (513) 651-3836
Telex 214160

Direct Dial Number

COc# 2177

L Black
Diott Knowiton
Thomas W. Kahle

Henry G. Alexander. Jr.

Bruce A. Hoffman

Barbara A. Pantenburg

Michael A. Hirschfeld

Michael R Barrett

Anthony G. Covatta

Eric C. Okerson

Br:;:‘:'. ‘ll’.!trlc Jr.

Ri La Jeunesse

Stzphm M. Goodson

Landen®®

Ili G. Schmalzit
Harry ). Finke IV

C. Mark Bongard®*

Timothy S. Black®®

Gerald ® O'Connell, Jr.

Mnr{w Schmalzi* e
Christian Worrell 111°°

Scott M. Sefton

Monica A. Donah

John B. Griffith

Of Counsel
Michael K. Keating
Robert A. Taft 11

*Also admitted in
District of Columbia
**Also admitted in
Kentucky
°**Admitted in
Maryland only
tAdmitied in
Pennsylvania and

David E. Fowfer Washington, D.C.

James J. Cunnlnynm Thomas L. Gabelman only

(513) 629-2723

December 4, 1986

FEDERAL EXPRESS DELIVERY

Ms. Joan D. Aikens

Chairman

Federal Election Commission

999 E Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2171 o
Baldwin Piano & Organ Company =

R

SR
e
SR

Dear Ms. Aikens:

We are writing in response to your letter of November
13, 1986 addressed to Mr. Dick Harrison, Chairman of the Board,
Baldwin Piano & Organ Company. The letter was received by Mk.
Harrison on November 20, 1986. We are enclosing herewith arv
statement of designation of counsel signed on behalf of Baldwin
Piano & Organ Company.

On behalf of Baldwin Piano & Organ Company, we have
undertaken a brief investigation of the factual allegations set
forth in the General Counsel's factual and legal analysis. We
believe that some of the facts upon which that analysis is based
are erroneous. We are submitting herewith an affidavit by Mr.
Harrison on behalf of Baldwin Piano & Organ Company in order to
set forth the facts as the company understands them.

We also take issue with General Counsel's conclusion
that there is reason to believe that Baldwin has violated 2
U.S.C. §441b in providing three pianos for no monetary
consideration to the Committee on Arrangements. The pianos in
question were provided as part of a business transaction made in
the ordinary course of business and upon terms customary and
reasonable in the piano industry. There was no donative intent.




: ‘ ‘
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Ms. Joan D. Aikens
December 4, 1986
Page Two

Moreover, Baldwin's action was expressly permitted
under 11 C.F.R. §9008.7(c)(1). Baldwin engages in the retail
sale, leasing, and renting of pianos in the ordinary course of
its business. It typically furnishes its products on a temporary
basis without monetary charge to events of national prominence in
return for an agreement that Baldwin is the official provider of
pianos to the event in question. The provision of these musical
instruments was not without consideration because of the value of
the publicity derived from the event. Accordingly, the express
language of 11 C.F.R. §9008.7(c) (1) would appear to authorize the
transaction under scrutiny.

We look forward to cooperating with the Federal
Election Commission and its General Counsel in your review of
this transaction. Please advise us if you are in need of

o} =i : 7 ) .
additional factual information in order to reach a conclusion
-~ that there is no probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.
' Very truly yours,
" GRAYDON, HEAD & RITCHEY
Sl ( sk
Stephen L. Black
SLB:1s
Enclosure

cc: R. S. Harrison

33 3 )7




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

Stephen L. Black

1900 Fifth Third Center

P.0. Box 6464

Cincinnati, Ohio 45201

(513) 629-2723

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Baldwin Piano & Organ Comnany

12/1/86
Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Baldwin Piano & Organ Corovany

ADDRESS : 422 tvards Corner Road

Loveland, Ohio 45140-8390

HOME PHONE: N/2

BUSINESS PHONE: (513) 576-4531
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C.

In Re: $

MUR 2171
Baldwin Piano & Organ Company, 3

AFFIDAVIT OF R.S. HARRISON

Respondent, s
STATE OF OHIO )
)ss:

COUNTY OF CLERMONT )

R.S. Harrison, being duly cautioned and sworn,

states as follows:

1. | am Chairman of the Board of Baldwin Piano & Organ
Company. Upon receiving notification of this Matter under Review,
| have caused company officials to perform a review of the company's
records in relation to the provision of pianos to the Committe on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention in Dallas,
Texas. | make this affidavit based on the knowledge and information
available to Baldwin Piano & Organ Company as a result of this

investigation.

2. Baldwin Piano & Organ Company ('Baldwin'') is a
manufacturer and retailer of musical instruments, including
pianos. In 1984, Baldwin was headquartered in Cincinnati, Ohio.
It maintained retail sales facilities at its headquarters as

well as to numerous locations in various other states.

3. As part of its overall marketing strategy, Baldwin
is and was accustomed to making free loans of its pianos and

other musical instruments to events attracting the attention of




national news media. In return for the provision of pianos
without monetary charge, Baldwin customarily received a
designation as the official provider of pianos to the event,

In the past, Baldwin has supplied piano under such arrangements

to the Miss America Pageant, the Worlds Fairs at various

locations, the Music Teachers National Associations conventlons,

the Interlochen Musical Festival, the Aspen Musical Festival, the
Mister Rogers Television show, the Billy Graham Crusades, and to
numerous music camps. These transactions were arranged in the
ordinary course of Baldwin's business as a retailer of musical
instruments, and were internally charged as a cost of advertising

and product promotion,

b, During the summer of 1984, Baldwin entered into an
agreement with the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention to provide three Baldwin baby
grand pianos at the Convention. In return for delivering,
setting up, tuning, and picking up the pianos, Baldwin was to
receive the authorization to advertise itself as the official
piano company of the 1984 Republican National Convention. The
agreement was recited in substance in a letter dated July 25, 1984,
from Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman, Committee on Arrangements to
Mr., Dick Harrison of Baldwin. A copy of this letter is attached
hereto as Exhibit 1.

5. In response to the Committee's agreement to

designate Baldwin as the official supplier, Baldwin prepared and
executed an agreement, a copy of which is attached hereto as

Exhibit 2. This agreement was forwarded to the Committee of




Arrangements on August 17, 1984, No signed copy of the agreement

was ever received by Baldwin,

6. Under the terms of the agreement, Baldwin was to
supply the 1984 Republican National Convention with three baby
grand pianos at specific dates and places. Because the Committee
had previously indicated unequivocally in its letter dated July
25, 1984 the essential terms of the agreement, Baldwin proceeded
to supply the pianos described in paragraphs A and B of Exhibit 2
without insisting on a fully executed agreement. This same
accommodation would have been made to any other event of national
prominence in order to protect Baldwin's good name. Accordingly,
to protect Baldwin's good name, Baldwin proceeded to deliver and
set up the two pianos described in paragraphs A and B of Exhibit 2,
In addition, according to company records, a single vertical
("*stand up'') piano was supplied to the convention in lieu of the

piano specified in paragraph "'C'" of Exhibit 2.

7. According to company records, the total out-of-pocket
expense to Baldwin of delivery, setting up, tuning, and picking up

the three pianos loaned to the 1984 Republican National Convention

ACHa v,

R.S. Harrison

was $300.

Sworn to and subscribed personally before me this 6%%;

day of December, 1986.

A /7
Notary Publ§€7“""
BARBARA 1. THOMAS

Notary Pubiic. State of Ohlg
My Commlssizn £x2ios el 26, 1990




July 25, 1984

Mr. Digk Harrison

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
1301 Gilbert Avenue

Cincinnati, OH 45202

Dear Mr. Harrison:

We have agreed that your company shall be one of the compa-
nies providing goods and/or services to the 1984 Republican
National Convention in exchange for our designating you as the
"official™ provider of those goods or services.

We request that you provide to us your form of written
agreement in order to maintain proper official records of the
convention.

In the preparation of that agreement please include the
following introductory phrase: T

This agreement is between the Reoublican National Committee,
an unincorporated political committee organized in the District
of Columbia with its principle offices located at 310 First
Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 200063 (hereinafter referred to as
the "RNC"), and the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Re-
publican National Convention, a Committee of the Republican
. National Committee (hereinafter referred to as the "Committee"),
"and Baldwin Piano and Organ Company f{(hereinafter referred to as
" the "Vendor").

Please also include the following phrases at a logical place
in the contract:

In exchange for the Vendor's goods and/or services
provided for hereunder, the Vendor, the RNC and the Commit-
tee agree that good and valuable consideration passing
hereunder is the authorization to the Vendor to advertise
that it is the "Official Piano Company of the 1984 Republi-
can National Convention"™. No other Vendor will be adver-
tised as the "Official Piano Company of the 1984
Republican National Convention™ without the Vendor's writ-
ten consent.




The Vendor understands that this agreement does not au-
thorize it to advertise any endorsement by the RNC, the
Committee, the White House, the Reagan-Bush "84 Campaign
Committee or any other group or individual. The advertising
shall be restricted to the statement "Official Piano Com-
pany of the 1984 Republican National Convention".

C—— e, oo
In order to comply with the Federal Election Laws, the dis-
count you are offering must be within the purview of one of the
following general representations. Any discount offered must be

either:

(1) equal to the standard discount rate normally provided
by the Vendor to non-political commercial entities in the ordi-
nary course of the Vendor's business, or{

(2) equal to the discounts that are of common practice in
the industry in which the Vendor is involved, and the Vendor
would be willing in the future to offer such reductions or dis-
counts to non-political, commercial entites under similar cir-
cunstances, even though the Vendor in the past has not routinely
made such discounts or reductions available to non-political,
commercial entities, or;

.
»

(3) brovided in exchange for the commercial benefit of the
official designation, which is of equal or greater value than
the discount, such that the Vendor would be willing to offer
such discounts to non-political, commercial entities under simi-
lar circumstances.

Please select the provision under which your discount is
offered and insert your affirmative representation at an appro-
priate place in the contract.

In the General Provision portions of the contract, please
include the following:

In connection with this Contract, the Vendor shall in-
demnify, hold harmless and defend the Convention Manager,
the Committee and the RNC, their officers, agents and
employees from any loss, damage, liability or expense on
account of damage to property and injuries, including
death, to all persons, which may arise from any alleged
negligent act, omission or error on the part of the Vendor
or any breach of any obligation under this Contract.

1]
The RNC is an unincorporated association created by the
Rules adopted by the 1980 Republican National Convention.
The members, officers, employees and agents of the RNC,
the Committee and the Executive Committee of the RNC,
shall not be personally liable for any debt, liability or
obligation of the RNC or of the Committee.




This agreement Is between the Republicen National Committee, an unincorp-
orated political committee organized in the District of Columbia with its
principle offlices located at 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D. C. 20003
(hereinafter referred to as the “RNC'), and the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention, a Committee of the Republican National
Committee (hereinafter referred to as the '‘Committee'’), and Baldwin Plano & Organ
Company (hereinafter referred to as the 'Vendor').

The Vendor agrees to provide the following products for use during the
Convention and the listed services assoclated with the sald products:

A. One (1) Baldwin 5 foot 8 inch grand piano, Model "R" in
ebony finish, delivered to the ''Bandstand’’ area on
August 16, 1984, between 8:00 and 9:00 a.m. Said product
will be delivered, set up, tuned, and picked up after the
""Committee's'' use ''free of charge.’

One (1) Baldwin 5 foot 2 inch grand piano, Model '"M", in
ebony finish delivered to the '"Podium' area on August 23,
1984. Said product will be delivered, set up, tuned, and
picked up after the '"Committee's'' use ''free of charge."

One (1) Baldwin 5 foot 8 inch grand piano, Model 'R", in
walnut finish, delivered to The First Ladies' Reception,
East Ballroom, on August 23, 1984. Said product will be
delivered, set up, tuned, and picked up after the
""Committee's' use "free of charge.'

The above products and services are provided in exchange for the commercial
benefit of the official designation, which is of equal or greater value than the
discount, such that the Vendor would be willing to offer such discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar circumstances.

in exchange for the Vendor's goods and/or services provided for hereunder,
the Vendor, the RNC and the Committee agree that good and valuable consideration
passing hereunder is the authorization to the Vendor to advertise that it is the
“"official Piano Company of the 1984 Republican National Convention.'' No other
Vendor will be advertised as the ''Official Piano Company of the 1984 Republican
Nationa) Convention'' without the Vendor's written consent.

The Vendor understands that this agreement does not authorize it to adver-
tise any endorsement by the RNC, the Committee, the White House, the Reagan-
Bush '84 Campaign Committee or any other group or individual. The advertising
should be restricted to the statement ''0fficial Piano Company of the 1984
Republican Natiooal Convention.'
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The following signature style shall be used:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

By:

R. CARTER SANDERS, JR. ERNEST ANGELO, JR.
Counsel Chairman
Committee on Arrangements

ATTEST: BALDWIN PIANO & ORGAN COMPANY

By:

1f you have questions regarding the details discussed herein, please
céntact R. Carter Sanders, Jr., Anderson, Hibey, Nauheim & Blair, 1708

ﬁgu Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20009 (202) 483-1903.

Upon completion, please forward the written agreement to R. Carter
§3nders, Jr. at the above address.
<

Very truly yours,
(g

! Gt
Ernest Angelo, Jr%.

Chairman
Committee on Arrangements




In connection with this Contract, the Vendor shall Indemnify, hold harmless
and defend the Convention Manager, the Committee and the RNC, thelir officers,
agents and employees from any loss, damage, lliabllity or expense on account of
damage to property and Injuries, Including death, to all persons, which may
arise from any alleged negligent act, omission or error on the part of the
Vendor or any breach of any obligation under this Contract.

The RNC is an unincorporated assoclation created by the Rules adopted by

the 1980 Republican National Convention.

The members, officers, employees and

agents of the RNC, the Committee and the Executive Committee of the RNC, shall
not be personally liable for any debt, liabllity or ob]lgation of the RNC or of

the Committee.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

By:

R. CARTER SANDERS, JR.
Counse!

ATTEST:

by 3 b

1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

By:
ERNEST ANGELO, JR.
Chairman
Committee on Arrangements

BALDWIN PJANO & ORGAN COMPANY

°Y=uf‘§:‘?#;§fﬁé—iﬂ”ﬁ/

Vice President
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

December 8, 1986

Ellen Randel, Esquire

Cohen & White

1055 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

Re: MUR 2171
Metier Management, Inc.

Dear Ms. Randel:

Pursuant to your telephone conversation of
December 8, 1986 with Eric Kleinfeld of this office,
I am enclosing another copy of the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis in the above-captioned
matter.

If you have any additional questions, please
contact Mr. Kleinfeld at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

é&w 9§Z._,__\
Lois G. Lernér

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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1055 THOMAS JEFFERSON STREET, N. W,
WasHINGTON, D. C. 20007
202 -342-2550
FACSIMILE: 202 -342-6147
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December 8, 1986 f:
i
)
tE— N 1
Ms. Joan Aikens BY HAND
Chairman v
Federal Election Commission ! Q? s
Washington, D. C. 20463 il -
T - /: -
Re: MUR 2171, Metier Management Systems, Inc.”™ ::
b
Dear Ms. Aikens: 3
]

Metier Management Systems, Inc. (Metier) hereby

responds to the Federal Election Commission's (the ?
Commission) letter dated November 13, 1986 in which the T
Commission charged that Metier may have violated 2 U.S.C. A

§441 (b) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (the __
Act), as amended.

Metier respectfully submits that, based on the
facts it has thus far been able to ascertain, the Commission
is mistaken in its charges against Mectier.

Metier is a manufacturer and retailer of project
management software. Metier's ARTEMIS software is a
rroject management package designed specifically to manage
large scale projects such as those for aerospace, defense
and construction. ARTEMIS is often used by federal and
state agencies and by contractors. ARTEMIS enables a user
to perform probabilistic analysis, scheduling, modelirg,
manipulation of cost resources and budgeting. ARTEMIS is
available in three basic versions, those being for mainframe
computers, minicomputers and microcomputers.

The marketing of Metier's ARTEMIS software is
generally a long-term process, requiring knowledgeable sales
representatives and numerous sales calls and demonstrations.
As part of its demonstrations to prospects, Metier routinely
provides access to its computer resources and ARTEMIS
software. In these demonstrations, which are frequently
performed on several occasions over the course of weeks or
months for a single prospect, Metier will assist prospects
in using ARTEMIS to solve current project management
problems the prospect is encountering at work. These
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demonstrations are offered in the ordinary course of
business and are often required to persuade a prospect of
the usefulness of ARTEMIS to meet the prospect's business
requirements.

The Commission's letter and attached Factual and
Legal Analysis did not specify the facts on which the
Commission based its determination that Metier may have
violated the Act. 1In an initial attempt to ascertain the
basis for the Commission's charges, Metier, through counsel,
contacted Mr. Eric Kleinfeld, Esqg., the Commission attorney
for this matter, who stated that Metier had provided
"computer resources" to the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention (RNC). Mr.
Kleinfeld added that the RNC had apparently listed Metier as
providing "ARTEMIS computer hardware and consulting
assistance."

Based on Metier's investigation to date, however,

Metier has not been able to ascertain what, if any, goods or
services it may have provided the 1984 RNC. If the
Commission's charges are based on demonstrations Metier may
have provided, then Metier would respond that it routinely
provides "computer resources" to prospects as part of
Metier's sales practices and that "consulting assistance" is
provided as part of Metier's sales effort.

However, to enable Metier to investigate this
matter fully and to respond in greater depth to the
Commission's charges, Metier would appreciate the
oprortunity to meet with the Commission to discuss the facts
on which the Commission based its determination that Metier
may have violated the Act. This would include the dates on
which Metier supposedly provided the RNC with "computer
resources” and "consulting assistance," the person(s)
allegedly providing such resources and assistance, and any
documentation underlying these transactions.

Metier would urge the Commission to recognize
that without a better understanding of the basis of the
charges against it, Metier cannot complete its investigation
into this matter or respond in depth to the Commission.

It is Metier's sincerest desire to resolve this
matter as quickly as possible. Metier is proud of its
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reputation in the computer industry and will cooperate fully
with the Commission to clear this matter. In the meantime,
as soon as Metier completes its investigation of the charges
against it, and trusting that the Commission will provide
Metier with a better understanding of these charges, Metier
will supplement this letter with a detailed factual
presentation and legal analysis.

Yours very truly,

Andrew Mohr, Esq.
Attorney for Metier
Management Systems, Inc.
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SUITE 3504
1055 THOMAS JEFFERSON STREET, N, w,
WasHINGTON, D. C. 20007
202 -342-2550
FACSIMILE: 202 - 342-6147

December 12, 1986

Ms. Joan D. Aikens

Chairman

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

: -~ =z
Re: MOUR 2171, Metier Management Systems, Inc.; Request™
for Extension of Time

Dear Ms. Aikens:

On December 8, 1986, Metier Management System, Inc.
(Metier) filed its initial response to the Federal Election
Commission's (Commission) November 13, 1986 letter in which
the Commission stated its belief that Metier may have
violated 2 U.S.C. §441(b) of the Federal Election Campaidgh
Act of 1971. In its response, Metier informed the Commissien
that, because it has not yet been able to investigate th#s
matter fully, Metier would be supplementing its response wifh
a detailed factual presentation and legal analysis at a later
date. For the reasons described below, Metier hershy
formalizes its request for an extension of time in which "to
file its surrolemental respcnse. wn

<
response, the Ccrmmission's

r
ached Factual and Legal Analvsis
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letter and actt
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hindered in its attempt to ascertain the facts and to assist
the Commission in the speedy resolution if this matter.;

Moreover, although Metier 1is proceeding with all due
diligence, it 1s experiencing some difficulty because of the
lapse of time since the occurrence of the alleged violation.
It has been more than two years since the events underlying
the Commission's charge occurred. Since that time, some of
the Metier personnel having a recollection of the facts of
the matter have transferred, while others have left Metier's
employment. This made identification and location of persons
with personal knowledge difficult, and continues to slow our
investigation. As noted, Mr. Patrick L. Durbin, apparently a
rarty to the transaction who was President of Metier at the
o time of the Convention, 1s now located in England. Another

erployee who may have a recollection of the events has left
- the company.

& In addition, Metier's efforts to gather the facts

reievant to the transaction 1in qguestion are further
! ccmplicated by the fact that the response period falls during
o trne holiday season, which is one of the most difficult times
' 0f year to conduct business. This has again thwarted
- Metler's efforts to gather factual information,
kA Metier understands that other parties to the
- Ccmmission's investigation have requested extensions of time
in which tCo respond to the Commission's charge. Metier urges
. Tne Ccommissicn to Treat Metler egually by granting Metler an
extensicn 2I time Metier therefcre respectiully reguests an
extensicon °f time of 20 days, or as much as granted other
vartles, 1n which to cermplete its investigaticn and to file
1738 supplemanial response Such an extensicn would provide
s wlith cthe oppcortunity to respond fully to e Commission's
&.legations and would in no way adversely affect the
Commission's irvestigation or any potential enforcement
action.

- Metier's investigation was also impeded by the fact that
Metler's Mr. Patrick Durbin, the person <o whom the
Ccmmission acddressed its November 13, 1986 letter, is now in
Tnus, upon receipt of the Commissicn's letter in
~on, Texas, as addressed, the letter was sent to Mr,
pbin in England, who then referred the wmatter Dback to
~er's TUnited States orperations for immediate attention.,
Inis causeld a loss of several days time.

1
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In closing, Metier would like to reiterate that it is
Metier's sincerest desire to resolve this matter as quickly
as possible. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Yours very truly,

/ 4%@'&4,«/1/%&@};_

Andrew Mohr
Counsel for Metier Management
System, Inc.
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Eric Kleinfeld, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Committee
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

‘£d G

L¢

Re: MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc.

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

In preparation for the pre-probable cause conciliation
discussions which Ricoh had requested by its letter of December
1, 1986, we have been reviewing our files to ascertain such
information as may be appropriate to further the discussions.

At this ¢time, there 1is some doubt, based on our records, that
the violation of the Federal Election Committees regulations
occurred and prior to the conciliation conference taken place,
Ricoh would request additional time to prepare and also the
opportunity to provide information to the General Counsel which
may indicate non-culpability on Ricoh's part.

Ricoh therefore, respectfully requests an extension of time, and
a delay of the conciliation conference, until January 7, 1987 ‘at
which time Ricoh will have submitted its response or will be
prepared to begin pre-probable cause conciliation discussions.

Your attention to this matter will be appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

RICOH CORPORATION
QBQMﬁtg (EES\-

David R.S. Kennedy
General Counsel

Office Products Busine

DRSK:njw

cc: J. Sheehan
W. Manzon
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ROBERT D. AKENS
MICKY D. BALTHAOS
GEORGE J. BARLOW
PAUL M. BUCHANAN
DONNA R. CALHOUN
JOHN ALLEN CHALK
WILLIAM L. DISMUXE
ROBERT R. ESTES
H. DAVID FLOWERS
TAYLOR GanODY
KENNETH P. GUDGEN
KENDALL A. HALL
JOHN V. HOWARD
TOM L. LARIMORE

ATTORNEYS & COUNSELLORS

SUITE 600
2801 PARKVIEW DRIVE
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 78102

(817) 333-4417
METRO 429-6268

TELEX 75-1693
TELECOPIER (817) 333-6933

December 9, 1986

S6DECIS AQ: g

JOHN W. MICHENER, JA.
ROY G. MORAIS
OONALOD O. PRATT
JAMES G. REYNOLOS
JERAY K. SAWYER
J. SHELBY SHARPE
RAMSAY M. 8LUGG
JOBSEPH W BBENCE
MACK ED SWifioLE
RAGAN S. TATE e
WAYNE M WrHTAKER ]
L)

OF COUNSEE"

CHARLES R. LUNDELIUS GEORGE M¢IANO!R. FLE
BRUCE W. McGER PAUL W. MASON 2

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2171
Executive Presentation Systems

Gentlemen:

This will acknowledge receipt on December 4, 1986, of
your letter dated November 13, 1986, advising Jim M. Madden,
Sales Manager of Executive Presentation Systems ("EPS") that the
Federal Election Commission has determined there is reason to
believe that EPS had violated 2 U.S.C. §441b, a provision of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. ("the Act").

Due to the delay of EPS in receiving this letter, we are
requesting an extension of time in order to accumulate the
materials and information necessary to demonstrate that no action
should be taken against Executive Presentation Systems.

Enclosed is the Statement of Designation of Counsel
which has been dated and signed by Jim M. Madden ("Respondent").

Should you need additional information or have any
questions, please contact me immediately.

Sincerely,

GANDY MICHENER SWINDLE

WHIT E%M

ohn V. Howard

JVH:1jm
Enclosure

CC: Mr. Jim M. Madden




MR ___ 2171

NAME OF COUNSEL: John V., Howard

ADDRESS : 2501 Parxkview Dx.., Suite 600
Fort Worth, TX 76102

—~817-335-4417

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

,—\\

’ A M Yy
2 018k Y e A B ywwaﬁﬁgv

Date Signhature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Jim M. Madden

ADDRESS : Executive Presentation Systems/Dallas
Four Metro Square
2711 L.B.J.
LB 43 Suite 426
Dallas, TX 75234

214~-247-6177
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!Eiiill'1"r' "' Savin Comporation

9 West Broad Street

P. O. Box 10270
Stamford, CT 06804-2270
203/967-5168

Mari-Jo Florio Scopac
Assistant

December 15, 1986 General Counsel

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld =
Office of the General Counsel =
Federal Election Commission &3]
999 E. Street, N.W. —
Washington, D.C. 20463 b
e
Re: MUR 2171 )
Dear Mr. Kleinfeld: wn
()

In November, 1986, Savin Corporation, received the Federal
Election Commission's letter regarding MUR 2171. Upon receipt
of the letter, I discussed with you and then formally requested
an extension of time in which to answer. You granted an
extension through December 22, 1986. Because my initial
inquiries indicate that it will be necessary to obtain
information from files which are currently in storage as well
as from a number of sources. I find it necessary to request
additional time in which to complete the investigation. The
investigation has been complicated by the fact that the
response period falls during the Holiday season, which is one
of the most difficult times of the year to conduct business. I
understand that the Federal Election Commission staff has been
looking into the matter for over two vears, while Savin has had
only a short time period in which tc respond.

I have been advised that some respondents have requested a
sixty-day extension of time in which to respond to the
Commission's letter. I believe that such an extension of time
should apply to all respondents. Such an extension would
provide us with a better opportunity to fully respond to the
Commission's allegations and would likely result in a prompter
resolution of the matter than if the Commission were to impose
a shorter time limitation. Moreover, the requested extension
would in no way adversely affect the Commission's investigation

or any potential enforcement action. Therefore, I believe such _ . wam
an extension to be in the public interest. o EE; ,
D wrys

. [ stk
Sincerely, - B
g
&/é S
Mar1 J . Scopac P ?:5
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
December 18, 1986

David R.S. Kennedy, Esquire
General Counsel

RICOH Corporation

5 Dedrick Place

West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006

RE: MUR 2171
Papicom, Inc.

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

This is in response to vour letter dated December 9,
1986, in which you request an extension of time until
January 7, 1987, to respond to the Commission's reason
to believe determination in the above~captioned matter.

I have reviewed your request and agree to the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response is due no later than
January 7, 1987. If you have any questions, please contact
Eric Kleinfeld, the attornev handling this matter, at (202)
376-569Q.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

~boo > —

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems

Donna Lynn Sayder 17330 Preston Rd., Suite 100A
Vice President- Dalias, Toxas 75252
(214) 733-2008

]

General Attorney & Secretary

{
N

December 12, 1986

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

10 :0lv 81336

RE: MUR 2171, Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

As you are aware, my client has requested and
obtained a two week extension of time within which to file
its response to the General Counsel's investigation and legal
brief regarding MUR 2171, thereby making its filing deadline
December 19, 1986. My client has been diligent in its
efforts to gather the facts relevant to the transaction in
question., However, as was anticipated, it has taken a
considerable period of time to locate and interview all of
the people with knowledge of this transaction, as well as to
search their files.

Furthermore, as we discussed, the Commission's
letter to Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems requests
Southwestern Bell to respond regarding its provision of
cellular service as well as the provision of cellular
telephones., Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems did not provide
cellular telephones; these were provided by five independent
agents, However, in an effort to provide the Commission with
a full and complete factual account with respect to this
transaction, Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems has contacted
these independent agents and will obtain affidavits from them
so that all issues will be addressed.

All necessary contacts have been made; but these
people have not had enough time to prepare their affidavits,
and a further extension of time is necessary. Such an
extension would provide this Respondent with a better
opportunity to fully answer the allegations and would likely
result in a prompter resolution of the matter.
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Page Two
December 12, 1986

I have been advised that several other respondents
have requested a sixty day extension of time within which to
respond to the allegations regarding their transactions,
Assuming these respondents receive such an extension,
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems would take the position that
it should also receive a commensurate period of time within
which to respond.

This request for an extension should not adversely
affect the Commission’'s investigation or any potential
Commission enforcement action or remedy. On the other hand,
the refusal to grant this extension will undoubtedly cause
this Respondent serious hardship and may result in this
Respondent not having an adequate opportunity to complete its
own factual investigation and legal analysis.

Even at this preliminary stage, it is in the
Commission's interest, as well as in the interest of all
parties to this proceeding, that the General Counsel and the
Commission reach a fair decision based upon an adequate
record. Accordingly, for good cause, this Respondent
requests a sixty day extension of time calculated from the
date on which this Respondent received its letter (November
17, 1986), or, in the alternative, an extension of time
commensurate with the longest period of time granted to any
of the respondents in connection with this particular
investigation.

Sincerely,
W[%VW*
DONNA LYNN SNYDER
DLS/kn

cc: Commission Secretary




Before the Pederal Election Commission

In the Matter of
Committee on Arrangements MUR 2171

for the 1984 Republican

National Convention

George L. Clark, treasurer
VMX, Inc.

General Counsel's Report
I. Background
On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

("Commission") determined that there is reason to beligve that

the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National

Convention ("Convention Committee"”) and George L. Clark, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 26 U.S.C. § 9008(d) (1),
in connection with its "official provider" program for the 1984
Republican National Convention. The Commission also determined
that there is reason to believe that VMX, Inc. violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b.

On November 13, 1986, the Convention Committee and VMX, Inc.
were notified of the Commission's determinations. By letter
dated November 26, 1986, counsel for the Convention Committee
requested a sixty (60) day extension of time to respond to the
Commission's reason to believe determinations (see Attachment 1).
According to respondent, this additional time is necessary to
permit the Convention Committee to contact its official
providers, obtain and review relevant information, and prepare a
full response to the Commission.

On December 4, 1986, VMX, Inc. also requested a sixty (60)

day extension of time to respond to the Commission‘’s reason to




==
believe determination (see Attachment 2). According to VMX,
Inc., this additional time is necessary to allow it to collect
materials, conduct interviews, and prepare a full response.

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission
approve respondents' requests for an extension of time.

II. Recommendations

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

s Approve the sixty (60) day request for extension of time to
respond by the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican
National Convention and George L. Clark, as treasurer.

2, Approve the sixty (60) day request for extension of time to
respond by VMX, Inc.

3. Approve the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date

/#///%

Attachments
1. Request for extension (Convention Committee)
2. Request for extension (VMX, Inc.)
3. Letters (2)

1/////geputy General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements MUR 2171
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention
George L. Clark, treasurer

VMX, Inc.

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on December 16,
1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2171:

Approve the sixty (60) day request for
extension of time to respond by the
Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention and

and George L. Clark, as treasurer, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report signed December 11, 1986.

Approve the sixty (60) day request for

extension of time to respond by VMX, Inc.,

as recommended in the General Counsel's

Report signed December 11, 1986.

Approve the letters, as recommended in

the General Counsel's Report signed

December 11, 1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry and Thomas voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

arjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 18, 1986

E. Mark Braden

Republican National Committee
310 Pirst Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Re: MUR 2171

Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention and
George L. Clark,
treasurer

Dear Mr. Braden:

This is in reference to your letter dated November 26, 1986,
requesting a sixty (60) day extension of time to respond to the
Commission's reason to believe determinations in the above-
captioned matter. After considering the circumstances presented
in your letter, the Commission has determined to grant you your
requested extension. Accordingly, your response will be due no
later than Pebruary 1, 1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

\\,/’. /7 ~7
~tho § L —
Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 18, 1986

A. RHardcastle, Esquire
500 LTV Center

2001 Ross Avenue
Dallas, TX 75201-2916

Re: MUR 2171
VMX, Inc.

Dear Mr. Hardcastle:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 4, 1986,
requesting a sixty (60) day extension of time to respond to the
Commission's reason to believe determinations in the above-
captioned matter. After considering the circumstances presented
in your letter, the Commission has determined to grant you your
requested extension. Accordingly, your response will be due no
later than Pebruary 3, 1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

S/Ow 3
rner

By: Lois G.
Associate General Counsel
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POLLET 8 NESBITT i =4

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1880 CENTURY PARK EAST
TELEPHONE SUITE 817 VENTURA OFFICE:
SEIMEODS22O LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 950087 3875 TELEGRAPH ROAD

SUITE J
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93003

December 16, 1985

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Compucorp, a California corporation
Our File No.: 0515-031

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

As you know this law firm represents Compucorp
connection with the above-referenced matter.

065t 0lv €2330 8¢

We have taken the opportunity afforded by your generous
extension to investigate the matter. Unfortunately, we
have been unable to ascertain any facts concerning this
matter because all employees with firsthand knowledge have
departed Compucorp. Accordingly, it 1is absolutely
impossible for us to prepare a factual defense.

Additionally, Compucorp is now in a Chapter 11
Bankruptcy proceeding, case number LA 86-17550 CA. For
that reason Compucorp is financially unable to enter into
any kind of a conciliation because it is unable to pay a
likely fine.

Based upon the foregoing, we certainly hope that you
will by sympathetic to our client's plight. We also hope
that you will be lenient in this situation as the present
management had nothing to do with the alleged violations
and are simply attempting to extricate the company from
bankruptcy.

In the event that you have any questions or comments,
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

LAW OFFICES OF POLLET & NESBITT
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

rl

/ ~<4"/ \4' /{/////7/
Byl - Ciee” ™~ T IEL,

ANDREW F. POLLET

AFP:mo
cc: Mr. Phil Wolfson of Compucorp
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The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
Chairman
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street, N.W. s &
Washington, D.C. 20463 -9 ol
)
RE: MUR 2171 ,;;,
Executive Presentation Systems i),
— Dear Chairman Aikens: =
O
- This letter is a request for an extension of ime,Q?f,
e which Executive Presentation Systems ("EPS”) may respong,to
Federal Election Commission's determination that there is reason
= to believe that EPS may have violated provisions of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On December 9, 1986 I

N submitted an initial request for an extension. This letter is to
~ provide supplemental information as to our reasons for this
request.
~
EPS 1is requesting an extension of sixty (60) days in
s which to fully respond to the Commission's allegations. The
o allegation contained in the General Counsel's factual analysis

relate to events arising in 1984. It will take time for EPS to
A review its files and obtain the documentation relating to the
1984 Republic National Convention which occurred such a long time
ago. Because of this great length of time it seems reasonable
that EPS should have more than fifteen (15) days to respond to
the allegations and determination.

EPS' response requires contacts and discussions with
representatives of the Republican National Committee and other
parties located in other areas of this county. It is impossible
to have all these discussions in a fifteen day period especially
during the holiday season.

For these reasons and the fact that an extension of time
would in no way prejudice the Commission's responsibilities or
any known party's rights, EPS is requesting a sixty-day exten-
sion. Such an extension would provide EPS with sufficient time
to fully respond to the Commission's allegation and would, in all
probability, result in a quicker resolution of the matter than
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GANDY MICHENER SWINDLE WHITAKER & PRATT

The Honorable Joan D. Aikens
Page 2
December 18, 1986

would occur if EPS attempted to meet the time frame and was unable
to respond in appropriate detail.

If you have any questions or comments I would be happy to
discuss and resolve them with the Commission Staff.

Sincerely,

GANDY MICHENER SWINDLE
WHITAKER & PRATT

ohn V.

JVH:13jm




Before the Federal Election Commission

In the Matter of
Southwestern Bell MUR 2171
Mobile Systems

General Counsel's Report

I. Background

On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commission”o

("Commission") determined that there is reason to believqf}hagéfg“
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems ("Southwestern Bell") violated 2
U.S.C. § 441b as an "official provider" for the 1984 Republican
National Convention.

On November 13, 1986, Southwestern Bell was notified of the
Commission's determination. On November 25, 1986, Southwestern
Bell requested a two week extencion of time to respond to the
Commission's reason to believe determination. This extension,
until December 19, 1986, was granted by the Office of General
Counsel, and respondent was notified of this by letter dated
December 1, 1986. By letter dated December 12, 1986,
Southwestern Bell requested a second extension, equal to the
sixty day extension granted to other respondents in this matter.

Southwestern Bell claims this time is required in order to review

its files and complete its own investigation. '

On December 16, 1986, the Commission granted a sixty (60)
day request for an extension of time by VMX, Inc., another of the
official providers in this matter. The response of VMX is due on

February 3, 1987. The Office of General Counsel recommends that
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that Southwestern Bell be granted an extension of time until
February 3, 1987, in order to allow them equal time to respond to
this matter.

II. Recommendations

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission:

) [£S Approve the the extension of time by Southwestern
Mobile Systems to respond by February 3, 1987.

2. Approve the attached letter.

/i/zr 7&/
[/

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date
Deputy General Counsel

Attachments
1. Request for extension
2. Letter




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Southwestern Bell MUR 2171

Mobile Systems

)
)
)
)

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election
Commission, do hereby certify that on January 5, 1987, the

Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 2171:

Approve the extension of time by Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems to respond by February 3, 1987, as
recommended in the General Counsel's Report signed

December 29, 1986.

Approve the letter, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report signed December 29, 1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

[~ 6-87 yorsi O/ Covimarcs

Date arjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Tues., 12-30-86 12:43
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 12-30-86 4:00
Deadline for vote: Mon., 01-05-87 4:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
January 7, 1987

Donna Lynn Snyder, Esquire
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
17330 Preston Road

Suite 100A

Dallas, TX 75252

Re: MUR 2171
Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems

Dear Ms. Snyder:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 12, 1986,
requesting an extension of time to respond to the Commission's
reason to believe determinations in the above-captioned matter.
After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Commission has determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due no later than February 3,

1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genetal Counsel

By: Lois G. arner

Associate General Counsel



Before the Pederal Election Commission
In the Matter of
Metier Management MUR 2171

Systems, Inc.
Savin Corporation

General Counsel's Report

3

-~

I. Background

On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commission <
("Commission") determined that there is reason to believe that
Metier Management Systems, Inc. ("Metier") and Savin Corporation
("savin") violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b as "official providers" for
the 1984 Republican National Convention.

On November 13, 1986, Metier was notified of the
Commission's determination. By letter dated December 8, 1986,
counsel for Metier responded, in part, to the Commission's
determination, indicating a further response would be
forthcoming. On December 12, 1986, counsel for respondent
further responded requesting an extension of time, in order to
"gather the facts relevant to the transaction in question ... "
(Attachment 1). Respondent's former President, who was
apparently involved in this matter, is presently residing in
fngland. Respondent requested an extension of thirty (30) days
or "as much as granted other parties."

On November 20, 1986, Savin requested a twenty (20) day
extension of time to respond to the Commission's reason to

believe determination. This extension, until December 22, 1986,
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was granted by the Office of General Counsel. By letter dated
December 15, 1986, Savin requested a second extension, equal to
the sixty day extension granted to other respondents in this
matter. Savin claims this time is required in order to review its
files and complete its own investigation.

On December 16, 1986, the Commission granted a sixty (60)
day request for an extension of time by VMX, Inc., another of the
official providers in this matter. The response of VMX is due on

February 3, 1987. The Office of General Counsel recommends that

both Metier and Savin be granted extensions of time until
February 3, 1987, in order to allow them equal time to respond to
this matter.

IT. Recommendations

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission:

1. Approve the the extension of time by Metier Management
Systems, Inc. to respond by February 3, 1987.

2. Approve the extension of time by Savin Corporation to
respond by February 3, 1987.

3. Approve the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: //'CTZ;%ﬁ%Z%?
" Lawrence M. Noble
' Deputy General Counsel

12 fro/5 4
Date /’ ;7

Attachments
1. Request for extension (Metier Management Systems, Inc.)
2. Request for extension (Savin Corporation)
3. Letters




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2171

Metier Management
Systems, Inc.
Savin Corporation

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on January 5, 1987, the

Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions

in MUR 2171:

Approve the extension of time by Metier Management
Systems, Inc. to respond by February 3, 1987, as
recommended in the General Counsel's Report signed

December 29, 1986.

Approve the extension of time by Savin Corporation
to respond by February 3, 1987, as recommended in
the General Counsel's Report signed December 29, 1986.

Approve the letters as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report signed December 29, 1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.
Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Rgceived in Office of Commission Secretary: Tues., 12-30~-86 12:43
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 12-30-86 4:00
Deadline for vote: Mon., 01-05-87 4:00




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 7, 1987

Andrew Mohr, Esquire

Cohen & White

Suite 504

1055 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

Re: MUR 2171
Metier Management
Systems, Inc.

Dear Mr. Mohr:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 12, 1986,
requesting an extension of "time to respond to the Commission's
reason to believe determination in the above-captioned matter.
After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Commission has determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due no later than PFebruary 3,
1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

- RS

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 7, 1987

Mari-Jo F. Scopac, Bsquire
Assistant General Counsel °
Savin Corporation

9 West Broad Street
Stamford, CT 06904-2270

Re: MUR 2171
Savin Corporation

Dear Ms. Scopac:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 15, 1986,
requesting an extension of time to respond to the Commission's
reason to believe determindtion in the above-captioned matter.
After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Commission has determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due no later than Pebruary 3,
1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




Before the Pederal Election Commission
In the Matter of
Executive Presentation MUR 2171
Systems, Inc.

General Counsel's Report
I. Background
On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commission ?
("Commission") determined that there is reason to believe that

Executive Presentation Systems, Inc. ("EPS") violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b as an "official provider" for the 1984 Republican National

Convention.

On November 13, 1986, EPS was notified of the Commission's
determination. On December 9, 1986, EPS requested an extension
of time to respond to the Commission's reason to believe
determination, without specifying the amount of time needed or
the reason that this extension was necessary. By letter dated
December 18, 1986, EPS renewed their request for an extension,
equal to the sixty day extension granted to other respondents in
this matter. EPS claims this time is required in order to review
its files and complete its own investigation.

On December 16, 1986, the Commission granted a sixty (60)
day reguest for an extension of time by VMX, Inc., another of the
official providers in this matter. The response of VMX is due on

February 3, 1987. The Office of General Counsel recommends
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that EPS be granted an extension of time until February 3, 1987,
in order to allow them equal time to respond to this matter.

II. Recommendations

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission:

1. Approve the the extension of time for Executive Presentation
Systems, Inc. to respond by February 3, 1987.

2. Approve the attached letter.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

/i

Dat
Deputy General Counsel

Attachments
1. Request for extension (2)
2. Letter
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2171

Executive Presentation
Systems, Inc.

- Y u

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on January 8,
1987, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to approve
the following actions in MUR 2171:

1. Approve the extension of time for Executive

Presentation Systems, Inc. to respond by
February 3, 1987, as recommended in the

General Counsel's Report signed January 6,
1987.

2. Approve the letter, as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report signed January 6,

1987.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry and Thomas voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

g@.é’ /P87 P/ NMence wﬁmm/

Date arjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Tues., 1-6-87,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Tues., 1-6-87,
Deadline for vote: Thurs., 1-8-87,

12:04
4:00
4:00



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

January 9, 1987

John V. Howard, Esquire

Gandy, Michener, Swindle, Whitaker & Pratt
Suite 600

2501 Parkview Drive

Fort Worth, TX 76102

Re: MUR 2171
Executive Presentation
Systems, Inc.

Dear Mr. Howard:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 18, 1986,
requesting a sixty (60) day extension of time to respond to the
Commission's reason to believe determinations in the above-
captioned matter. After considering the circumstances presented
in your letter, the Commission has determined to grant you your
requested extension. Accordingly, your response will be due no
later than February 3, 1987.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel
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5 Dedrick Piace, West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006 Phone:201-82-2000 Fax:201-673-6881 Telex:752030 ROA-UD -

January 15, 1987

Eric Kleinfeld, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Committee
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Add QINVE —

RE: MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc.

bl

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

I have attempted to contact you several times since Wednesday,
January 7, 1987 and, due to both your schedule and mine, it has
been impossible to speak to you.

As you are no doubt aware Ricoh Corporation's response was due
to be received on January 7, 1987; however, recent events,
including the unavailability of any of the officers necessary to

sign a sworn affidavit have made it impossible to meet that
date. I have been advised that the earliest an officer, with
knowledge of the situation, will be available is Monday, January
19, 1987. At that time it is expected the affidavit (already

prepared) will be signed and notarized, and Ricoh's response to
you forthcoming,

I regret the delay but would ask your indulgence due to the fact
that it has been caused by circumstances outside of my
reasonable control.

Any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Very truly yours,
RICOH CORPORATION

(oo @) Yorme

David R. S. Kennedy
General Counsel
Office Products Business

DRSK/rh
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‘RICOH ©
CORPORATION

§ Dedrick Place, West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006 Phone: 201-882-2000 Fax:201-673-6881 Telex: 762930 ROA-UD

Cotkas0

January 21, 1987

Ms. Joan D. Aikens

Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc.

Dear Ms. Aikens:

The purpose of this letter is to set forth Ricoh Corporation's
(formerly Rapicom, Inc.) response to your letter of November 13,
1986 addressed to Mr. William R. Manzon, Southwest Regional
Manager of Ricoh Corporation. The letter was received by Mr.
Manzon on November 17, 1986 and Ricoh Corporation, through its
in house counsel, had requested an extension of time to respond
on December 9, 1986.

At the request of the management of Ricoh Corporation, a brief
investigation has been undertaken into the allegations set forth
in the General Counsel's analysis. It is Ricoh Corporation's
belief that certain of the facts used in that analysis are not
correct or are incomplete. In order that the Commission may
have a complete record, enclosed herewith is the affidavit of
John Sheehan, Senior Vice President of Ricoh Corporation's
Communication Products Group (formerly Rapicom, Inc.) which sets
forth the facts as the company understands them.

Based upon the facts presented it is the conclusion of Ricoh
Corporation that there 1is no basis upon which to find that a
violation of 2 U.S.C. Section 441b has occurred by the provision
of two (2) Rapicom model facsimile transceivers to the Committee
on Arrangements of the Republican National Convention. The
facsimile transceivers in question were provided to ‘the ‘'~
Committee as a normal business transaction made in the ordigary
course of business and upon terms and conditions whichPare
customery and reasonable in the office equipment indugtry.
Ricoh received both the publicity attendant to its desigpation
as Official Fax Vendor and 1its normal fees for installation,
removal, and supplies. [

-
Additionally, a review of the appliable exemptions, as set forth
in 11 C.F.R. Section 9008.7 (c)(l), makes it clear that the
provision of the two (2) facsimile transceivers to the Committee




Ms. Joan D. Aikens
January 21, 1987
Page 2 of 2

at a charge for shipping, installation, removal, toner and paper
was permissable. Ricoh Corporation {8 involved in the sale,
lease, and rental of, among other types of office equipment,
facsimile transceivers. It is a typical business transaction
for Ricoh Corporation to provide office equipment, including
facsimile transceivers, on a temporary basis and charge only
for the shipping, installation, removal, and supplies necessary
to utilize the product while waiving any rental charge for
events of national prominence. In exchange for this
consideration Ricoh Corporation had received the right to be
designated as the official supplier of facsimile transceivers to
the Republican National Convention.

The waiver of rental charges to customers for events of
relatively short duration 1is a reduction or discount given in
the ordinary course of Ricoh Corporation's business. The
transaction is also not without consideration due to the
favorable publicity which the Company received from the
designation as an official supplier and because the Company was
reimbursed for its reasonable expenses of shipping,
installation, removal, and the supplies for use in the facsimile
transceivers. Accordingly, the express language of 11 C.F.R.
Section 9008.7 (c)(l) would seem to specifically authorize the
transation 1in question. Ricoh Corporation will continue to
cooperate fully with both the Federal Election Commission and
its General Counsel 1in the review and resolution of the
transaction in question, Should you feel that additional
factual information is needed 1in order that the proper
conclusion of the matter can be reached and a finding that there
is no probable cause to believe a violation has occurred by
Ricoh Corporation, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

RICOH CORPORATION (formerly Rapicom, Inc.)

] /’/) . S\ )
David R.S. Kennedy
General Counsel - Office Pxpduchs Business

DK:kt

cc J. Sheehan
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC

In re $

MUR 2171
Rapicom, Inc. s

Affidavit of J. Sheehan

Respondent 5
STATE OF NEW JERSEY )
) s8:

COUNTY OF ESSEX )

J. Sheehan, being duly cautioned and sworn, states as
follows:

1. I am the Senior Vice President of the Ricoh Corporation
Communication Products Group (formerly Rapicom, Inc.). 1In 1984
I was the Senior Vice President of Rapicom, 1Inc, with the
responsibility for directing and controlling the sale, lease or
rental of Rapicom facsimile transceivers in North America
through Ricoh's direct sales force. Upon receiving notification
of the matter under review I directed certain individuals within
Ricoh Corporation to conduct an investigation and review of the
Company's records regarding the provision of two (2) Rapicom
facsimile transceivers to the Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention which was held in Dallas,
Texas 1n August 1984. I make this affidavit based upon the
knowledge and information available to Ricoh Corporation as a
result of that investigation.

2. Ricoh Corporation ("Ricoh") is a wholly owned subsidiary
of Ricoh Company, Ltd. of Tokyo, Japan. Ricoh, in 1984, was the
sole distributor 1in North Aamerica of facsimile transceivers
manufactured by Ricoh Company, Ltd. and which were sold in North
America under the Rapicom brand name through its direct sales
force. Ricoh maintains its headquarters in West Caldwell, New
Jersey and sells its products directly to end-users through its
direct sales outlets in New York, NY; Rosalyn, VA; Houston, TX;
Long Beach, CA; and Hillside, IL in addition to numerous other
locations in most other states.




3. As part of the ordinary conduct of its business Ricoh
provides certain of its office products, including facsimile
transceivers, to events which attract the attenton of the
national news media; to the national news media; and to certain
large corporations and other commercial or government entities
which require the products for a relatively short period of time
at a heavily discounted or on a rental free basis. The only
charges normally billed to customer's fitting the category
described above are shipping, installation, and removal fees,
and supplies for the products. In exchange for the provision
of its products without rental charges, Ricoh was entitled to
receive a designation as the official provider of the facsimile
transceivers in qguestion to the Republican National
Convention. In the past, Ricoh has, in the ordinary course of
its business, provided facsimile transceivers under similar
arrangements to the Democratic National Convention in New York
City; the Winter Olympic Games in Lake Placid, New York; and to
the National News Networks (ABC, CBS, and NBC) for coverage of
such events as space shots; conventions; important court
trials, etc.

All of these transactions were arranged in the ordinary course
of Ricoh's business and the rental revenues foregone were

charged internally as advertising and product promotion
expenses.
- On or about January 13, 1984, Mr. Jim Blythe of the

consulting firm of Blythe-Nelson approached Ricoh and indicated
that Ricoh might receive the designation of "Official Facsimile
Vendor" from the Republican National Committee in exchange for
the wuse of Ricoh facsimile equipment by the Committee if it
could submit an acceptable proposal. (see 1/13/84 W. Manzon
memo to S. Joerg - Attachment "A").

5. On or about February 9, 1984 Ricoh's proposal was set
forth in a letter from W. Manzon to J. Blythe. The letter
states that all rental charges would be waived in exchange for
the Official Fax Vendor designation but that shipping,
installation, removal; and supply charges would be due from the
Committee, A copy of the letter is affixed as Attachment "B",

6. On or about April 24, 1984 Ricoh received an order from
the Committee for one (1) R-6100 facsimile transceiver to be
installed, for the Committee, in Dallas, Texas. Ricoh's files
do not contain this order but, according to Ricoh's records one
(1) R-6100 facsimile machine was to be shipped to Dallas, Texas
for use by the Committee on or about May 3, 1984 (see internal
memo from W. Manzon to S. Joerg affixed as Attachment "C") and
it is assumed that such shipment took place as planned.
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7. On or about June 5, 1984 Ricoh received a letter advising
that ",..Rapicom, 1Inc. has been selected to be the official
'‘facsimile vendor' for the 1984 Republican National
Convention®. A copy of the letter from Ernest Angelo, Jr.,
Chairman of the Committee, to William Manzon, Southwest Regional
Manager is affixed as Attachment "D".

8. On or about June 25, 1984, in response to a letter dated
June 22, 1984 from W. Manzon to G. Hatfield (Attachment "E"),
the Committee on Arrangements issued Request for Purchase Order
Number's 00207 and 00208 setting forth the charges to be
received from the Committee by Ricoh for the shipping;
installation; removal; and supplies for the two (2) machines in
question (Attachments "F" and "G").

9. On or about August 7, 1984, the Committee orally
requested that the second facsimile transceiver be installed and
an internal memo generated to expedite processing of the R-3300
facsimile machine (August 7, 1984 internal memo W. Manzon to S.
Joerg affixed as Attachment "H"). Written confirmation to
confirm that Request for Purchase Order ($#00208) was in fact a
purchase order and was received on or about August 8, 1984 (see
Telex No. 713-939-1811 from Mary Frances of the Committee to
Louise Dunn of Rapicom - Attachment "I").

10. In response to all of the correspondence referenced
above, most particularly Attachment "D", Ricoh, on or about
August 17, 1984 prepared Rental Agreement No. S-60537 and an
Amendment thereto (Attachment "J"). This Agreement and
Amendment were forwarded to the Committee on Arrangements. No
signed copy of the Agreement was ever received by Ricoh.

11. Under the terms of the Agreement, as amended, Ricoh
agreed to supply the National Convention with two (2) facsimile
transceivers, Since the Committee had, by its Request for

Purchase Order No's. 002007 and 002008 unequivocally accepted
the essential terms of the agreement, Ricoh provided the
facsimile equipment in Qquestion without insisting on a fully
executed agreement. This same accommodation would have been
made for any other event of national preminence in order to
protect the reputation of Ricoh Corporation.

12. While the original proposal to the Committee indicated
that three (3) facsimile transceivers would be provided, Ricoh
only installed two (2) machines at the Convention site in
Dallas. The third (3rd) machine, to be installed at Committee
Headquarters in Washington, D.C., was not required due to the




fact that the Committee obtained access to an already installed
facsimile machine. Ricoh did not install the machine which the
Committee utilized and has no knowledge about where such product
was obtained.

13. The total rental revenue which Ricoh Corporation had
agreed to forego with respect to the two (2) Rapicom brand
facsimile transceivers provided to the 1984 Republican National
Convention during the periods indicated below was $777.00.

R-6100: May 3, 1984 - August 30, 1984
R-3300: August 15, 1984 - August 30, 1984

e b

John Sheehan
X Ti : Senior Vice President
Date: January 21, 1987

Sworn to and subscribed personally before me this 21st day of
™~ January 1987.

o -

oy 22;%;&,&2;&ﬂ_/%h9&¢2;1;
- Notary Public

las

PATRICIA & MORDING
NOTARY PUELIT OF 110w JERSEY
MY COMMISSION EFALL asT o
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FAXED

DATE /13 P /
STEVE JOERG 40¢:;/j?2
Bill Manzon date 1-13-84

Republican National Coavention : refer to

Jim Blythe of Blythe-Nelson, a Dallas Consulting firm, confirms that
1f we offer and the Republican National Committes accepts the use of ~
our equipment, we, for value received, have the option of using thie

in our advertising.

I recoumend that we pursue and if you agree I will extend our offer
in writing to Mr. Blythe who will put it forth at a conveation
comnittee meating on January 20th. Please advise.

Also, they are interestad in the use of Ricoh copiers. Suggest we

have someone from the copier diviaion contact Mr. Blythe at
(214) 634-3900 to discuss this possibilicy.

,?-Eé/aoi
oD Matlns

(i Wfaiking = |

WRM/1d

xc: C. Marland
M. McBride*”




RAPICOM, Ine.

7878 Grow Lsne, Suite 124
Houston, TX 77040
Phone: (713) 482-7553
Fax: (713) 4620393

February 9, 1984

Mr. Jim Blythe
Blythe-Nelson Co.
8700 N. Stemmons
Suite 301

Dallas, TX 75247

Desr Mr. Blythe:

Pursuant to our discussions with you and Marlene English. Rapicom
is pleased to be considered as a potentilal supplicr of facsimile
equipment for use during the Republican National Convention.

Rapicom proposes the placement of three (3) R-6100 facsimile unite.
Two (2) of these units would be installed in Dallas and the third
in Washington D.C.

The Rapicom 6100 is a high-speed (9600 BPS) digital facsimila unit
that uses a dry toner process. Thir is in contrast to the thermal
printing process that is in wide-spread use by most facsimile vendors,
including Rapicom. Our recommendation, however, is made with the
thought of providing the Committee with archival quality documents.

As vou know, thermal processed documents are subject to fadiag over
time.

We feel that permanancy is an important factor in your anticipated
use of facsimile equipment. ’

Normal rental of the above equipment is §270.00 per month. By
extension, the total charges would he $4860.00.

Rapicom proposes to waive these rental charges. In consideraticn of

the no-charge use of the equipment during the convention, Rapicom
would be designated at the Official Facsimile Vandor. This desipg-
nation would dnclude, but is not limited to:




Mr. Jim Blythe .
Page -2-

1. Use of thir title in any advartising in which Rapicom opts to
utilize this designation.
Cage history representation,
Feature articles to be publishad in various mugazines.

Use of this designation in the full range of advertising and
promotional materfals.

Should the above meet with your approval, normal installation, removal
and supply costs for the equipment as wa have previvusly outlined
would apply to this offer,

We sincerely lcok forward to serving’you.

Very : y yours,

WL@:@

William R. Manzon
Soucthwest Regicnal M

Wkm/1d

Approved

Title

Date




. - ‘ | Memorandum

A Ricoh Company. We respond. ; FAXED
. DATE - 20§/

ATAGAmess  “C° 200- 674127

to STEVE JOERG
from Bill Mangon : dete 4-24-84
subject Republican National Convention refer 10
Steve, faxing order form and IT1 sheet for a R-6100 for the
Republican Convantion. This is the first of three unite that
will be required.

RNC are to be billed for shipping, installation, removal and
supplies.

Due date is May 3, so would appreciate your approving and passing
on to order entry.

Re.a ds,

B ManggzéFJv

WRM/1d

xc: . Salazar
. Marland
. Eagan

B Lk

/8 -220-1984

pd#ﬁ/hﬁalq "%M
77607%?/&4-\ LY, can
AL o Mg oboimer .

Fux Aoy 220 us




B 1084 ép‘b'lican NétiOa‘ConVention

frank J. Fahrenkopd, Jr. ATTACH MENT 4D
Chairman 2

R blican National Committee
P June 5, 1984

" COMMITTEE ON
ARRANGEMENTS
Ermest Angelo, Jr.
Chairman
Trudy McDonuald - Mr. William R. Manzon
vice-Chalrman Southwest Regional Manager
Rapicom, Inc.
$§’;§§:,§'°"' A 7878 Grow Lane, Suite 124

Houston, Texas 77040

Mary Stivers, GA

Secretary

Roger Allan Moore Dear Mr. Manzon:

General Counsel
On behalf of the Committee on Arrangements for

SUBCOMMITTER the 1984 Raepublican National Convention, I am
CHAIRMEN pleased to advise you that Rapicom, Inc. has

~.Don Adams, IL been selected to be the official "Facsimile

_ Nancy Apgar, OK Vendor"™ for the 1984 Republican National

*} Pran Chlles, TX Convention.

..Jack Courtemanche, CA :

~ Jennifer Dunn, WA This designation is contingent upon a letter of

...Noél Gross, NJ agreement between the Committee on Arrangements
Blll Harris, AL and Rapicom, Inc. This letter of agreement
JGinny Martinez, LA will be forwarded to you shortly for your
Dennis Olson, ID appropriate review and signature.

™ shella Roberge, NH

~ Ken Stout, AL Let me take this opportunity to thank you and
Peter Secchia, Ml your company for extending this valuable

- sgzvice for this historie occasion. ! know it

will help serve to make the 1984 Republican
™ Ronald 11. walker National Convention a memorable, exciting and
. Convention Manager inspirational success.

Douglass Blaser

Deputy Convention Managor Since:ely ,

Danle! Denning ‘

Deputy Convention Manager . X

Pegydy Venable w

Executlive Director Ernest Angelo, Jr.
Chairman

Dallas, Texas—August 20—23, 1984
Dallas Convention Center Office, 850 South Gritfin, Dallas, TX 75202 » (214) 220-1984
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124, Houston, 1X 77040 . Phone 713-482-7380 Fax: 7134820093 Fax: 713-826-1011

June 22, 1984
Arcnaswer * E"
Mr. Guy Hatfield

Republican National Convention
Dallas, Taxas

Dear Mr. Batfield:

To date we have not received a purchase order for charges attendant to the R-6300
facsimile machine curreantly installed at the RNC headquarters in Dallas, Texas,

These charges include:

Shipping $165.00
Installation $150.00
Removal $150.00
1 Cen. of Paper $104.00
1 Ctn. of Toner $ 88.00

TOTAL $657.00
These are the charges per unit as outlined in our offer lattar of February 7th to
Mr. Jim Blythe of Blythe Nelson.

It has come to our attention that you will require an additional machine of a dif-
ferent model to accomodate traffic from slower spaed fax machines. Charges for
this unit differ from the above. Please issue your purchase order as follows:

One R-3300 or R~3100 fax unitc.

Rental _ No Charge
Installation & Freight §150.00
Removal $100.00
1 Ctn. of Paper : $ 96.00

TOTAL $346.00

The above purchase orders should be maf{led to my attention. To expedite delivery
of the new machine, it would be helpful if you would first fax these documents to
us &% (713) 939-1811. '

ahank vou for your attention to this matter.

iin:araly,

William R. Manzon
Southwest Regional Manager

WRM/1d

xc: V. Michael




REQUEST FOR -~ IE- cﬂ ommitiee on Amrangements
PURCHASE URDER Kiionsl Gomventicn

VENDOR , ATTACHMENT £

RICOH Corporation
7878 Grow Lane DALLAS CONVENTION CENTER

Suite 124
Houston, TX, 77040

I.’é%‘-'&‘\#ﬁﬁé‘ g MARK PACKAQES:
————
F.0.8. Routing Terma Date Prepared Quotation

6/25 IBL Prices
Summary of Vendors ;

Quotations Obtained: ‘

| |
' |

N

Quantity | Description List Prioe Discount% | Nét Unit Price | Extendud Price

R-6]00 Facsimile machine:
Shipping
Installation
Ramoval
|.ctn, of paper
cen. of Toner

]
l
|
|

Remarks/Speclal Instructiona: SUBTOTAL

TAXIF APPLICABLE

NET TOTAL

Account Number Requested By / .‘/) Finangial Approval
.. _/l

_2520

7




PURCHASE ORDER

RICOH Corporation
7878 Grow Lane
Suite 124

L_ Houston, TX.

THIS 8 A REQUEST.
NOT AN APPRO&;; PURCHASE ORDER.

77040

mittee on Arangements
the 1984 Republican
National Convention 00 20§

ben. ArTRcuwent 46

DALLAS CONVENTION CENTER

MARK PACKAGES:

F.0.B. Routing

Oate Required

Oate Prepared
6/25/84

Terms

Prices

=
Summary of

l Vendors
Quatationg Obtained:

Quotation

List Price

__

.
Quantity | Description
O .

_Rental o,

Installation & Frejght

Renoval

Ctn., of Paper

j

Remarka/Special Insiructions:

SUBTOTAL

TAX,IF APPLICABLE

|
3 -
’ |
|
|
i

NET TOTAL

A

346

|
f

~
LN
——

Actcount Number
2520

Requested By

Financial Approval
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A Ricon Company We respond.
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FAXED

‘Mamersndum

DATE D 1 /p4

MTTACAME~NT " " N 4 98-

STEZVE JOFRG Lot os vl

I-3PI-72¢4

31)1 Manson . : - date B=7-34

Repyblican National Convention refor 10
Steve, faxing ordar form and TTT shuut for a X-3300 for the
Republicen Convantion.

MIC ate to be billed foz ohipping, instaliation, removal und
supplies. _

Due date {s immediately, so would Appreciate your approving
#nd psseing on to order entry, : :

Regards, .
O/ -
23¥{ ManZon o W
WRM/14 ’ W/? |
xe: L. Sslazar , . '
V. Michael ' ‘
M. Hagan
D. Oryick
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¥s., Louise Dunn
Ragicon
2alex No., 713-935.1311

Dear Louise,
2oy our conversa%icn today thls will ccnfirz

the aur “Reguest foxr Purchase Order™ is ia
face oyr Purchasy Order form.

Plsaze expite tha2 dellvary of a zachine thag
is has Gzoup 1, 2, and 3 capability as the
Ceaventioca is only 11 days awvay.

Thank you for ysur attention to this matwer,

© oS —e Aumet 2t) — 23,1684




Region| | Branch I Salesm . Salesman - Name -1[e3 Customer P.O. Numhar ; !
BT T i |
3]0 317 | Manzon ._00208 L |
RAPICOM RENTAL AGREEMENT #Txuet (7" g §0537
Republic Narional Convention a:  (Customer) agreee 10 rant from Rapicom, Inc. (RAPICOM) of 7 Kingsbridge Road,

"airfigld, New Jersey and Rapicom agrees 10 sell t0 Customer subject 10 the torms and conditions of this Agreement, the Rapicom eguipment

and accessuries in the quantitias, modeis and prices designated balow for a

month rental period.

" Dvisipn and Company

INITIAL SUPPLY ORDER

Republic Narional) Conventien
o/Departmant

! Arlention

‘Doug Blazet
'?10 L!! EC. EUEQ

, City, Stete. 2ip Code

— CTNFAXPAPER @ —_ /CTN

— CTNFAXMIX@ ___ _ /CTN|

(Washington, D,C, 20003

Thia document. together with the terms and conditions est forth bn the reversg hereo! and Rapicom’s Order Form, shall constitute the entire
Agresment between Customer and Rapicom ("Agrcement”™). The terms and conditions of thic Agrsement shall superseda any inconsisient
terms and conditions contained in Customer's purchase orders and/or ather documents uniess such purchass orders and/or ofhar documents
have been accepted, in writing, by a duly authorized officer of Rapicom. This Agreement may not bé changac or amendec without the prior
~4grritien approval of an authorized officor 0f Rapicom and an numonzed representative of the Cuatomer See "Amendmgn[ to R.'lp icom

Ranf.al Agreement No. S-60537".
EOUlPMENT ORDER SCHEDULE

« -

Monthiy Base Rental Per Unit®

T fe | e [oww | T .
t I .
o : } .
5 6100 L R=6100 | sxso oo | No_Charge
wasn | R-Z{BOO SN 50.00 ;
,\: 3 : ' £1 — No Chazge E
. | l | ;
*Monthly base rental incluges NORMAL equipment maintendnce and pans.
o
ACCESSORY ORDER SCHEDULE
J Product Instailation Montnly Base Rente' Per Unlt .
;{_ Numbder L Mode! i Quantity Charge Ser Unit ! |
o0 1 T . ’ -
'A-1107 | 6II Pl No Charge | No Charge |
[A=1304 . TCR d 1 Xa Chacge wr—0 No Charge
|4-1254 | I R ; No Charge | No Charge !
A=12481 : eTT . ] | No Cheres _ No Charece ;
;A-1300 l 9.6 ' 1 | No Charge | No Charge |
la=1109 cr/aTT ) i No Charge | No_Charge !
A-1012 NCU20E 1 No Charge No Charge
It customer is tax exempt, check box and attach copy of Exempticn Certificate D
It no Purchase Order is required by Customar, check box and sign _ _ D
(AsrOmer)
Republic National Convention RAPICOM, INC.
{Cazstomer)
By By
Anorged Srgnature Uaw Authorizec moma Othee Accepuanve
Print Print .
Ngme ana Titig Np™e ang Ting

SEE REVERSE SIDE OF AGREEMENT FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS

ROME OFFINE OPERATIONS DEP! — Goioen Ree fCusiomear Socy A — Canary; Custdamer Cony R Biue,

HMOME OFFICE-ACCOUNTING DFPT . Grewn B.angn Othce Copy -

Bnm




S Arracumests D "
: | ) TERMS AND CONDITIONS ’a’. 20é& 4

ACCEPTANCE — This Agreasmant is wtg 10 acceptance by Rapicom through its Home Office. Such acceptence will be evidenced by
return 10 the Customer of a countersigned copy of this Agreemarit. Prior to such scceptancs, this Agreement shali have no force or effecs.

RENTAL PERIOD — Rental Period shall commencs on the date of instaliation of the Equipmont (or the second item af Equlpmom if more
than one ilem) and shall expire at the end of the Term of itus Agreement.

\

RENEWAL/TERM;NATION — This Agreemunt may be terminated by Customer or Rapicom at the end of the Rental Period, or any
renewal thereot, only by giving the other party at lesst 30 days prior written notice. Uniess 50 terminaled by sither party, this Agreement
shali be automalically renewed for sn additional 12 month Rental Period.

SURRENDER - Customer agrees to surrender the Equipment and ali Accessories upon the expiration or termination of this Agreement
in (he same condition as received and agrees to pasy Rapicom all costs incurred in connsction with any damage 10 the Equipment or
Accessories subject only to ordinary and usual wear snd tear.

AEMOVAL CHARGES — Cusiomer agrees to pay 10 Rapicom romoval charges for the remeval of alt Equipment and Acceasories rented
haersunder st the then prevailing rates in sffect at the time of removal. .

TERMS OF PAYMENT — All invoices for rental cnarges for the Equipment and/nr Accessoties 3re due and payabie to Rapicom within
thirty (30) days from the date ot 1he invoice without discount or sel-off. A carrying charga of one percent (1%) per month (12% ANNUAL
RATE] will apply 10 ali past due accaunts.

-

DAMAGES/TERMINATION — If Customer bresches this Ayréemaent or attemptz a termination hercof eacept as provided hereir; Custom- '
er shall pay as liquidated demuges. the partias hereto agreeing that the true messurs of damages Is $0 uncertain that the same cannot be
raadily datermined, the aggregale rentul coniractec under this Agrcemont for the remaning monthg of the Rental Period, plus all coats
and axpenses incurred in connection with the cost of repair of any damage to tho Equipment and Accessories and the ¢ost of removal of
the Equipment and Accessories. All unpaid invorces shall become due and payable upon terminstion and Customer shall pay all costs
8ng expenses of collecting any unpaig indebtedncss including, but not limited 10, reasonable attorney's fees and court costs. In the event
of any breach of this Agreement by Customer. the same may be lerminsted by Rapicom and the EQuipment and Accessories ghall, at the
Jrequest of Rapicom, be tendered to Rapicom in 9004 condition snd repair. The Customer shatl pay the then pravlllmg Rapicom removal
. ﬁchoet for ali Equipment and Accessorias removed upon termination. - i
ACCESSORIES — Optional davices for use with the Equipment ("Accessorias™) which Rapicom may from ime 1o time ofter to Customer,
-rwill be furnished at published rates for rental, instailation, and removal, on a month-to-month basis. subject to 30 days prior written notice
of cancellation given by Customaer.

EQUIPMENT PROTECTION — Customer shall permil only Rapicom parsonnel, who shall have full and free access for such purpose, to

.gmake any alleralivns, repsirs, adjustments, gisassembiy. Or inspection of Eguipmant ang Accessories. except lor “Key Operator™ func-

tions performed by Customer's personnel. Alterations requested by Customer are not covered by this Agreement. Customer shall not

~ TBmove, permit removal of or relocate the Equipment or Accessories from the location where instalied without prior written consent of an

authorized Rapicom representative. which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. Rapicam may dispiay notice of Rapicom owner-
.. Ship on any Eguipment and Accessories.

LOSS OR DAMAGE — All Equipment. Accessorias and/or Supplies shali be shipped F.O.B. Rapicom's nearest warenouse. Customer
“¥shalt bear all risk of loss or damage to Equipment and Accessories under this Agreement from delivery thereof 1o & common carrier,
excep! as caused by {I) negligence of Ragicom personnel or (il) reasonable wear and tear unger normat working congditions. Customer
7 nereby indemnifies. agrees to defend, and hoids Rapicom harmiess trom and against all claims, costs, expenses. damage, actions, causes
of action, and liabilities, including reasonable aitorney’s fees. arsing out ¢! or in connection with any ioss or damage 10 or resutting from
o™ Or pertaining 10 any use 0! Equipment and Accessones Ncreunder Or Ry damage or injury 1o persons. including death, or property in
connection with the use thereol. Customer agrees 1o train al "Xey Operator” personnel 1n accordance with the operation manual pro-
viced by Rapicom

WARRANTY — RAPICOM WARRANTS THAT THE ECUISPMENT AND ACTESSORIES COVERED BY THIS AGREEMENT, WHEN
INSTALLED, WILL BE IN GOOD WORKING ORDER. THE SOLE OBLIGATION OF RAPICOM WiTH RESPECT TO THIS WARRANTY
SHALL BE TO REPAIR OR REPLACE. AT TS OPTION. ANY DEFECTIVE PART OR COMPONENT OR THE ENTIRE EQUIPMENT IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE TERAMS HERZOF RAPICOM MAKES NO OTHER WARRANTY EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, OR ARISING QUT
2F CUSTOM OR USAGE WITH RESPECT TS MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, CONDITION. QUAL-
ITY OR OTHERWISE. RAPICOM SHALL NOT IN ANY EVENT BE LIABLE FOR ANY SPECIAL. RESULTING, OR CONSEQUENTIAL -
CAMAGES OR LOSS OF PROFITS CCCASIONED BY ANY BREACH OF WARRANTY, MACHINE DCWNTIME OR OTHERWISE.

MISCELLANEOUS —~ Rapicom ghail reiain Utie 10 the Equipment ancd Accessories at all times. This Agreement 1s not assignable by
Customer ang Customer shall not sublease. seli, picgge. ransfer, ur permit any encumbrance upon Equipment ang Accessories. Rapi-
SOom May assign this Agreement and any interest there:n, and 1S assigner nay assign the same. This Agreement shall be governec by the
laws of the State of California,

PERSONAL PROPERTY TAXES — Custemer shalt file. pav and be iiable or all personal property taxes on Equipment end Accessories
which Customer has in its possession on the tax assessmant date

MON-RAPICCM SUPPLIES — It Customer uses supplies other Ihan those sold or approved by Rapicom and it is determined by Rapicom
that the use ©f such supplies caused the Equipment and Accessorias rented hereunder to maltunction. Customer shall be bilied, at
Fapicom’s srandare tilling rates. for all service raguired 10 resair the Equipment and Accessones.
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AMENDMENT TO m-'w; -3
RAPICOM RENTAL
AGREEMENT NO. §-60537

This Amendment {s made and entered into as of the 17th day of August,
1984 by and between the Repudlican National Committee, an uninoorporated
political committee organized in the District of Columbia with its
principal offices looated at 310 Firat Street, S.E. Washington, D.C.
20003 (hereinafter referred to as the "RNC"), and the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention, a Committee of
the RNC (hereinafter referred to as the "Committee") and Ricoh
Corporation, & New York corporation with ita principsl office located at
5 Dedrick Place, West Caldwell, New Jersey 07006 (hereinafter referred
to as "Ricoh"),

WITNESSETH

Whereas, Ricoh, the Comittee and the RNC are parties to the
Rapicom, Inc. Rental Agreement No. 5-60537 dsted the 17th day of
August, 1984 (hereinafter referred to as the "Agreement™): and

Whereas, the parties hereto "desire® to amend and clarify certain
terms and conditions of the Agreement to create a document which more
correctly reflect the agreement between them.

Now, therefore, in consideration of the premiszes and mutual
covenants oontained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. Ricoh understands that this Agreement does not authorize it to
advertise any endorsement by the RNC, the Committee, the White
House the Resgan-Bush '84 Campaign Committee or any other group or
individual, The advertising shall be restricted to the statement
"Official Facsimile Vendor of the 1984 Republican National
Convention".

2. In connecticn with this Agreement, Ricoh shall indemnify, hold
harmless and defend the Convention Manager, the Committee and the
RNC, their officers, agents and employees from any loss, damage,
liability or expense on account of damage to property and injuries,
including death, %0 all persons, which may arise from any alleged
negligent act, omission or error on the part of or any bresch of
any obligation under this Ricoh Agreement.

3. The RNC is an unincorporated association created by the Rules
adopted by the 1980 Republican National Convention, The members,
officers, employees and agents of the RNC, the Committee and the
Executive Commictee of the RNC, shall not be personally liable for
any debt, liability or obligation of the RNC or of the Committee,

4, The parties hereto agree to make the following changes to the terms
and concdltions printed on the reverse side of the Agreement.




- O ArTTRCHmENT ST
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a. The following provisions shall be deleted entirely: ra9e .
I. Renewal/Termination; and
iII. Damages/Termination;

b. The following provisions shall be amended as follows:

I. REMOVAL CHARGES - delete the words, "then prevailing rates
in effect st the time of removal®, replace with, "rates
shown on the face of this Agreement,”

II. LOSS OR DAMAGE - 1ine one (1), delete the words "Rapicom's
nearest warehouse,”, replace with, "Customer's delivery
point.", Line seven (7), after the words "...with the use
thereof," add, "where such loss or damage is caused by or
i3 the result of the negligence of willful misconduct of -
Customer, Customer's officera, employees, agents, servants
or invitees.",

TERMS OF PAYMENT - delete the word "rental.® After the
last line add, "Rapicom agrees to waive rental charges and
to place the Equipment covaered by this Agreement in
Customer's premises on rental free loan. The only charges
to Customer shall be the shipping, installation, removal
and supplies charges as are set forth in this Agreement.

The Agreement is hereby amended as expressly provided in this
Amendment, Except as expressly provided in this Amendment, the terms
and condition of the Agreement remain in full force and effect without
modification. 1In the event of sny inconsistency between the provisions
of this Amendment and any provisions of the Agreemen.. the provisions of
the Amendment shall ocontrol.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the parties hereto have caused this

Amendment to be duly executed by its suthorized representative as of the
day and year first above written,

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
1384 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

By:

R, Carver Sanders, Jr. Ernest Angelo, Jr,
Counsel Chairman
Committee on Arrangements

ATTEST: RAPICOM, INC. (RICOH CORPORATION)




INFORMATION
SYSTEMS
CONSULTING

BLYTHE-NELSON
January 31, 1987

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld

Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.VW.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

As we emphasized in our letter to you of November
187 5 1986, BlytheoNelson is a Texas General
Partnership and, therefore, we do not understand
how the Commission's finding regarding donations
concerns BlythecoNelson.

Nevertheless, even 1if BlytheoNelson were a
corporation, the professional services we
provided the Committee on Arrangements were, in
fact, all in the ordinary course of business, as
the attached affidavit explains,

I trust that this should resolve any questions
concerning Blytheo°Nelson to your full
satisfaction. I anticipate that the
investigation as it concerns our Partnership will
be closed immediately.

As always, we are pleased to cooperate with the
U.S. Government. Should you have any questions,
please let me know.

Sincerely,

Jdmes L. Blythe

Mr. George B. Rei
Covington & Burling

Bruton Park/8700 N. Stemmons Freeway 'Suite 301 Dalilas, Texas 75247 (214) 634-3900




Attachment

Letter dated January 28, 1987

Mr.

Eric Kleinfeld

Affidavit of James L. Blythe

e My name is James L. Blythe. I am a founding partner

of BlytheoNelson ("BoN"), an information systems
consulting partnership. My business address is 8700 N.
Stemmons Freeway, Suite 301, Dallas, Texas 75247. In
addition to the Dallas home office, we now have
affiliated corporations located in Atlanta, Chicago and
Washington, D.C. I have worked in information and

telecommunications systems consulting for ten years.

2. I founded the partnership in June of 1981 along with
Mart D. Nelson, a Professional Engineer. Like many
another fledgling operation, BoN sought out work
opportunities for experience, promotion of the firm's
name in the business community, and, as much as possible,

a full fee.

3. After reading in the Dallas newspapers that the 1984
Republican National Convention would take place 1in
Dallas, I approached the Republican National Committee in

an effort to provide our consulting services on a fee




basis. In October 1982, BoN made an initial presentation

on automated concepts to representatives of the Committee
on Arrangements ("the Committee"). This presentation
suggested to the Committee a wide range of
telecommunications and information systems services that
would make for a very efficient Convention. BeN proposed
to evaluate, recommend, and assist with the
implementation of all of these automated systems for the

Committee.

4, On several occasions during the months following
this presentation, I contacted Mr. Richard Shelby, then
the Convention Manager, about our services. To my
disappointment, BoN was not hired at this time to provide

the range of services presented to the Committee.

5. During the first half of 1983, I saw an opportunity
for our services on a spot project. Southwestern Bell
proposed a communications system to the Committee, and I
recognized the need for evaluation, recommendation and
planning services for this system. BeoN offered its
services on this matter to the Committee on a for-fee
basis. For every two hours worked, BoN would bill the
Committee for one hour of its services, plus any

applicable travel and miscellaneous expenses.




6. BoeN had previously worked projects with discounts or

for no fee at all in order to get business. In 1982, for
example, BoN analyzed the communication system needs of
Hughes and Hill, a law firm, at no charge. Approximately
$5,000 worth of services were provided to perform this
analysis. While these free or discounted services do not
always result in new business, this particular promotion
proved valuable, as BeN was later paid to implement the
suggestions made to Hughes and Hill and was retained for

nearly two years of follow on services.

T BoN also previously provided services to
charitable groups purely to promote our firm name and
capabilities with the major business executives who sit
on the Boards of these organizations. In 1981 and again
in 1982, for example, BoN provided approximately 815,000
to 820,000 of services each year for the Arlington Boys
Club Talent Show. Prior to our Convention work, BoeN also
provided about 85,000 of free telephone planning and
implementation services to the Duncanville Church of

Christ solely for promotional purposes.

8. I believe the use of these commercially-motivated
discounted services (including free ones) to be a common

practice in the information services consulting industry.




9. Because Be°N believed that work for the Committee

would result in excellent contacts, and would allow us to

demonstrate our capabilities, a discount for this spot

project was good business. Moreover, B°N needed work

opportunities at this stage because we were still a very

young business. Fortunately, our offer was accepted, and

for the first time, BoN saw the possibilities not only of

national publicity and experience, but also of full-fee

services down the road.

10. Later in 1983, BoN started turning the corner as a
commercial organization. We started to make a profit,
and we had on our payroll the number of employees that
for the first time made it possible for us to handle the
Convention in the way we first envisioned. In June 1983,
the Committee met in Dallas, and BoN again presented its
automation concepts plan for the Convention. The
presentation went well, I thought. The Committee saw the
need for the information and telecommunications ideas BoN
suggested. However, the Committee did not want to pay

the fees for our advice that we proposed.




11. By the latter part of 1983, BeN's name had appeared

in the 1local media in connection with our Convention
consulting services. For example, The Dallas Times
Herald reported in its August 21, 1983 issue about the
nature of our services and our hopes to be designated as
the official Convention information systems consultants.
I am quoted as saying, "You have to be able to get your
name up there to attract venture capital....It's worth a
try to be working on the convention to get a name...if,
because of that designation, we can create interest, we
can raise money." The article reporting this
information, "Businesses See Dollar Signs in Grand O1d

Promotions," is attached as Exhibit A.

12. BoN evaluated the opportunity to receive exceptional
publicity from this national event, were we to play a
central role in advising the Committee as to what
services it needed and which vendors would best supply
those services. As with other clients where we see great
opportunity for expanded business and promotion, BeN
offered to provide consulting services from February
through July 1984 at no cost in exchange for the official
designation as "The Information Systems Consultant of the

1984 Republican National Convention." The BoN offer also




provided for our services on a full-fee basis during the

busy Convention month of August. In addition, the

Committee would reimburse BeN for any business expenses

during this entire period.

13. Fortunately, the Committee formally accepted this
proposal on January 24, 1984. I Dbelieve this was
fortunate because BoN received significant promotional
value from the services rendered the Committee that
resulted in new client billings of $249,394.63. This
income alone is nearly three times the value of the hours
exchanged for BoN's designation as Official Information
Systems Consultant. The new clients that came our way as
a direct result of our Convention work are: APCO; Arthur
Andersen & Co.; Britches of Georgetowne; Covington &
Burling; Hogan & Hartson; International Management Group,
Inc.; Jackson Walker; Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy;
and Weinberg and Green. Moreover, we owe the existence
of our Washington, D.C. office to our official work at

the Convention.




14, In addition, the free publicity Be°N received from

our official status with the Convention was tremendous.

BeN was interviewed five times on the major television

stations in regards to our role at the Convention. Each

major network interviewed Be°N at least once. Moreover,

two major Dallas newspapers, The Times Herald and The

Morning News, each reported on our Convention services
and quoted me on several occasions in 1984. The monthly
Dallas Magazine published articles in July and August
1984 that discussed our role at the Convention. Our
industry reporter, MIS Week, provided information about

our Convention services in its July 4, 1984 issue.

15. BoN took advantage of the business opportunities our
official Convention status provided us with by sending
out two newsletters to more than 2,000 potential clients
and by taking out a full page advertisement in the June
16, 1985 issue of The Dallas Morning News centering on
our Convention services. Copies of the sections of the
newsletters reporting our official status are attached as
Exhibit B; the full page advertisement 1s attached as
Exhibit C. Additional business from at least one client,
the Dallas law firm of Jackson Walker, can be traced

directly to the newsletters.




16. Even now, every time BoN sits down to discuss

services with a prospective client, our work as Official

Provider at the Convention is presented as one of our

major projects. Attached as Exhibit D is a recent

prospectus, providing a list of client references that

includes the Republican National Convention, as well as

clients we gained as a direct result of our Convention

work.

17. All the services we provided for the Committee were
motivated by commercial reasons. Fortunately, as I have
indicated above, BeN's belief that we were seizing an
exceptional promotional opportunity has panned out into

almost a quarter of a million dollars worth of income.

18. As indicated by examples above, BeN had promoted our
services in <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>