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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STRELT NAWW.
WASHINGTON D.C. 20463

February 7, 1979

Samuel C. Waller, Esq.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Jlupers

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Bldg.
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Waller:

(o

. This is to advise you that the Commission has found
no reasonable cause to believe that your clients Mr.

- Barnard and Mr. Presley violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b in con-
nection with the $10,000 loan from the Georgia Railroad
Banik ana Truot Zzcorany and the Barnard for Congress Com-

_- mlittee.

Sincerelw, -
oy (/
c -—‘f_za"- ¢

-7

William ¢7 Oldaker
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHING TON, D.C. 20463

Samuel C. Waller, Esq.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers 77%ﬁf>7

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Bldg.
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Waller:

This is to advise you that the Commission has found
no reasonable cause to believe that your clients Mr.
Barnard and Mr. Presley violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b in con-
nection with the $10,000 loan from the Georgia Railroad
Bank and Trust Company and the Barnard for Congress Com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
(s/

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

v o7




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 218 (76)

Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company

The Barnard for Congress
Committee

N N e N st st

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on February 6,
1979, the Commission determined by a vote of 5-0 to
adopt the following recommendations, as set forth in the
General Counsel's Report dated January 21, 1979, regarding
the above-captioned matter:
1. Find no reasonable cause to believe that
the D. Douglas Barnard and Charles B. Presley
violated 2 U.S.C. §441b in connection with

the transaction.

2. Send the letter attached to the above-named
report.

Voting for this determination were Commissioners Springer,

Aikens, McGarry, Thomson, and Harris.

Attest:
Date ;7 (/' Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission
Report signed by General Counsel: 2-1-79

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 2-1-79, 3:53
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 2-2-79, 3:00
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,

January 21, 1979

79FEB 1 P3: 53

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company
and
The Barnard for Congress
Committee

MUR 218 (76)

— N e e e e

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

BACKGROUND

On August 11, 1976, the Commission received a
complaint from Mr. John D. Hemenway which questioned,
inter alja, a $10,000 loan. On October 7, 1976, after
a preliminary inquiry, the Commission found that there
was reason to believe that the Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company (hereinafter "the Bank") had violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b in making the $10,000 loan out of the
ordinary course of business; that Charles B. Presley, the
Chairman of the Bank, had violated that provision by consent-
ing to the loan; and that D. Douglas Barnard, Jr. had
violated that provision by receiving the loan.

The Commission subsequently found reasonable
cause to believe that the Bank had violated section 441b,
and reason to believe and reasonable cause to believe that
the Barnard for Congress Committee (hereinafter "the Committee")
violated that provision by accepting the loan. Conciliation
agreements with the Bank and the Committee were approved

by the Commission on December 6, 1978, at which time the




Commission also voted to close the file. No further find-

ings, however, were made as to Mr. Presley and Mr. Barnard.

IT. DISCUSSION

Mr. Barnard did not negotiate, accept or guarantee the

loan, and so we believe that it would be appropriate for the

Commission to find no reasonable cause to believe that he
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Mr. Presley, as chairman of the Bank, negotiated and
approved this loan for the Bank. However, inasmuch as the
loan was fully repaid and the Commission has entered into a
conciliation agreement with the Bank which will prevent the
Bank from making similar loans in the future to committees
supporting the Bank's officers, directors or other insiders,
we believe that it is unnecessary to further pursue this
matter and that the Commission should find no reasonable

cause to believe that Mr. Presley violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

III. RECOMMENDATION

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Com-
mission find no reasonable cause to believe that D. Douglas
Barnard and Charles B. Presley violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b in
connection with this transaction and that the attached let-

ter be sent.

% /79 vcczaf///ﬂf)

William C.-0Oldaker
General Counsel
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(404) 722-754)

December 14, 1978

FOL97F

Jay Meyverson, Esq.

Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20433

Re: MUR 218 (76)

—
Dear Jay:
_ I acknowledge receipt of an executed copy of the Con-
o ciliation Agreement between Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company
R and the Federal Election Commission, with reference to the above
matter. I appreciate your courtesy and cooperation in this un-
- happy controversy, and am pleased that at last it has been dis-
posed of, hopefully to the satisfaction of all concerned.
— For my information, I would like to know what evidence
: there will be, of record, that the investigatiomsof Mr. Barnard
c and Mr. Presley have resulted in no action being taken against
them. I realize that the Conciliation Agreement referred to
. herein as well as that reached between the Commission and the

Barnard for Congress Committee will be filed and available for
public inspection. However, is one to assume, when a Concilia-
tion agreement involving one party in the investigation is filed,
that that is the conclusion of all possible action in the case?

Or could it be construed to mean that until a finding is made

and reduced to writing, with respect to each person under investi-
gation, the investigation of the others is continuing?

Some time back, before you entered the case, the Com-
mission, after having found "reason to believe" that Mr. Barnard
and Mr. Presley had committed a violation, thereafter failed to
find "reasonable cause to believe" that they had violated any
provision of the Act.




Jay Meyerson, Esq.
December 14, 1978
Page Two

At that time, I asked the attorney handling the matter
(presumably Mr. Stein) whether the Commission would dismiss the
complaint against Messrs. Barnard and Presley and I was advised
that such action would not take place until the case was finally
disposed of. Your comments in enlightening me on this would be

greatly appreciated.

Again, many thanks for your help and cooperation.

Very sincerely yours,

Os

Samuel C. Waller

SCW:jc
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Jay Meyerson, Dsa.

Office of Goneral Counscl
Fedoral Election Commission
1325 K Streeot N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20433
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

January 5, 1979

John D. Hemenway
4816 Rodman Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20016

Re: MUR 218 (76)
Dear Mr. Hemenway:

This is to advise you that the Commission has taken
final action on the complaint you filed against Mr. D.
Douglas Barnard in 1976. In your complaint you alleged
several violations of the Act relating to the 1974 cam-
paign of Mr. Barnard. The Commission found reasonable
cause to believe that the $10,000 loan made by the Georgia
Railroad Bank & Trust Company to the Doug Barnard for
Congress Committee was made outside the ordinary course
of business and therefore violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb. The
Commission entered into conciliation agreements with the
Bank and with the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee and
closed the file in this matter. Copies of the agreements
are attached.

If you have any questions, please telephone Sharon
Snyder, who is the acting public information officer for
the Commission, or Jay B. Myerson, who is the attorney who
was assigned to this matter.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

Crarles N. Steele
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

ety 4

December 8, 1978

Samuel C. Waller, Esqg.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30903

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Waller:

The Commission has approved the conciliation
F agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,

I accordingly, closed the file in this matter.

¥ Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

~—~ ~.

i 1
Sﬂpce Y

wWilli Oldaker
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,.D.C. 20463

Samuel C. Waller, Esqg.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30903

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Waller:

The Commission has approved the conciliation
agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,
accordingly, closed the file in this matter.
Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter

MUR 218 (76)
Georgia Railroad Bank
& Trust Company

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,

and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been
found that the respondent, Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust
Company (hereinafter "Respondent"), may have violated

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a):

Now, therefore, the¢ respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission'),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5), do hereby agree as
follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has
jurisdiction over the Respondent and the subject matter
of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this

matter, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).
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3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter
are as follows:

(a) The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hercinafter "Borrower") was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, Jr., a candidate
for Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of
Georgyia in the 1976 primary and general elections.

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in

February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Borrower that there would be insufficient funds with
which to enter into contracts for television, radio and
newspaper advertising for the primary election. It was
detcermined by the Borrower that $10,000 would have to be
borrowed for this purpose.

(c) Mr. Barrard was then employed by the
Respondent as an Exccutive Vice President.

(d) On May 14, 1976, the Borrower borrowed
from Respondent the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days,
together with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per
annum. The sole collateral of said loan was a security

interest in all property of the Borrower then left with




the Respondent or which might thereafter have come into
possession of the Respondent, including any and all balances,
credits, derosits and accounts of the Borrower left with
the Respondent. As of Mav 14, 1976, the proverty of the
Borrower in the possession of the Respondent was $7,396.78.
This amount varicd from time to time. The loan data sheet
reported this a5 an unsecured loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made to
Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Georgia
Railroad Bank & Trust Company. No formal application was
submitted, nor was one required or generally submitted for
a loan 1in that amount. The request was made directly to
Mr. Preslev, rather than to one of the lending officers,
because of Mr. Barnard's connection with the Respondent.

(f) The loan was negotiated for the Borrower
by the Borrower's chairman, Mr. Hugh Connolly, who also
signed the note for the Borrower.

(q) The Borrower's representative represented
that he and other members of the Committee would be re-
sponsible for seceing tiat the debt would be vaid. Although
Mr. Connolly and others would have been willing to endorse
the note personally, such action on their part would probably
have resulted in their violating the Federal Election Campaign

Act, 1in view of the¢e attribution to them of a vart of the loan




as a contribution. However, the loan data sheet prepared in
connection with the loan which shows the loan to be unsecured,
also shows Mr. Connolly's net worth, as evidence that the
Respondent intended that Mr. Connolly would see to it that
the loan was wvaid.

(h)  The chairman of the Respondent authorized

the loan to the Borrower. In authorizing the loan he took

into consideration the character and reputation of the

—
_ chairman of the Borrower, of other members of the Borrower,
' - of the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the

— support of the members of the Borrower.

- {1) The 1nterest rate on the loan was set at

o 7.6% bascd on the rates being given the chairman of the

B Borrower for personal loans wlith the Respondent. As of that
—

;_ date the Bank's prime rate was 7% and loans to the Bank's

prime customers were then being made at rates of 7% and higher.

4

F

However, in general unsecured business loans were then being
cextended under the Respondent's guidelines at 8 3/4%.

(j) After the loan was made, pursuant to Bank
nrocedures, the details of the loan were summarized on a
comnputer print-out which was nrepared daily. This daily
report was presented to the Finance Committee of the Bank's
Board of Directors.

{k) The loan has been paid in full.




WHEREFORE, the Respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase
"ordinary course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(e) (5) (G) to require more than that the loan be
made in accordance with the applicable banking laws and
requlations.

5. That according to this construction,

the loan was made outside the ordinary course of business
as set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e) (5)(G) and, as a result
thercof, that Respondent made a contribution to the Committee
in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441lb{a).

b. That under this construction, the nego-
tiation and execution of thec loan by the Respondent was not
a knowing and willful violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. § 431 et seq.

7. For the ournose of settling this contro-
versy, Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be
made to committeecs supnorting Resnondent's officers, directors,
or other 1insiders.

8. The Commission on reaguest of anyone filing
a complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this

agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it




may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as
of the date that all parties hereto have executed same and

the Commission has approved the entire agreement.

Georgia Railroad Bank &
- ATTEST: Trust Company

By

1~ Its Cholrmon of The Beam-

o

- AITEST: Federal Election Commission
o~

— By s

— William C. OldaKer

o General Counsel

(o

DATE /3/?/75




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K SIREFET N.W.
WASHINGION,D.C. 20463

December 8, 1978

Jay M. Sawilowsky, Esq.
902 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Sawilowsky:

The Commission has approved the conciliation
agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,
accordingly, closed the file in this matter.
Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

Willi C. Oldaker
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Jay M. Sawilowsky, Esqg.
902 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Sawilowsky:

The Commission has approved the conciliation
agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,

accordingly, closed the file in this matter.
Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

£/




- ®

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 218(76)
The Barnard for Congress
Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been found
that the respondent, The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hereinafter "Respondent"), may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a):

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission"),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5), do hereby agree as
follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction

over the Respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).

3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter

are as follows:
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(a) The Respondent was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for
Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of Georgia,
in the 1976 primary and general elections;
(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Respondent that there would be insufficient funds with which
to enter into contracts for television, radio and newspaper
advertising for the primary election. It was determined by
= the Respondent that $10,000 would have to be borrowed for
) this purpose.
- (c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company (hereinafter "Bank"),
as an Executive Vice President.
(d) On May 14, 1976, the Respondent borrowed
> from the Bank the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together
with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole
collateral of said loan was a security interest in all of
Respondent's property then left with the Bank or which might
thereafter have come into the possession of the Bank,

including any and all balances, credits, deposits and accounts

of the Respondent left with the Bank. 1976, the

As of May 14,
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property of the Respondent in the possession of the Bank
was $7,396.78, not including the loan proceeds. With the loan
proceeds, it was $17,396.78. This amount varied from time
to time. The Bank's loan data sheet reported this as an unsecured
loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made to
Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Georgia Railroad

Bank & Trust Company. No formal application was submitted, nor

was one required or generally submitted for a loan in that
amount. The request was made directly to Mr. Presley, rather
than to one of the lending officers, because of Mr. Barnard's
connection with the Bank.

(f) The loan was negotiated for the Respondent
by D. Hugh Connolly, the Respondent's chairman; the chairman
of the Respondent, Mr. D. Hugh Connolly, signed the note for
t he Respondent.

(g) The Respondent's representative represented
that he and other members of the Committee would be resnon-
sible for seeing that the debt would be paid. Although Mr.
Connolly and others would have been willing to endorse the
note personally, such action on their part would probably
have resulted in their violating the Federal Election
Campaign Act, in view of the attribution to them of a part
of the loan as a contribution. However, the loan data sheet

prenared in connection with the loan which shows the loan
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to be unsecured, also shows Mr. Connolly's net worth, as
evidence that the Bank intended that Mr. Connolly would see
to it that the loan was paid.

(h) The chairman of the Bank authorized the loan
to the Respondent. 1In authorizing the loan he took into
consideration the character and reputation of the chairman
of the Respondent, of other members of the Respondent, of
the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the support
of the members of the Respondent.

(1) The interest rate on the loan was set at 7.6%
based on the rates being given the chairman of the Respondent
for personal loans with the Bank. Unsecured business loans,
however, were then being extended under the Bank's guide-
lines at 8 3/4.

(j) After the loan was made, pursuant to Bank
procedures, the details of the loan were summarized on a
computer print-out which was prepared daily. This daily
report was presented to the Finance Committee of the Bank's
Board of Directors. The loan was paid in full,

‘ WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase "ordinary
course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 431 (e) (5) (G)
to require more than that the loan be made in accordance with

the applicable kanking laws and regulations.




5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e) (5) (G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2

U.S.C. § 431 et seq. The Commission does not accuse Respondent
of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those guidelines set forth in the
Commission's prcposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set
forth in the Federal Register of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted. (The Commission's invitation for comment.)

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

Revised 11/28/78
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)
)
Georgia Railroad Bank & )
Trust Company ) MUR 218 (76)
)
)
)
)

and

The Barnard for Congress
Coammittee )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal Election
— Cormission, certify that on December 6, 1978, the Commission, meeting
' in an executive session at which a quorum was present, determined by
« a vote of 4-2 to take the following actions in MUR 218 (76):

1. Rescind the August 9, 1978, findings of probable
o cause to believe the above-named respondents
were in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b

2. Accept the conciliation agreements attached to the

) General Counsel's Report on MUR 218 (76) dated
C Noverber 22, 1978.
o 3. Close this file.

4. Send the letters attached to the General Counsel's
Report dated November 22, 1978.

Commissioners Aikens, Harris, McGarry, and Tiernan voted

affirmatively for the above actions. Commissioners Springer and Thomson

dissented.
Attest:
/4 Zrzlzc? %/ éﬁm«m/
Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary to the Commission
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION OCOMMISSION

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company

and

MUR 218 (76)

The Barnard for Congress
Commi ttee

.

CERTIFICATTON

I, Marjorie W. Exmons, Secretary to the Federal Election
Camnission, do hereby certify that on November 30, 1978, the
Commission, meeting in an executive session at which a quorum was
present, failed to pass the following motion in the above-captioned
matter:

MOVED that the Commission adopt the recommendation of

the Office of General Counsel to take the following

actions in MUR 218 (76):

1. Accept the agreements attached to the General
Counsel's Report on MUR 218 (76) dated
November 22, 1978.

2. Close this file.

3. Send the letters attached to the General Counsel's
Report dated November 22, 1978.

The vote was 3-2. Commissioners Aikens, McGarry, and

Tiernan voted affirmatively. Commissioners Harris and Thomson dissented.

Commissioner Springer was not present at the time of the vote.

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attest:




‘XECUTIVE SESSION
November 29, 1978

MEMORANDUM November 29, 1978

TO: The Commission

FROM: William C. Oldaker, General Cou

SUBJECT: Proposed conciliation agreement with the
Doug Barnard for Congress Committee, MUR 218 (76)

DATE: November 28, 1978

The Office of General Counsel today received written
confirmation from counsel for the Committee revising
paragraphs 6 and 7 of the proposed agreement with the
- Committee. Paragraph 6 was revised to delete the clause
which characterized the violation as being an "unintentional
—_— violation." Paragraph 7 was revised to include a parenthetical
clause describing the Commission's notice in the Federal

Register. Attached is a copy of page five, as revised, to
replace the earlier version.

“r




5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e) (5) (G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2

U.S.C. § 431 et seq. The Commission does not accuse Respondent
of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those guidelines set forth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set
forth in the Federal Register of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted. (The Commission's invitation for comment.)

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437¢(13) (1) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

Revised 11/28/78
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‘ ‘ EXECUTIVE SESSICN
November 29, 1978

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

November 22, 1978

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company
and
The Barnard for Congress
Committee

MUR 218 (76)

N N N Nl N Nt

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

John D. Hemenway initiated this matter by filing a
complaint with the Commission on Augqust 11, 1976, Mr. Hemenway
questioned, inter alia, a $10,000 loan from the Georgia
Railroad Bank & Trust Company ("Bank") to the Barnard for
Congress Committee ("Committee"). On October 7, 1976, after
a preliminary inquiry, the Commission found that there was
reason to believe that the Bank had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b
in making the $10,000 loan out of the ordinary course of
business; that Charles B. Presley, the Chairman of the Bank hac
violated that provision by consenting to the loan; and that
D. Douglas Barnard, Jr., the candidate who was being supported
by the Committee and who was also an executive vice president
of the Bank, had violated that provision by receiving the loan.l/
On October 19, 1977, the Commission found that there was
reasonable cause to believe that the Bank had violated section

441b and reason to believe that the Committee had violated

that provision. On March 15, 1978, the Commission found reasonable

1/
- The Commission also found no reason to believe that
the Act had been violated as otherwise alleged in Mr. Hemenway's

complaint. No further findings have been made as to Mr. Presley
and Mr. Barnard.




cause to believe that the Committee violated the law by
approving the loan. Conciliation efforts were unsuccessful,
and so, in Auqust 1978, the Commission found probable cause
to believe that the Bank and the Committee had violated section
441b and authorized the General Counsel to file a lawsuit.
Before filing the lawsuit, members of this Office met with
counsel for the Bank, and engaged in a number of telephone
conversations with counsel for both of the respondents.
These final attempts at resolving this matter informally in
an effort to avoid litigation through conference, conciliation,
and persuasion, resulted in the attached agreements, which
have been approved by the respondents.g/
IT. DISCUSSION

This matter involves a $10,000 loan from a bank to
the principal campaign committee of that bank's executive
vice president. The Act exempts from the term "contribution"
loans by "a national or State bank made in accordance with
the applicable banking laws and regqulations and in the ordinary

course of business...”" The issue in this matter is whether

2/

It should be noted that in August 1978, Mr. Hemenway
filed a lawsuit in United States District Court against the
Commission and Mr. Barnard, seeking to have this matter trans-
ferred from the Commission to the Department of Justice and
seeking damages from Mr. Barnard. Both defendants have filed
motions to dismiss and the Court has scheduled oral argument
on these motions for Wednesday, November 29, 1978.
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this loan was in the ordinary course of business. The Commission
has been of the view that it was not, and that therefore
the loan was a contribution prohibited by the Act.

In the attached agreements the respondents agree that
under the Commission's construction of the Act, the loan was
made outside the ordinary course of business, as that term is
set forth in the Act, and, as a result thereof, that the Bank
made a contribution to the Ccmmittee in violation of section

441b(a) and that the Committee accepted a contribution in viola-

tion of that provision. Additionally, the Bank has agreed
that "similar loans will not be made to committees supporting
[the Bank's] officers, directors, or other insiders" and

the Committee has agreed not to accept similar loans, except
in compliance with Commission regulations and gquidelines.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission:

1. accept the attached agreements

2. close this file

- D
/Z.?Z].gsend attached letters %J%M/&u/

s
Pate / William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Attachments: two conciliation agreements
two letters
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 218(76)

The Barnard for Congress
Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,

and notarized complaint, an investigation having been

conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been found
that the respondent, The Barnard for Congress Committee _
{hereinafter "Respondent?), may have violated 2 U.S.C. -§ 441b(a):
Now, therefore, the respective partieé herein, the f'
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission"),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(5), do hereby agree as
follows:
1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over the Respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.
2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4). |
3. The pertinent facts and law.in this matter

are as follows:




(a) The Respondeht was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for
Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of Georgia,
in the 1976 primary and general elections;

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
FPebruary 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Respondent that there would be insufficient funds with which

to enter into contracts for television, radio and newspaper

advertising for the primary election. It was determined by
the Respondent that $10,b00 would have to be borrowed for
this purpose. -

(c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company (hereinafter "Bank"),
as an Executive Vice President.

(d) On May 14, 1976, the Respondent borrowed
from the Bank the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together
with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole
collateral of said loan was a éecurity interest in all of
Respondent's property then left with the Bank or which might
thereafter have come into the possession aof the Bank,
including any and all balances, credits, deposits and accounts

of the Respondent left with the Bank. As of May 14, 1976, the
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property of the Respondent in the possession of the Bank

was $7,396.78, not including the loan proceeds. With the loan
proceeds, it was $17,396.78. This amount varicd from time

to time. The Bank's loan data sheet reported this as an unsecured
loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made to
Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Georgia Railroad
Bank & Trust Company. No formal application was submitted, nor
was one required or generally submitted for a loan in that
amount. The request was made directl&_to Mr. Presley, rather
than to one of the lending'officers, because of Mr. Barnéfd's
connection with the Bank. |

(f) The loan was negotiated for the Respondént
by D. Hugh Connolly, the Respondent's chairman; the chairman
of the Respondent, Mr. D. Hugh Connolly, signed the note for
t he Respondent,

(g) The Respondent's representative represented
that he and other members of thé Committee would be resnon-
sible for seeing that the debt woula be paid. Although Mr.
Connolly and others would have been willing to endorse the
note personally, such action on theif'part would probably
have resulted in their violating the Federal Election
Campaign Act, in view of the attribution to them of a part

of the loan as a contribution. However, the loan data sheet

prerared in connection with the loan which shows the loan
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to be unsecured, also shows Mr. Connolly's net worth, as

evidence that the Bank intended that Mr. Connolly would see
to it that the loan was paid.

(h) The chairman of the Bank authorized the loan
to the Respondent. In authorizing the loan he took into
consideration the character and reputation of the chairman
of the Respondent, of other members of the Respondent, of

the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the support

of the members of the Respondent.’

(i) The interest rate on the loan was set. at 7.6%
based on the rates being:given the chairman of the Respondent
for personal loans with the Bank. Unsecured business loaﬁs,
however, werc then being extended under the Bank's guide-
lines at 8 3/4.

(1) After the loan was made, pursuant to Bank
procedures, the details of the loan were summarized on a
computer print-out which was prepared daily. This daily
report was presented to the Finance Committee of the Bank's
Board of Directors. The loan was paid in full,

WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase "o;dinary
course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S;C. § 431 (e) (5) (G)

to require more than that the loan be made in accordance with

the applicable banking laws and regulations;
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5. That according to this construction, the loan

was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth

in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e)(5)(G) and, as a result thereof, that

Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in

violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the

loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2

- U.5.C. § 431 et seq., but was an unihténcional violation. The

o Commission does not accuse Respondent of election fraud.
s 7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,

Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,

B except in compliance with those guidelines set forth in the

r; Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set

- forth in the Federal Registry of April 7, 1973, or as thereafter
~— adopted.

r 8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a

" complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(¥) concérning the matters

at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it

may institute a civil action for relief in the United States

District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of

the date that all parties hereto have exectited same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.
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ATTEST:

The Barnard for Congress
Committee

o e P ( m/ms/ﬂg

ITS Chairman

Federal Election Commission

BY

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter
MUR 218 (76)

Georgia Railroad Bank
& Trust Company

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been
found that the respondeht, Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust
Company (hereinafter "Réspondent“), may- have violated
2 U.s.C. § d441b(a):

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the
federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission’),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5), do hereby agree as
follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has
jurisdiction over the Respondent and the subject matter
of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity

to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this

matter, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).




3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter
are.as follows:

{(a) The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hercinafter "Borrower") was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, Jr., a candidate
for Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of
Georgla in the 1976 primary and general elections.

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to.the
Borrower that there wouid be insufficient funds with
which to enter into contracts for television, radio and
newspaper advertising for the primary clection. It was
determined by the Borrower that $:0,000 would have to be
borrowed for this purpose.

(c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Respondent as an LExecutive Vice President. . -

(d) on May 14, 1976, the Borrower borrowed
from Respondent the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days,
together with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per

annum. The sole collateral of said loan-was a security

interest in all property of the Borrower then left with




the Respondent or which might thereafter have come into

possession of the Respondent, including any and all balances,

credits, derotits and accounts of the Borrower left with

the Respondent. As of Mav 14, 1976, the promerty of the

Borrower in th¢ possession of the Respondent was $7,396.78.

This amount varied from time to time. The loan data éheet

reported this a:; an unsecured loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made to

Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Georgia

— Railroad Bank & Trust Cdmpany. No formal application was:

' submitted, nor was one reéquired or generally submitted for
a loan in that amount. The request was made directly to
Mr., Preslev, vather than to one of the lending officers,

because of Mr. Barnard's conn2ction with the Respondent.

— (£} The loan was negotiated for the Borrower
-~ by the Borrower's chairman, Mr. Hugh Connolly, who also
= signed the note for the Borrower. - -

(9) The Borrower's representative represented
that he and other members of the Committee would be re-
spvonsible for sceing that the debt would be vaid. Although

Mr. Connolly and others would have been willing to endorse

ML .

the note personally, such action on theilr part would probably

have resulted in their violating the Federal Election Campaign

Act, in view of the attribution to them of a vart of the loan




as alcontribution. However, the loan data sheet prepared in
connection with the loan which shocws the loan to be unsecured,
also shows Mr. Connolly's net worth, as evidence that the
Respondent intended that Mr. Connolly would see to it that
the loan was wnaid.

(h) The chairman of the Respondent authorized
the loan to the Borrower. 1In authorizing the loan he took
into consideraticn the character and reputation of the
chairman of the Borrower; of other members of the Borrower,
of the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the

support of the members of the Borrower.

(1) The interest rate on the loan was sct at
7.6% based on the rates being given the chairman of the
Borrower for personal loans with the Respondent. As of that

date the Bank's prime rate was 7% and loans to the Bank's
prime customers were then being made at rates of 7% and higher.
However, in generalrunsecufed business loans were then being
extended under the Respondent's guidelines at 8 3/4%.

(3} After the loan was made, pursuant to‘Bank
vrocedures, the detaills of the loan wcrevsummurizcd_on a
computer print-out which was prepared daily. This daily
revort was presented totthe Finance Committce of the Bank's
Board of Dircctors. |

(k) The loan has been paid in full.




WHEREFORE, the Respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase
"ordinary course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C.

§ 431 (e) (5) (G) to require more than that the loan be

made in accordance with the applicable banking laws and
requlations.
5. That according to this construction,

the loan was made outside the ordinary course of business

as set forth in 2 U.S.C.-§ 431(e) (5)(G) and, as a result

thereof, that Respondent\made a contribuiion to the Commitﬁee
in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441lb(a).

6. That under this construction, the nego-
tiation and execution of the loan by the Respondent was not
a knowing and willful violation’of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S5.C. § 431 et seq.

7. Tor the pufoosg of settling this dontro-
versv, Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be
made to committees supnorting Respondent's officers, directors,
or other insiders.

8. The Commission on reqﬁeét of aﬁyoﬁe filing

a comvlaint under 2 U.S.C. § 427g(a) (1) concerning the matters

at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agrcement. If the Commission believes that this

agreement or any requirement thercof has been violated, it




ol

“?

may institute a civil action for relief in the United States

District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as
of the date that all parties hereto have executed same and

the Commission has approved the entire agreement.

) Georgia Railroad Bank &
ATTLST: " Trust Company

Its Chairman of The Board
ATTLEST: Federal Election Commission
By

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

DATL
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At achmed 1T

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Samuel C, Waller, Esq.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers -

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Bulldlng
Augusta, Georgia 30903

Re: MUR 218(76)

Dear Mr. Waller:

The Commission has approved the conciliation
agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,
accordingly, closed the file in this matter.
Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

Sincerely,

wWilliam C. Oldaker
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C.. 20463

Jay M. Sawilowsky, Esq.
902 Georgia Railroad Bank Bulldlng
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Re: MUR 2138(76)
Dear Mr. Sawilowsky:
The Commission has approved the conciliation
agreements in settlement of MUR 218(76) and has,
accordingly, closed the file in this matter.

Enclosed is a copy of the executed agreement.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel




5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outgide the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e)(5)(G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2

U.S.C. § 431 et seq., but was an unintentional violation. The
Commission does not accuse Respondent of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those guidelines set forth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set
forth in the Federal Registry of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted.

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.
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5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e)(5)(G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accepted a1 contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2
U.S.C. § 431 et seq., but was an unintentional violation. The
Commission does not accuse Respondent of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those puidelines set [orth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated Anril 3, 1978, set
forth in the Federal Repistry of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted.

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437¢(a) (1) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review coupliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relicef in the United States
District Court for the Southern District ol Georyia.

9. This apgreement shall become effective as of

the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has apnroved the entire agreement.




TELEPHONE 722-088)3

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P.C.
ATTORNEY AT LAW
902 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING _~
AUGUSTA. GEORGIA 30902 Glabidht

[T

>

November 21, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jay Mverson

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

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

Per our telephone conference today, enclosed, in duplicate,
is a revised page 5, containing certain changes in paragraphs 6
and 7 of the proposed conciliation agreement. Please insert
this new page 5 in both your copies of the proposed conciliation
agreement and discard the old page 5.

This should now conclude the matter. Please let me hear
from you.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P. C.

awilowsk
JMS:sf
Enclosure

cc: Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mr. Don Grantham
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Samuel Waller




Revised 11/21/78

5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e)(5)(G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accented a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2
U.S.C. § 431 et seq. The Commission does not accuse Respondent
of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those tuidelines set forth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set
forth in the Federal Registry of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted. (The Commission's invitation for comment.)

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

Revised 11/21/78




Revised 11/21/78 . 5 .

5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e)(5)(G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accented a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2
U.S5.C. § 431 et seq. The Commission does not accuse Respondent
of election fraud.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those tuidelines set forth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1978, set

forth in the Federal Registry of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter

adopted. (The Commission's invitation for comment.)

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Georgia.

Y. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed sam2 and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

Revised 11/21/78




JAY M. SAWILOWSKY. P.C.
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Mr. Jav Mrerson

Federal Tlection Commission
1325 ¥ Street 1.
Hashineton, D.

CLRTIFIED HATL

1S
RETURM RECETIPT REQUESTED




P

@ o o
.

LAW OFFICES OF
GWINN M. NIXON e

o

. FIELD YOW b L {1 H
Do ow NIXON, YOwW, WALLER & CAPERS g " a0sern B cuMminG
JGHN D. CAPERS 1500 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING For counse
O. PALMOUR HOLLIS {ALSO S.C) H
. ENRY P,

REGNALD MAXWELL. om. AUGUSTA,GEORGIA 30902 o torny
Wi, BYRD WANLICK ki P e
PAU v kd o)

L H DUNBAR,TIT L L bt zupu‘m:

ROBERT F. WHIGHT, JR. {ALSO MIS5)

JOHN B LONG 8 D 7 7 z 1 (404) 722-7541

RICHARD €& MiLEY (ALSO S.C))
ROY D. TRi1I

CHARLES C 51E£@BINS, [T (ALSO ALA)
JAMES E. BLANCHARD

November 7, 1978

Jay Meyerson, Esq.

Office of General Council
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 218 (76)
Dear Jay:

Pursuant to our agreement, I have modified the proposed
Conciliation Agreement which you sent me, in the particulars
which we discussed over the phone and have had the agreement re-
typed. It has been executed in duplicate by the Bank and is en-
closed herewith. If it meets with the approval of the Federal

Election Commission, I request that you return to me one of the
executed copies.

If there are any questions, please call me.
Thank you again for your help and cooperation.

Very sincerely yours,

uel C. Waller

SCW:jc
Enclosures
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TELEPHONE 722-8853 )

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P.C.
ATTORNEY AT LAW — - 0
902 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK suiLDiali]y 9 I |20
AUGUSTA. GEORGIA 30902

November 3, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jay Myerson

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

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

Per our telephone conference today, enclosed, in duplicate,
is your proposed Conciliation Agreement, which I have redrawn
in part. Also enclosed is a photostat of another copy with the
additional parts underlined.

Please let me know of the Commission's action. Further,
it would be greatly appreciated by the Committee if you would

notify me of the Commission's action before releasing it to
the news media.

Thank you for your help and cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY,

JMS:sf
Enclosure

cc: Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Don Grantham
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

. MUR 218(76)
The . Barnard for Congress
Conmittee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been found
that the respondent, The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hereinafter "Respondent"), may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a):
Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission"),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation

pursuant to 2 U.S.C., § 437g(a) (5), do hercby agree as

follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over the Respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).

4. The pertinent facts and law in this matter

are as follows:




J

(a) The Respondent was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for
Congress from the Tenth Congressional bistrict of Georgia,
in the 1976 primary and general elections;

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Respondent that there would be insufficient funds with which
to enter into contracts for television, radio and newspaper
advertising for the primary election. It was determined by
the Respondent that $10,000 would have to be borrowed for
this purpose.

(c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Georgia Raillroad Bank and Trust Company (hereinafter "Bank"),
as an LExecutive Vice President.

(d) On May 14, 1970, the Respondent borrowed
from the Bank the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together
with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole
collateral of said loan was a security interest in all of
Respondent's property then left with the Bank or which might
thereafter have come into the possession of the hank,
including any and all balances, credits, deposits and accounts

of the Respondent left with the Bank. As of May 14, 1976, the
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property of the Respondent in the possession of the Bank
was $7,396.78, not including the loan proceeds. With the loan
procecds, it was $17,396.78. This amount varied from time
to time. The Bank's loan data shcet reported this as an unsecured
loan.

(¢) The application for the loan was made to
Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Ceorgia Railroad
Bank & Trust Company. No formal application was submitted, nor

was one required or generally submitted for a loan in that

amount. The request was made directly to Mr. Presley, rather
than to one of the lending officers, becausc of Mr. Barnard's
connection with the Bank.

()  The loan was noepotiated tor the Respondent
by D. Hugh Connolly, the Respondent's chnirmnp; the chairman
of the Respondent, Mr. Do Huph Connollv, sipned the note for
t he Respondent.

(g) The Respondent's representative represented
that he and other members of the Committece would be resvon-
sible for sceing that the debt would be paid.  Althouyh Mr,
Connolly and others would have heen willinyg to c¢ndorse the
note personally, such action on their part would probably
have resulted in their violating the Federal Election
Campaign Act, in vicew of the attribution to them of o parg
of the loan as o contribution. Howcever, the loan data sheeot

prepared in connection with the lToan which shows the loan




to be unsecured, also shows Mr. Connoily's net worth, as
evidence that the Bank intended that Mr. Connolly would see
to it that the loan was paid.,

(h) "The chairman of the Bank authorized the loan
to the Respondent. 1In authorizing the loan he took into
consideration the character and reputation of the chairman
of the Respondent, of other members of the Respondent, of

the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the support

of the members of the Respondent.

(i) The interest rate on the loan was set at 7.6%
based on the rates being given the chairman of the Respondent
for personal loans with the Bank. Unsecured business loans,
however, were then beiny extended under the Bank's guide-
lines at 8 3/4.

(3) After the loan was made, pursuant to Bank
procedures, the details of the loan were summarized on a
computer print-out which was prepared daily. This daily
report was presented to the Finance Committee ol the Bank's
Board of Directors. The lqan was paid in full.

WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase "ordinary
course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e) (5) (G)
to require more than that the loan be made in accordance with

the applicable banking laws and regulations.




5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 11.S.C. § 431(e) (5)(G) and, as a result thercof, that
Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2
U.S.C. § 431 et seq., but was an unintentional violation. The
Commission does not accuse Respondent of election fraﬁdr

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted,
except in compliance with those puidelines set orth in the
Commission's proposed regulations dated April 3, 1973, set
forth in the Federal Repistry of April 7, 1978, or as thereafter
adopted.

8. The Commission on request of anvone filing a
complaint under 2 U.5.C. § 437 (a) (1) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may revicew compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute o civil action for relief in the United States
District Comrt For the Sonthern District of Geooryia.

9. This agreement shall become e¢ffective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

October 26, 1978

Jay M. Sawilowsky, Esqg.
902 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Dear Mr. Sawilowsky:

On August 9, 1978, the Commission found that there
is probable cause to believe that the Barnard for
Congress Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and authorized
this Office to file a lawsuit.

As you know, we have refrained from filing a lawsuit
while endeavoring a final time to resolve this matter
informally with a conciliation agreement acceptable to
both your client and the Commission. Enclosed is an
agreement which, if accepted by your client, I am prepared
to recommend be approved by the Commission. Your response
should be submitted to the Commission within five days
after receipt of this notification.

If you have any questions, please contact Jay B.
Myerson at (202) 523-4178.
Sin;g}ely,

am ldaker
General Counsel

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 218(76)
The Barnard for Congress
Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been found
that the respondent, The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hereinafter "Respondent"), may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a):
Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission"),
and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5), do hereby agree as
follows:
1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over the Respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.
2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).
3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter

are as follows:
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(a) The Respondent was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for
Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of Georgia,
in the 1976 primary and general elections;

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very rapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Respondent that there would pve insufficient funds with which
to enter into contracts for television, radio and newspaper
advertising for the primary election. It was determined by
the Respondent that $10,000 would have to be borrowed for
this purpose.

(c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company (hereinafter "Bank"),
as an Executive Vice President.

(d) On May 14, 1976, the Respondent borrowed
from the Bank the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together
with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole
collateral of said loan was a security interest in all of
Respondent's property then left with the Bank or which might
thereafter have come into the possession of the Bank,

including any and all balances, credits, deposits and accounts

of the Respondent left with the Bank. As of May 14, 1976, the




property of the Respondent in the possession of the Bank
was $5,396.78. This amount varied from time to time. The
loan data sheet reported this as an unsecured loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made to
Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of Georgia
Railroad Bank & Trust Company. No formal application was
submitted, nor was one required or generally submitted for
a loan in that amount. The request was made directly to
Mr. Presley, rather than to one of the lending officers,
because of Mr. Barnard's connection with the Bank.

(f) The loan was negotiated for the Respondent
by Donald Gratham, who was the Respondent's finance chair-
man; however, the chairman of the Respondent, Mr. Hugh
Connolly, signed the note for the Respondent.

(g) The Respondent's representative represented
that he and other members of the Committee would be
responsible for seeing that the debt would be paid. Although
Mr. Connolly and others would have been willing to endorse
the note personally, such action on their part would probably
have resulted in their violating the Federal Election
Campaign Act, in view of the attribution to them of a part
of the loan as a contribution. However, the loan data sheet

prepared in connection with the loan which shows the loan




to be unsecured, also shows Mr. Connolly's net worth, as
evideﬁce that the Bank intended that Mr. Connolly would see
to it that the loan was paid.

(h) The chairman of the Bank authorized the loan
to the Respondent. In authorizing the loan he took into
consideration the character and reputation cf the chairman
of the Respondent, of other members of the Respondent, of
the candidate and that the candidate was worthy of the support
of the members of the Respondent.

(i) The interest rate on the loan was set at 7.6%
based on the rates being given the chairman of the Respondent
for personal loans with the Bank. Unsecured business loans,
however, were then being extended under the Bank's guide-
lines at 8 3/4.

(3) After the loan was made, pursuant to Bank
procedures, the details of the loan were summarized on a
computer print-out which was prepared daily. This daily
report was presented to the Finance Committee of the Bank's
Board of Directors.

WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees that:
4. The Commission construes the phrase "ordinary
course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 431 (e) (5) (G)
to require more than that the loan be made in accordance with

the applicable banking laws and regulations.




5. That according to this construction, the loan
was made outside the ordinary course of business as set forth
in 2 U.S.C. § 431 (e) (5) (G) and, as a result thereof, that
Respondent accepted a contribution to the Committee in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, acceptance of the
loan by the Respondent was not a knowing and willful violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2
U.S5.C. § 431 et seq.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be accepted
and will pay a civil penalty of $100.

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a
complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (1) concerning the matters
at issue herein or on its own motion may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it
may institute a civil action for relief in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as of
the date that all parties hereto have executed same and the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.
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ATTEST:

ATTEST:

The Barnard for Congress
Committee

BY

ITS

Federal Election Commission

BY

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

DATE

o
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

October 23, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Samuel C. Waller, Esq.

Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30902

Dear Mr. Waller:

On August 9, 1978, the Commission found that there
is probable cause to believe that the Georgia Railroad
Bank & Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and
authorized this Office to file a lawsuit.

As you know, we have refrained from filing that
lawsuit while endeavoring a final time to resolve this
matter informally with a conciliation agreement ac-
ceptable to both your client and the Commission.
Enclosed is an agreement which, if accepted by your
client, I am prepared to recommend be approved by the
Commission. Your response should be submitted to the
Commission within five days after receipt of this
notification. .

If you have any questions, please contact Jay B.
Myerson at (202) 523-4178.

Since ely,

s

William C{ Oldaker
General Counsel

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION -

In the Matter
MUR 218(76)
Georgia Railroad Bank
and Trust Company

e

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been
conducted, and reasonable cause to believe having been
found that the respondent, Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust
Company (hereinafter "Respondent"”), may have violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a):

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the
Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission"),

and Respondent, having duly entered into conciliation

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (5), do hereby agree as

follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has
jurisdiction over the Respondent ané the subject matter
of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action shoulé be taken in this

matter, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).




3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter
are as follows:

(a) The Barnard for Congress Committee
(hereinafter "Borrower") was the principal campaign
committee authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate
for Congress from the Tenth Congressional District of
Georgia in the 1976 primary and general elections.

(b) Mr. Barnard announced his candidacy in
February 1976. Campaign contributions were not coming in
very iapidly and when May arrived it became clear to the
Borrower that there would be insufficient funds with
which to enter into contracts for television, radio and
newspaper advertising for the primary election. It was
determined by the Borrower that $10,000 would have to be
borrowed for this purpose.

(c) Mr. Barnard was then employed by the
Respondent as an Executive Vice President.

(d) On May 14, 1976, the Borrower borrowed
from Respondent the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days,
together with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per
annum. The sole collateral of said loan was a security

interest in all property of the Borrower then left with




the Respondent or which might thereafter have come into
possession of the Respondent, including any and all balances,
credits, deposits and accounts of the Borrower left with
the Respondent. As of May 14, 1976, the property of the
Borrower in the possession of the Respondent was $7,396.78.
This amount varied from time to time. The loan data sheet
reported this as an unsecured loan.

(e) The application for the loan was made
to Mr. Charles B. Presley, Chairman of the Board of
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company. No formal
application was submitted, nor was one required or generally
submitted for a loanr in that amount. The request was made
directly to Mr. Presley, rather than to one of the lending
officers, because of Mr. Barnard's connection with the
Respondent.

(f) The loan was negotiated for the Borrower
by Donald Gratham, who was the Borrowér's finance chair-
man; however, the chairman of the Borrower, Mr. Hugh

Connolly, signed the note for the Borrower.

(g) The Borrower's representative represented

that he and other members of the Committee would be

responsible for seeing that the debt would be paid.




Although Mr. Connolly and others would have been willing
to endorse the note personally, such action on their

part would probably'have resulted in their violating the
Federal Election Campaign Act, in view of the attribution
to them of a part of the loan as a contribution. However,
the loan data sheet prepared in connection with the loan
which shows the loan to be unsecured, also shows

Mr. Connolly's net worth, as evidence that the Respondent
intended that Mr. Connolly would see to it that the loan
was paid.

(h) The chairman of the Respondent authorized
the loan to the Borrower. In authorizing the loan he took
into consideration the character and reputation of the
chairman of the Borrower, of other members of the
Borrower, of the candidate and that the candidate was
worthy of the support of the members qf the Borrower.

(i) The interest rate on the loan was set at 7.6%
based on the rates being given the chairman of the
Borrower for personal loans with the Respondent. Unsecured
business lcans, however, were then being extended under
the Respondent's guidelines at 8 3/4.

(j) After the loan was made, pursuant to
Bank procedures, the details of the loan were summarized

on a computer print-out which was prepared daily. This




daily report was presented to the Finance Committee of

the Bank's Board of Directors.
WHEREFORE, the respondent agrees that:

4. The Commission construes the phrase
"ordinary course of business" as set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(e) (5) (G) to require more than that the loan be
made in accordance with the applicable banking laws and
regulations.

5. That according to this construction, the
loan was made outside the ordinary course of business as
set forth in 2 U.S.C. § 431(e) (5) (G) and, as a result
thereof, that Respondent made a contribution tc the
Committee in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

6. That under this construction, the negotiation
and execution of the loan by the Respondent was not a
knowing and willful violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. § 431 et seq.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent agrees that similar loans will not be made to
committees supporting Respondent's officers, directors,

or other insiders.




8. The Commission on request of anyone filing

a complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (1) concerning the

matters at issue herein or on its own motion may review
compliance with this agreement. If the Commission believes
that this agreement or any requirement thereof has been
violated, it may institute a civil action for relief in
the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia.

9. This agreement shall become effective as
of the date that all parties hereto have executed same

and the Commission has approved the entire agreement.

ATTEST: Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company

BY

ITS

ATTEST: Federal Election Commission

BY

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel
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902 OEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING
AUGUSTA., GEORGIA 30903

August 10, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jay Myerson

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

b Re: MUR 218 (76)

s Dear Mr. Myerson:

- My earlier letter today was signed and mail before our

o long distance telephone conferences today. This letter will
confirm the substance of our long distance conferences

o today.

o 1. You informed me that yesterday the Federal Election

~ Commission had made a determination that there was probable

B cause to believe that both the bank and the Barnard for Congress
S Committee had violated the law.

o 2. You understand that, on behalf of the Barnard for

. Congress Committee, I insist upon my client's right to a

' meaningful conference and that the Federal Election Commission,
™ pursuant to law, attempt to resolve this matter by conference,

persuasion and negotiation - in a meaningful form. This cannot
consist of telephone conferences in which I am informed of the
position of the Federal Election Commission but not of the
specific basis for that position.

3. Mr. Samuel Waller is to meet with you and Mr. Charles
Steele, who is the number two man on the Commission's legal staff.
General counsel, Mr. Oldaker, will not be present. You and Mr.
Steele have no authority to bind Federal Election Commission in
any manner whatsoever. Your only authority is to discuss the
matter and make a recommendation to general counsel, who then
will either accept or reject your recommendation. If he accents
your recommendation, general counsel will then recommend your
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Mr. Jay Myerson
August 10, 1978
Page 2

recommendation to the Commission, who will either accept it or
reject it. In short, you and Mr. Steele have, at best, only very,
very limited authority.

4. The Barnard for Congress Committee takes the position
that the duty of Federal Election Commission, under 2 USC 437
(g), to make every endeavor to correct or prevent a violation
by "informal methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion"
must include a meaningful conference in which the information
sought in my letter to Mr. Oldaker dated June 12, 1978, is
furnished. 1In light of that information, there can be an
intelligent and informed discussion about the contents of a
conciliation agreement. Such a conference should he between

me and someone with authority to make recommendations to the
Commission.

Mr. Samuel Waller represents the bank only. Thus Mr.
Waller's conference with you and Mr. Steele on August 14, 1978,
does not bind my client in any way whatsoever.

Please let me hear from you.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P. C.

\
W
BY: .
ay'M. Sawilowsky

JMS:sf

cc: Mr. William C. Oldaker
Mr. Paul Lovejoy
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mr. Don Grantham
Mr. Samuel Waller
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August 10, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jay Myerson

Federal Election Commission N -
1325 K Street, N. W. .- 805287%
Washington, D. C. 20463 —

Re: MUR 218 (76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

My earlier letter today was signed and mail before our
long distance .telephone conferences today. This letter will
confirm the substance of our long distance conferences
today.

1. You informed me that yesterdav the Federal Flection
Commission had made a determination that there was probable
cause to belicve that both the bank and the Barnard for Congress
Committee had violuated the law.

2. You understand that, on behalf of the Barnard for
Congress Committee, I insist upon my client's right to a
meaningful conference and that the Federal Election Commission,
pursuant to law, attempt to resolve this matter by conference,
persuasion and negotiation - in a meaningful form. This cannot
consist of telephone conferences in which I am informed of the
position of the Federal Election Commission but not of the
specific basis for that position.

3. Mr. Samuel Waller is to meet with you and Mr. Charles
Steele, who is the number two man on the Commission's legal staff.
General counsel, Mr. Oldaker, will not be present. You and Mr.
Steele have no authority to bind Federal Election Commission in
any manner whatsoever. Your only authority is to discuss the
matter and make a recommendation to general counsel, who then
will either accept or reject vour recommendation. If he accents
vour recommendation, general counsel will then recommend your
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Mr. Jay Myerson
August 10, 1978
Papge 2

reccommendation to the Commission, who will either accept it or
reject it. 1In short, you and Mr. Steele have, at best, only very,
very limited authority.

4. The Barnard for Congress Committee takes the position
that the dutv of Federal Election Commission, under 2 USC 437
(g), to make every endeavor to correct or prevent a violation
by "informal methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion’
must include a meaningful conference in which the information
sought in my letter to Mr. Oldaker dated June 12, 1978, is
furnished. 1In light of that information, there can be an
intelligent and informed discussion about the contents of a
conciliation agreement. Such a conference should he between
me and someone with authority to make recommendations to the
Cormission.

Mr. Samuel Waller represents the bank only. Thus Mr.
Waller's conference with you and Mr. Steele on August 14, 1978,
does not bind my client in any way whatsoever.

Please let me hear from vou.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSIY I;C%Q
,z /

BY:
(Jay’ M. Saw1lowsky

JIMS:sf

c: WME. William C. Oldaker

Mr. Paul Lovejoy

Mr. D. Hugh Connolly

Mrs. Nancy McJunkin

Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mr . Don Grantham

Mr. Samuel Waller
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Mr. William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
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AUGUSTA. GEORGIA 30002

August 10, 1978

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

. William C, Oldaker CERTIFIED MAIL
Federal Election Commission RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Paul Lovejoy
- Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

™~

- Mr. Jay Myerson CERTIFIED MAIL

- Federal Election Commission RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
1325 K Street, N. W.

< Washington, D. C. 20463

- Re: MUR 218 (76)

Lo
Gentlemen:

as

- Please respond to my letters to you of May 17, 1978,

May822, 1978, June 12, 1978, July 6, 1978 and August 2,
1978.

Enclosed is a photostat of the article in the "Augusta
Chronicle" for August 10, 1978 reporting the results of the
primary last Tuesday. Please note Mrs. Hemenway's gracious
statement conceding defeat in which she gives due credit to
the newspaper and Federal Election Commission, and other
unnamed co-conspirators. For your ready reference, Mrs.
Hemenway's complaint against ''the new Augusta weekly' was
that it refused to distribute her camnaign literature,
enclosed in their newspaper, for free. Apparently it, and
the other two newspapers, also refused to print, for free,
her campaign literature as news articles. My last letter
to you included her last broad side before the election.

Reference to your file, and the enclosed, will show that
Mr. Barnard and the members of the Barnard for Congress




Mr. William C. Oldaker
Mr. Paul Lovejoy

Mr. Jay Myerson

August 10, 1978

Page 2

Committee have been harrassed ever since Mr. Hemenway filed
his original complaint against Mr. Barnard. They are anxious
that this harrassment, which now includes substantial expenses,
be brought to an end.

Please let me hear from you.

Sincerely,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P,

.

Sawilowsky

JMS:sf
Enclosure

cc: Mr. D. Hugh Conrolly
Mr. Don Grantham
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Samuel Waller
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School board members recalled
DOUGLASVILLE, Ga. (AP) — Rusidents of Douglas County

School Superintendent Eugene Sheets, whom (he board tried to
fire, but whose job was saved by a court order, said he was “ex-
tremely pleased with what the voters did to me.”

Sheets is the only elected county official who cannot be pulled out
under the recall law.

every effort to work with the board and I believe citizens

every effort,” Sheets sald.
munhrhl:y Price survived the recall, and only by a

?

and Diane “theridge. 2,186-083.

Barnard wins

- 10th District

by landslide

By Bryant Steele
Chronicle Staff writer

With most of the votes counted,
10th District D. Douglas
Barnard Jr., who was declared an ear-
ly winner in Tuesday's primary, main-
tained the large percentage he had
held since early in the voting over
challenger Betty Hearn Hemenway of
Eatonton.

Returnz  Wednesday afternoon
showed Barnard with 38,591 votes, or
almost 72 percent, to Mrs. Hemen-
way's 15,052

The former Augusta banker carried
Richmond County with 12,372 votes,
or almost 73 percent, to Mrs. Hemen-
way's 4,640,

He also carried Mrs. Hemenway's
home county, Putnam, by a slim 11

" vote margin, 837-626.

Columbia Countians voted for Bar-
nard 2,903 times and for Mrs. Hemen-
way 1,461 times.

Bamnard gave a prepared victory
statement Tuesday night in which he
thanked his supporters and pledged
his best efforts in the future.

Mrs. Hemenway said Wednesday
evening in a pnplred statement that
Barnard's election “"was due in large
measure to the refusal of the press in
the 10th District, especially the two
Augusta da'lies and the new Augusta
weekly, to reveal the details of his vot-
ing record and the illegal financial ar-
rangements which allowed the former
banker-lobbyist to finance his first
campaign (in 1976).

Mrs. Hemenway’s husband, John
D. Hemenway, recently filed suit in
U.S District Court in the District of
Columbiz against Bamerd and the
Federal Elections Commission and
charged the FEC has not acted expe-
ditiously in an investigation of alleged
wrongdoing in Barnard's 1976 cam-
paign. Barnard denied any wrongdoing
after the sult was filed.

Wednesday Mrs. Hemenway said
the suit would be followed-up.

“The next development will be in
the law courts. Already one suit Is
filed against Bamnard in the U.S. Dis-
trict Court of the District of Columbia
and further actions are b&. dis-
cussed with counsel
of power and conspiracy to lmnipu-
late the news by persons enjoined to
control the Augusta datly
newspapers,’' she sald.
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JAY M. SAWILOWSKY. P.C.

ATTORNEY AT LAW
902 GEORGI/A RAILROAD BANK BUILDING
AUGUSTA GEORGIA 30902

Mr. William C. Oldaker
Federal Flectrion Commission
1325 K Street, N. 1.
Washington, D. C. 20463

"CERTIFIED MAILL
PETURN RECEIPT REOUESTED
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FEDERAL FLECTION
JAY M. SAWILOWSKY. P.C. R SON
ATTORNEY AT LAW

902 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING

AUGUSTA. GEORGIA 30902 18 AUG 1Y AM 9. 39
August 10, 1978 » 80528r

Mr. William C. Oldaker CERTIFIED MAIL
Federal Election Commission RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
1325 K Street, N. W.
- Washington, D. C. 20463
< Mr Paul Lovejoy
- ederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. W.
1~ Washington, D. C. 20463
o Mr. Jay Myerson CERTIFIED MAIL
Federal Election Commission RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
- 1325 K Street, N. W.
—~ Washington, D. C. 20463
s Re: MUR 218 (76)
< Gentlemen:
& Please respond to my letters to you of May 17, 1978,
~ May 22, 1978, June 12, 1978, July 6, 1978 and August 2,
1978.

Enclosed is a photostat of the article in the "Augusta
Chronicle" for August 10, 1978 reporting the results of the
primary last Tuesday. Please note Mrs. Hemenway's gracious
statement conceding defeat in which she gives due credit to
the newspaper and Federal Election Commission, and other
unnamed co-conspirators. For your ready reference, Mrs.
Hemenway's complaint against ''the new Augusta weekly'" was
that it refused to distribute her camnaign literature,
enclosed in their newspaper, for free. Apparently it, and
the other two newspapers, also refused to print, for free,
her campaign literature as news articles. My last letter
to you included her last broad side before the election.

Reference to your file, and the enclosed, will show that
Mr. Barnard and the members of the Barnard for Congress
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Mr William €. Oldaker
Mr. Paul lLovejoy

Mr. Jay Myerson

August 10, 1278

Page 2

Committee have been harrassed ever since Mr. Hemenway filed
his original complaint against Mr. Barnard. They are anxious
that this harrassment, which now includes substantial expenses,
be brought to an end.

Please let me hear from you.

Sincerely,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P,

IMS:sf
Enclosurce

cc: Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mr. Don Grantham
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Samuel Waller
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION OCOMMISSION

In the Matter of ;

Georgia Railroad Bank and)
Trust Company ) MUR 218 (76)

)

Doug Barnard for Congress)

Committee )

CERTTFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Bmons, Secretary to the Federal Election

Cammission, do hereby certify that on August 9, 1978, the
Camission determined by a vote of 4-0 to adopt the recammendation
of the General Counsel to take the following actions in the
above-captioned matter:
1. Find probable cause to believe that the Georgia
ls?izlnx)oad Bank and Trust Campany violated 2 U.S.C

2. Find probable cause to believe that the Doug Barnard for
Congress Cammittee violated 2 U.S.C. §441b.

3. Authorize the Office of the General Counsel to file
a lawsuit against the respondents.

Voting for this determination were Commissioners Aikens, Harris,
Springer and Staebler. Commissioners Thamson and Tiernan were not

present at the time of the vote.

_ fé/ z'zx“

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission
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‘ ’ EXECUTIVE SESSION
August 9, 1978

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank and MUR 218 (76)

Trust Company

Doug Barnard for Congress
Committee

e N N N N “wa

General Counsel's Report

I. Background

On October 19, 1977, the Commission found reasonable cause
to believe that the Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company ("the
Bank") violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b in making a $10,000 unsecured
loan to the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee ("the Committee").
On March 15, 1978, the Commission found reasonable cause to be-
lieve that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. §441b in accepting the
loan from the Bank. Conciliation agreements prepared by this

office were sent to both respondents.

II. Conciliation

This office has been in communication with Samuel C. Waller,
counsel to the Bank, and Jay M. Sawilowsky, attorney for the Com-
mittee, regarding the conciliation of this matter. During this
conciliation period alternative agreements were received by the
Commission from counsel for the Committee on June 20, 1978, and
from counsel for the Bank on July 7, 1978. Attachments I and
II respectively. 1In addition to the alternative agreements submit-
ted by respondents, this office and counsel for both the Bank

and the Committee have engaged in numerous telephone conversations

and written exchanges regarding the conciliation of this matter,




including the submission of supplemental documents by the Commit-
tee.l/ All supplemental documents and communications from respond-
ents have been reviewed by this office but have not altered our
perception of this matter.

It is our belief that neither the alternative agreement submit-
ted by the Committee nor the agreement proposed by the Bank is

acceptable. We feel that a reasonable conciliation of this matter

must include an agreement with respondents which contains an

admission of violation and some civil penalty. Despite repeated
discussions on these issues we have been unable to persuade the
Bank or the Committee to accept these provisions as elements of a
conciliation agreement to be entered into by respondents and the
Commission.

We believe that the various communications with counsel for
the respondents and the length of time during which this Office
has attempted to conciliate this matter more than satisfies the
statutory conciliation requirement. In light of the apparent
reluctance of both respondents to accept certain provisions as
part of a conciliation agreement which we believe to be funda-
mental to a reasonable resolution of this case, it is the recom-
mendation of the Office of General Counsel that the Commission
find probable cause to believe that the Georgia Railroad Bank and
Trust Company and the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee viola-
ted 2 U.S.C. § 441b in connection with the loan from the Bank to

the Committee.

l/ Attachment III consists of copies of written communications
from respondents.
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III. Recommendation

1) Find probable cause to believe that the Georgia Railroad
Bank and Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

2) Find probable cause to believe that the Doug Barnard for
Congress Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

3) Authorize the Office of General Counsel to file a lawsuit

against the respondents.

8/ /18

Date /' William/pc Oldaker
General “Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

The Barnard for Congress MUR 218(76)

Committee

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been conducted,
and reason to believe having been found that the Barnard for
Congress Committee (hereinafter '"Respondent') violated 2 U.S.C.
§441b(a).

Now, therefare, the respective parties have in the
Federal Election Commission and Respondent, having duly entered
into conciliation pursuant—to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(5), do hereby
agree as follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over the respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter pur-
suant to 2 U.S.C. ; 437g(a) (4).

3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter are as
follows:

(a) Respondent was the principal campaign committee
authorized by D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for Congress from
the Tenth Congressional District of Georgia in the 1976 primary
and general elections.

(b) On May 14, 1976 respondent borrowed from the
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company the sum of $10,000.00 payable
in 180 days, together with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6%
per annum. This loan was secured, by the express terms of the

promissory note of the respondent to said bank, by the respondent's

checking account in said bank. On May 14, 1976, the respondent had




on deposit with that bank, exclusive of the aforesaid loan,
$7,396.78, securing the loan, leaving $2,603.22 unsecured.

(c) The promissory note expressly provided that
the bank was to have a security interest, securing the aforesaid
loan, on the respondent's checking account. The promissory
note further provided that at any time the bank should feel
insecure for any reason whatsoever, the bank could, without
demand or notice, declare the debt due and exercise its rights
and remedies under its contract and the Uniform Commercial Code
in effect in Georgia. Under Georgia Code §§ 109A-9-201, 203, 204
and 302, the bank had a perfected security interest in the
respondent's checking account in favor of the bank. Under Georgia
Code § 109A-1-208, the provision for acceleration of the debt,

in the event that the bank should feel insecure for any reason
whatsoever, is lawful ;nd enforceable provided the bank acts in
good faith, and the burden of establishing lack of good faith
is on the party against whom the power has been exercised.
Reference to the resandent's records of its checking account
shows that, from May 14, 1976 until December 31, 1976, the bank
was secured at all times and at times the bank was 1007 secured
and at other times the bank was secured in excess of 100%.

(d) Mr. D. Douglas Barnard was employed at the
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company as an Executive Vice
President at the time the loan was made.

(e) The loan was negotiated and executed on behalf
of respondent by its Chairman, Mr. D. H&éh Connolly.

(f) The loan was authorized by Mr. Charles B.
Presley, Chairman of the Board of the Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company.

(g) Prior to May 14, 1976 D. Hugh Connolly had
made a number of loans for himself personally from the said bank,

which loans carried interest at rates of 7%, 7%% and 7%% per annum.

-2-




(h) On May 14, 1976 there were no regulations
of the Federal Election Commission defining ''ordinary course
of business."

(i) On April 3, 1978 the Federal Election
Commission submitted its request, set .forth in the Federal
Register of April 7, 1978, for comments for the purpose of
proposing certain new regulations, including a specific pro-
posal defining "ordinary course of business'" under 2 U.S.C.
431(e)(5)(G) and 2 U.S.C. 431(£)(4)(K). The proposed definition
of "ordinary course of business' contains seven standards.

(j) The respondent has submitted evidence that
on May 14, 1976 the bank took into consideration, in making the
loan, the impeccable character and reputation of D. Hugh
Connolly and the other members of the Committee and that it
is standard bank practice to consider the character of the borrower
as among the most important things taken into consideration. The
respondent further furnished evidence that since the loan was
made, there have been two bank examinations by state and federal
regulatory authorities and that the bank's loan portfolio is
examined annually gy the bank's independent auditors; neither
the state and federal bank examiners nor the bank's independent
auditors have ever criticized or taken exception to this loan.
The respondent further submitted evidence that the Georgia
Department of Banking & Finance, by letter dated May 5, 1978,
gave its opinion that this loan was made in conformity with the
Financial Institutions Code of Georgia (codified as Title 41A of

the Code of Georgia) and appears to have been made in the ordinary

course of business,

4. The rfederal Election Commission takes the position
that this loan was made outside the ordinary course of business
as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(e)(5)(G) and therefore it constituted

a contribution to respondent in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441(b)(a).

-3-




7 n 41911951 9 1

The respondent takes the position that the loan was made in

the ordinary course of business as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(e)
(5)(G) and therefore did not constitute a contribution to
respondent in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441lb(a). The Federal
Election Commission and the respondent have a sharp disagreement
regarding the definition of the term "in the ordinary course of
business'" as used in the aforesaid Code Sections as applied to
the facts in this case.

5. It appears that at worst the respondent may ha-e
committed an inadvertent, accidental, unknowing technical error
in making this loan in an obscure and ambiguous situation,
created in part by the absence of any regulations of the Federal
Election Commission defining the term "in the ordinafy course of
business." -

6. The negotiation and execution of the aforesaid
loan by respondent was not made in a knowing and willful attempt
to violate any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq. By the execution
of this Conciliation Agreement, the respondent does not admit
any violation of 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq., and expressly denies
any violation, and states that it had no knowledge of or intent
to commit any violation or offense under 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.,
and enters into this Conciliation Agreement for the sole purpose
of resolving this dispute pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
§437g.

7. Hereafter the respondent will not make any loan
except in compliance with the regulations of the Federal Election
Commission set forth in its proposed regulation dated April 3,
1978, set forth in the Federal Register of April 7, 1978, or as
thereafter adopted.

8. The Federal Election Commission on request of
anyone filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C. §431g(a)(l) concerning

the matter at issue herein or on its own motion may review

—4-




compliance with this agreement. If the Federal Election
Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement
thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action

for relief in the United States District Court for the Southern
District of Georgia in accordance with 2 U.S5.C. §437g(a) (7).

9. This agreement shall become effective as of the
date that all parties hereto have executed same and the Federal
Election Commission has approved the entire agreement.

ATTEST: BARNARD FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
Sy

leﬁ/,g{/l% AQ//W AL O ((\Mv

;W ol By D. Hugh Connolly ™

2;3 R “}’i . Its Chairman
. ) Date ¢-1y. 78

ATTEST: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

William C. Oldaker

General Counsel

Date
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank
& Trust Company

MUR 218(76)

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initi;ted by a signed, sworn and
notarized complaint, an investigation having been conducted, and
reasonable cause to believe having been found that the respondent,
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company (hereinafter "Respondent"),
may have violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a):

Now, thereforg, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission”) and Respondent,
having duly entered ;nto conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g
(a) (5), do hereby agree as follows:

1. Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and
the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondgpt has had a reasonable opportunity to demon-
strate that no action should be taken in this matter, pursuant to
2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (4).

3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter are as
follows:

(a) The Barnard for Congress Committee (hereinafter
"Borrower") was the principal campaign committee authorized by
D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for Congress from the Tenth
Congressional District of Georgia in the 1976 primary and general
elections;

(b) On May 14, 1976, the Borrower borrowed from
Respondent the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together with
interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole colla-
teral securing said loan was a security interest in the property
of Borrower then in, or which may later have come into, possession

of Borrower. As of May 14, 1976 the property of Borrower in the

possession of Borrower was $7,396.78.
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(c) Mr. D. Douglas Barnard was employed by Respondent

as an Executive Vice President at the time the loan was made;
(d) The loan was negotiated on behalf of Borrower by

its Chairman, D. Hugh Connolly, who executed a promissory note

evidencing the said loan, as follows: "Doug Barnard for Congress,

by: D. Hugh Connolly;"
(e) The loan was authorized by Charles B. Presley,
Chairman of the Board of Respondent, after satisfying himself

that the risk of nonrepayment of the loan by Borrower was

"minimal" based on his knowledge of Messers. Connolly and

Barnard, and the other members of the committee whose reputations
were impecable and who assured him that the loan would be
repaid. |

4. The Commission contends that the loan was made outside
the ordinary course of business as set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§431(e) (5) (g) ard; as a result thereof, that Respondent made
a contribution to Borrower in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

5. Respondent contends that the loan was made in the
ordinary course of business and therefore was not in violation
of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

6. The negotiation and execution of the loan by
Respondent was not made in a knowing and willfull attempt to
violate any provisicon of the ?ederal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent represents that similar loans will not be made by it
to political committees without adequate security therefor, and
that to avoid litigation in ﬁhe matter at hand hereby accepts
an admonition from the Commission that such conduct may have
constituted a violation of 2 U.S.C. §441lb(a).

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at issue here-
in or on its own motion may review compliance with this agreement.
If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement
thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for

relief in the United States District Court for the District of
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Page 3 of Concsiation Agreement '
Columbia, 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (7).
9. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission

has approved the entire agreement.

ATTEST: GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK &
TRUST COMPANY

By

Its

ATTEST: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

By

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Date




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Doug Barnard for Cocngress

Election Committee, MUR 218(76)

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned
officer authorized by law to administeé oaths, CHARLES B.
PRESLEY, who being first duly sworn deposes and says on oath
as follows:

1. That he is Chairman of the Board of the Georgia
Railrbad Bank & Trust Comnany.

2. That in authorizing the loan to the above

Committee on May 14, 1976, the deponent took into consideration

the impeccable character and reputation of D. Hugh Connolly,

Chairman of the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee, and the
other members of the Cémmittee; and further that D. Douglas
Barnard, Jr. was well known and enjoved an impeccable reputation
and was worthy of the support of Mr. Connolly and the other
members of that Commiétee.

3. In making loans, many things are taken into
consideration, The character of the borrower is among the
most important. Please refer to the attached reference
material.

4. That the interest on the loan was set at 7%7
per annum because Mr. D. Hugh Connolly, Chairman of the Committee,
who was making arrangements about the loan, had been making
personal loans with the bank with interest at 7%% vper annunm
or less.

5. Since this loan was made, there have been two
bank examinations by State and Federal regulatory authorities.
In addition, the bank's loan portfolio is examined annually by
the bank's independent auditors, Touche Ross & Company. MNeither
the State and Federal bank examiners nor the bank's independent

auditors have ever classified (criticized or taken exception to)
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this loan. 1In this connection, both the State and Federal
bank examiners and the independent auditors search for loans
in violation of State or Federal banking laws or which
represent more than the average credit risk, and report

such loans in a special section of their reports reserved

for that purpose. Again, this loan has never been classified
(criticized or exception taken thereto) by the bank examiners
or the independent auditors. Attached is the letter of the
Georgia Department of Banking & Finance, dated May 5, 1978,
which shows that this loan was made in conformity with the
Financial Institutions Code of Georgia (codified as Title 41A
of the Code of Georgia) and anvears to have been made in the

ordinary course of business.

" Sworn to and subscribed before me

this ;;Lp day of May, 1978.

~

A

Notany Publi@, Richmond County, Ga.

Notary Publlz, Nichmend ity Goorgia
My Commussion Expires July o, 1981




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In Re: Doug Barnard for Congress

Election Committee, MUR 218(76)

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned
officer authorized by law to administer oaths, SARAH B. DeLOACHE,
who being first duly sworn deposes and says on oath as follows:

1. She is a Vice-President of the Georgia Railroad
Bank & Trust Company and is Manager of the Credit Department of
said ﬁank.

2. That attached hereto as Exhibit A, and incorporated
herein by reference thefeto, is a copy of a report prepared from
said bank's records shéwing new and renewed loans for May 1976.

The total number of new loans during that period was 307 and the
total number of loans.;enewed was 502, The total number of all
such loans which were made with interest at the rate of 7%% or
under was 73, of which 36 were made on a secured basis and 37

on an unsecured basisi

3. That the records of the bank show that D, Hugh
Connolly had the following personal loans with the Georgia Railroad
Bank & Trust Company, open on the following dates, for the following

amounts, with the following interest, and due on the dates

indicated:

DATE OF LOAN AMOUNT OF LOAN INTEREST RATE DUE DATE
3/21/74 $17,000.00 . 8% 3/21/75
As of May 1976 Renewed for At 7% 12/16/76

$12,600.00
12/23/74 $ 4,950.00 8% 3/24/75
As of May 1976 Renewed for At 7%% 3/22/76
$ 4,950.00
3/25/76 $ 4,950.90 7% 6/21/76
6/23/76 $ 4,950.00 %% 9/20/76
3/10/75 $ 3,750.00 %% 3/8/76
3/8/76 $ 3,650.00 77 6/7/76
6/7/76 $ 3,650.00 77 9/7/76
3/5/76 $ 4,000.00 7% 9/1/76
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6/3/76 $ 4,000.00 7% 9/1/76
Loan of Hugh Connolly and O. P. Hollis:

5/3/74 $ 993.75 8% Monthly at
$65.65 per mo.

;\ @v»/j /" ) C\\\>J\u4vb¢1

SARAH B. DeLOACHE
Sworn to and subscribed before me

this 2 & day of May, 1978

N8y

NU"ary pubIit, Richmond County, Ga




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In re: Doug Barnard for Congress

Election Committee, MUR 218(76)

Personally appeared before me, the undersigned officer
authorized by law to administer oaths, NANCY J. McJUNKIN, who
being first duly sworn deposes and says on oath as follows:

1. That she was and is Treasurer of the Doug
Barnard for Congress Election Committee.

2. That attached hereto are true and correct copies
of the bank statements of the checking accounts of said Committee
at the Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company for 1976.

3. That on May 14, 1976, the date of the note in
question, the said Comﬁittee had a balance in its checking
account of $7,396.78.- That the loan proceeds of $10,9200.00

were not denosited into said checking account until May 17,

1976, three days after the date of the note.

. ’ . r\gf—
NANC . McJUN

-

Sworn to and subscribed before me

this | 7 day of May, 1978.

AY
ar ublic, Richmond County




Bepartment of @zmking and Hirence

148 Interiational Ri6d., N. XK.
Suite 640

. E. D. '"JACK ' DUNN ] ROBERT M. MCLER
- COMMISSIONER A“nnh‘, Gmrgm 30303 DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

May 5, 1978

Mr. Samuel C. VWaller

Attorney - -
Nixon, Yow, Waller & Capers

1500 Georgia Railroad Bank Building
Augusta, Georgia 30902

— Dear Mr. Waller:
c As per your request the Department has caused to be performed a review of a
, certain loan originating May 14, 1976 in the original amount of $10,000 to

& the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee. The loan was made to the committee

v - by the Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company, Augusta, Georgia. After review-
ing the Toan and all supporting documents it is the opinion of the examiner

— that the Tloan was made in conformity with the Financial Institutions Code of
Georgia and appears to have been made in the ordinary course of business.

- Further, all terms in conditions of the loan were met by the borrower as con-

—_ tracted.

- . Yours very, truly,

c M

c Robert M. Moler, CFE

~ Deputy Commissioner
RMM:kcd




fCR VALUE RECCIVED. ‘THE UNDERSIGNED. “ereinciier cdfled Borr ) Fj OM&'FS‘ TO PAVWTO THE Oy GLAMVIA NALAAY BASIA B 100Wne v mw soer e
(hereinalter cilled “the Bank''} the princ.pal sux cf oﬁ 'r oﬁr '? ’ ? ,) b ,) ’f

)
Ten thousand and n 00 ~—=——— e emm e -— —————— e ——
thersinalter shown In the Smm—.m ¢! Tramsacmsn sel forth immedictely preceding the altesigacn cicuse cs A t Financed ) ot any bamking house of the Bank,

Augusta, Gec:5:a. o7 at such orer p!aze =3 '=e 3onk =ay de:gncte and notity Borrcwer therecl. ‘oge’he:r with he FINANCE CHARGE 'hcnmlm shown in the said
Slmcm.n. ot Transac’ion”), pcyadle :a cczcraznce wlh the method checked below

K 180 days attor dare, (L1 10/76)
(@'Y — consecutivs { thip) L — ) payments. each in the amouat of & hh.mibhﬁ.
and W\e renainlag poymenis 1o be due on the sames dgy of sach gve his) thosesfingy with the Baal
payment b-olng \e unpaid balance. except for: BALLCON) (Lrregulas) paymenits) of §- dee -d
Cta .~ comsecutive (moatly) L) paymeam, sach in the ameuat of $ plua taterest ou the cubsiand-
ing ladebtedness at the rate of % per annum, the Hret payment o be due and (he remcialag payments 1o be due
on the same day of each consecutive —___ maonthis) thereaiter with the final paysseas being the uapaid balance. sxcept for: BALLOON) Grregular)
paymeatis) of $_ due o» oad
QO Otber:

The finance charge cpplies from date of note

and all costs of collection, including 15°: attorney's fees if collected by law or through an attorney a( law. 1f this Note is not paid at
maturity, whether said maturity shall be according to its terms or by the accaleration thereo! under the powers hersinafter set forth, the
unpaid balance of the indebtedness (here:nafter shown In the said "'Statement ol Transaction” as ‘‘Amount Financed) shail bear interest
from date of such maturity at the rate of 89, per annum until paid. Whenever any payment is not paid when due, the Borrower will
pay (at the option of the Bank in lieu of additional interest on such delinguent payment) a late charge ol 5¢ for each doilar of the
payment in delault (not to exceed $5.00) and the Bank may, at its option, declare the Note to be immediately due and payable. Bor-
rower waives demand, presentment, nolice of dishonor and protest. Should this Note be paid in full before maturity a partial refund of
the FINANCE CHARGE (hereinafter shown in the said "Statement of Transaction”) will be made, computed by the proportion which the
total of remaining unpaid balances bears to the original total of all unpaid balances, known as the “Sum of the Digits” refund method,
or It checked here P2 based on the actuarial method of compulation, as such term is used by the Bank in its normat banking procedures,
after first deducting a maximum of §$15 acquisition cost from the FINANCE CHARGE. A Balicon Payment, which shall be a payment
that is more than lwice the amount of any otherwise regularly scheduled equal paymeni, may be refinanced only upon such terms and
conditions as the then parties to this Nole may agree as ol its due date.

Tomoﬁnmmnlol&omdobmcv‘ldouudbyMNm.nyMurmedmnddﬂdmw-mwbwn
Ungeat, now existing or hereaiter criaing. camum«ommmwowudmwmbm«umamw-‘ the csalercement snd
orotection of the security intsrest created hereby ‘all bersalter culled “Obligations”) the Borrower bereby pledges. caaigua, conveys, transiers and depesits the Hh-h'
property as colateral, with the intent ol granttag to the Bankx a secusity inleres! therein aod security tile theretod

/ - 7 7
/ / /
/ / /

including !l lotarest therson. dividends and ¢isTitutons ca or other rights which inay arise la ccznaction wih any property beretncbove refssred 10, cil of which ia
hereatier cclind “Colluteral”. Barrower hesedy warranis tkct scle and lawiul camerskip in fee simple of Collateral h in the Borrower vuh l‘. powes and hﬁy »
tranafer, coovey aad eacumber.
As additicaal Colla:eral. Borrower jurther g-rc'.:s‘.s to 'he Bank a secwity interesi in all propersy of the Borrower left with the lalk or -um Is ll. or -1 b
after comas inte, poasession of the Benk. and In z=y cad all balaaces. credits. deposits and acccuzs of the Borrawer with the Bank. whether u-d them be gonsrul, spe-
clal. ladividual. jolat, or teld as a tenaat iz ccm=cz. and in cay and all dratts, checks or other i:es deponited with the Bank by the Borrower for collection, with l.l-
thority to charge at ony time without notize cr deczznd any aad all credits due Borrower rcpnun od by or resulting rom any ol the cbove wyuiasi aay obligutien oo~
cured bereby, whether matured or not.
If mo=s than one pr:scn shal grezu’
and severcily obliga'ed hers T

I petszzs signuing this Note ané oa.c.h of hem. who shall be )ohuy
8. 2niirses or sxnsletes ! (his Note, ar any other holder in due

Nie 'ne lerm ' Borrower” as usad i
% cs used herain shall iaclu

ccuarse wro s in possess.on oot ! ,4:.s Nz'e is @ the time Fay=
INSURANCE . — STATEMENT OF TRANSACTION )
© PROPLRTY INSURANCE, It written in connection with ‘t.bs loan, may be 1. Amount of Loan . g 10l 000.00
obtained by Borrower through any person of his chgx:e subject onty to )
the B:clk s right to refusa any insurer otlered by 3re Borrowar, tor rea- 2. Other Chargies includad In the
sc1able’gause. Such insuranca cannot be o3iained tram or through the Amourt ¢l Crecdit Extanced: -
Bank. \ Credit Lite Insurance e
CREDIT LIFE.AND DISABIL!TY INSURANCE is not required to obtain Disabi.ity nsurance $ .
this loan. No charge Is made for credd insurance and no credit insur- -
ance is provided yniess he Borrower s ‘gns the appropriate statement Progerty Insyrance -
balow: Ve s ~-
(@) Tho cost for Eyedit Life and Dicabilty Insurance will be s -- e . --
N . ——em ——
$ o e i e o fOT 6 BT O A3 Credit. 3. AMOUNT FINANCED (1 and 2} s_10,000. 00
(b) The cost, to/ Credit bila insurance alons wil be 4. FINANCE CHARGE . ) s 375.00
N . - :
L /_ — \!or tne term ci tha cradit. Consistng of 375.00
. interast $ -
as 4 7 i S -
0 1t daslie Crecol Lite Insuranca only ~ Loan Senice Fee L ==
O | deslre Crodit Lite and Diszadbialy insuratcen N O
9 NO git Lite <r Disadiiity inivarce. - T : ég
[ DQ MNOT decire Cra L s3%iiity in r‘\: S. ANNUAL PERCENTAGE SATE 7. -
. i 6. TOTAL OF PAYMENTS '
S pmaters) (3 2nd ) 10, 375.00

TLITIONAL PROVIZIONS CET FORTHE IN FAINT 2N THE FEVERST 31DZ =TRIOF. THE SAME BING INCOR-
IN WITSZSS WHERSOF, the Larrdv er mus gr=2uted *his A2rodamant and hereoy ackasw!acges recaipt of & completed copy hersol.

c/o Sherman and Hemscx‘eet . 722-8334 Signatures (Sign name In Ini. Do Net Print)

mm*?'m" 0s3 tiome Phony Doug Barnard far Congress
Broad Street

(G'vs Location it P. O Box or Acdte No; o } By. ey

(Angusta, Georgia . e " D. Hugh Connolly

ENPE R 4ty Bhere




ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS ‘

The surrender of this Ncte upen poyen ‘ezl or tor any other reasan shall net atlect the right of the Bemk o reiin the Col i =2 pacusity i
tlons. If any of tha Collatsral is relecaed !5 '=e Scrrower, Borrower agrees to executs whatever Zocumen's are required ‘o contiros =a "'“; ty lor :!Laéwr o:l:;
Collateral reieased. : 3ank’s securt toreet
The Bank sholl have no du'y ©3 ‘o the =lecticn or prowcion ol the Collgtersl. or of any Inccme thereon. nor os o the preservatcn =of coy rights th
beyend the scle custedy therech y tights pericining therels,
In oddition to all cther righ's possessed by it the Bank. bom 4me to ttme. whether before or after any of the Obligations shell dos: e L
transfer all or any part cf the Ccliz'ers! (n'o 20 nc=e of e Bank or s nomines. with or without cdiscloaing :ct such Cellctorcl is mitec o the Hmmm; :u‘:’gwd
securiry Interast hereurder: b) nc':fy 'he pces cbi:gated 3n any of the Collaterzl o mcke poy=en! to the Bk of any chounts due =r o become due thersunder: (c)
enforce collecticn of any of tte Jellzterzl b st =otion et 'ow or otherwise ard surrender, relecse or exchange c!! o1 cny pct therecd, = —=rvomise, extend the =aturi-

==

ty ol or rerow trom u=e to t=e =rd lir ==y 7emad (wherer cr not longer then the original term cl the locn) oy tndeD'mdress evice—ced oreby: -
;'Ynd relain any procesds of the C<liztercl: cm2 o) exercise such addidonal righs and powers. Il cny. with respect {o any secunty for ox gacramty of g':'k:hiﬁ'&ﬂ’:
tions. os may be provided In cny writen lnsTo=ent in cdditon to this Note.

It at any hme the Collctercl. ‘cr any recsza whalsoe =t shall be or become uosatsiaciory to Ge Bank, Borrower will immedicady ‘rmish oth !
make such payment on geecourt =3 wn!l be sc=sicttery to *he Bank and in the event of failure 80 o do, cr f e Beorrower thou'd bec—=e Mﬁi hl“dacﬂon-dmm t::
Unltorm Commetcial Code in e“ect al that “me 1n Georgic), v a petition In bankruptey be tiled by or against Borrower, or a recatver be appalawd for any part of
propetty or asseis of Borrower. ¢t nere shcll be = asalgnment by the Borrower !or the benetit cf —editcrs, cor il any hdgment be stwred ogetest the Borrower,
Borrower shall lail 1o meet cf —ciunty any t=cebledness or Uabil#y to the Bank, or i any warr=!y or represeniction cf Borrower pertixing o this extension
{whether os svidenced by this Nc's or otherwise), prove uzue or migleading, o1 if Porrower shall igil to pay when due eny premium ca oy ltéis insuranes
as Collateral herefor. or i Borrcwer shall die be!~re payrent ol this Note, or {f the Bank shall sel insecure kor any recscn whatsoever, (1} any end all
tons may, at the option of the Be—k. and withcut demand or notice of any kind, be declared, ond = ervupon tzedigiely shall become, cos cnd payable,
may exercise of such time, and Fem tme to t=e. cy righ's and remedles avatlable to the Bank under the Unliorm Commaercial Code o effect at that
or otherwise available 12 the Bk, including '2ese gvallatis under ony written izsrument Ua cdc:“on o this Note) reictng to any of %e
therelor. If any notification of !nended disposiZen of any of the Colicteral s required by law. such notiflcartien shall be desmed
od at least live days before such disposiion, pes'cge prepcid. addresssed to the Borrower, sither at te addrews shown below, or ot axy o=ev address
pearing on the records of the Bk Any procseds crising from any dispositien of Collsteral may be cpplied by the Bank v the payment of expemses in

i
;ij
Egﬁ&gégga
gagggggigi?

Collateral, Including reasonchble cicrmey’s !ses ond legal expenses. and any balance of such procseds nay be cpplied by the Bank towed S payment of such Obligs-
tons, and in such order of appliccticn, o3 the 2=k muy from time 10 Hme slect No delay or {citre on the part of the Bank in the exzercse of any or remady ahall®
opmemb axa vuivo:dlhuool. od ro single or przcl exercise by the Bank of any right or remedy shall prechude other or further exarcise arecl, or the emseciss of any
other right! or remedy. ’ 3

The Bank shall be under no cduty to exer=ise any of the rights or remedies given by this Note cr by law and no party © this Now sheil be discharged from obli-
gations or underiakings bereunder =) should e 2onk relecme or cgree Not to sus any person age—st whom a party bos, 1o the knowledoe of the Baak g rlc‘.:hd e
gu:uort:i:uhould the Bank cgree 1o suspend e right to enlorce the collsction of this Note or Be=k's Interest in the Colloeral ogot=st such persen. o otherw'ss dis-

arge  su person.

“The Borrower hereby for hi=sell and fe=!lv waives Ho=estecd emd all other exemptions under the laws of Georgia and of all cther vies and of the United Siales
in the Collateral as o7ainst the poy=ent of =3 Nc'e or any renawals thereof ond assigns and cc=vwys to the Sank said Hemestsad ere=ption and all property that may
be set apart thereunder. In cxse cf bankrupicy, Borrower cuthorizes and directs the Trustes to celiver fo the Bemk a sufficient amoces of Propetly or money clofssed
g;mmpi to apply to the poy=enl of such Chlgations end the Bank ls appolnted attomney in i=ct for Borrower to cloim any cnd & Pommsetend ezampiions allowed

‘GUARANTY OF PAYMENT

FOR VALUE RECEIVED. the undersigaed (jointdy aand severally if more than one) bereby unconditionally gaaraated(s) the payment of the
indebtedness evidenced by the withis note whea due, whether by acceleratioa or otherwise, and all expenses (including arromey's fees)
incurred in the collection thereof, an? in the eaforcement of rights under any securiry therefor, and hezeby waive(s) pcesenmment, demand, sotice
of dishonor, protest mnd al! other nounces whatever, and waive(s) notice of may sale of any collateral, end consec{s) chat aoy ead all propecty
which is now ot may be hetealter held as collateral security for said indebtedness may be exchasged or releases or surtendered at say time,
and from time to time, ot the rime of ayment of said note or any of the indebtedness evidenced thereby may be extezded in whole of in part and
without limit as to the auzmber of such erxtensicas or the periods thereof and wittout notice to or futher assent froxn the mdersigned who will
temuin liable under this gzazaaty no:wi:astanding any such chatges, releases, surrenders or extenticns=. :

. Nothing except payment to the holler of the said aote of the full amount of the indebtedness evidenced theredy in cash shall celease the
undersigned or any of thea imvlinbiliry uader this guaranty.

- Given under the hma an? seal of each of the vndersigned, this. day of 19_ .
. . " ¢
. (L.5.)
Address L
(L.5.)
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VEW & RENEWED LO*

- MAY, 1976

JAY

NEW

XENEW

-« OF LOANS AT
1/2% & UNDER
‘ZAL__SEC _UNSEC

+ 5%

7.25%

%

6.75%

H1GH

HIGH

LOW

HIGH

HIGH

LOW

12

~

2,800

80,000
200, 000
100,000
65,000

66,000
42,000
7, 500

100, 000
12,000

2,800

80,000
15,000
10,000

1,500

66,000

100,000
1,700

200,000

200,000

50,000

24,000
6,870

82,717
211,250
7,000
9,398

3,800
14,000

130,000,

3,500

20,600
243,343
1,000
10,504
A,071

1,000,000

100,000

500 , [SIAMN]

508,088

508,088

550,000
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o FIELD Yo | FENERAL ELECTION

S o e NixoN, Yow, WALLER & CAPERS DONIIS S iodern . cumming
JOHN D. CAPERS 1500 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING LR

O. PALMOUR HOLLIS (ALSO S8.C.) HENRY P, EVE
REGNALD MAXWELL, JR. AUGUSTA,GEORGIA 20802 o

WM. BYRD WARLICK .78 MAY 2 2 m ‘l - .eg
PAUL H. DUNBAR, II ° YELEPHONE

ROBERT F. WRIGHT, JR, (ALSO MISS.)
JOHN 8.LONG

ROY D. TRITY

RICHARD E. MILEY (ALSO S.C.)
JOSEPH H. FOWLER

CHARLES C.STEBBINS, IIT (ALSO ALA)

(404) 722-7541 .

- 802904

May 16, 1978

Paul Lovejoy, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

& 1325 K Street N.W.

- Washington, DC 20463 .

o Re: MUR 218 (76)

1~ Dear Mr. Lovejoy:

o I refer you to my letters to Mr. Oldaker of April 3,

1978 and of April 20, 1978 in connection with the above matter,
and enclose herewith a letter from the Deputy Commissioner of
Banking & Finance of the State of Georgia. He sets forth there-
in the opinion cof the Department of Banking & Finance that the
o loan in question, which is the subject matter of your investi-
gation, was made in conformity with the Financial Institutions
Code of Georgia and further that it was made in the ordinary
course of business.

|

f

7 90N

The sole issue to be resolved in this matter, accord-
ing to our understanding, which is confirmed in Mr. Oldaker's
letter to me of March 28, 1978, is whether or not the said loan
was made in "the ordinary course of business" as set forth in
2 U.S.C. §431(e) (5)(G). This subsection and one set forth there-
after [§431(f) (4) (K)] exclude from the definitions of "contribu-
tion" and "expenditure" "a loan of money by a national or state
bank made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regula-
tions and in the ordinary course of business..."

In §441(b) the Act provides that it is unlawful for
certain entities, including "any corporation whatever" to make
a contribution or expenditure in connection with any election
at which a Representative in Congress is to be voted for, etc.
Although the terms "contribution" and "expenditure" had been




Paul Lovejoy, Esq.
May 16, 1978
Page Two

previously defined in the Act as excluding a loan made by a bank
in the ordinary course of business, this section emphasizes that
fact by restating the exclusion.

In resolving the issue in contention, it is first neces-
sary to construe the language defining the type loan which is not
prohibited under the Act. The loan must meet two tests: (1) that
it is made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regula-
tions, and (2) that it is made in the ordinary course of business.

Since the test is in the conjunctive, a question arises
as to what is meant by a loan not made in "the ordinary course of
business" if such loan is in compliance with applicable banking
laws and regulations. -

Apparently, the Commission is not contending that the
loan in question was made in violation of applicable banking laws
and reqgulations. In any event, the opinion of the Georgia Depart-
ment of Banking & Finance in this regard would constitute substan-
tial evidence that the loan was not violative of the Georgia banking
laws and regulations. In order, therefore, for the loan in question
to constitute a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act, it
must, in our opinion, meet a narrower test. That is, it must be
a loan which, although in compliance with applicable (state) laws,
was one not made in the ordinary course of business.

The Federal Election Campaign Act does not define "ordin-
ary course of business" or set guidelines for that purpose, although
proposed regulations would attempt to do so. The Georgia Financial
Institutions Code does not use or define this terminology. Nor is
there any readily available treatise which provides a pertinent
definition thereof. However, there are reported cases which deal
with this language, but only rarely in banking contexts. The
question is one of fact and ultimately depends for resolution on
many factors.

It can be said generally that a transaction not made in
the ordinary course of business results in some kind of penalty.
Here, however, there would be no penalty under the Georgia banking
laws. In most cases where transactions are analyzed as to whether
they were made in the ordinary course of business, the purpose of
the statute involved and the evil to be remedied are considered.
In the matter under investigation, the purpose of the Act is to
prevent contributions by corporations to certain political candi-
dates, and not to prevent unwise or unusual loans from being made.
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Paul Lovejoy, Esq.
May 16, 1978
Page Three

It is submitted that any alleged irregularity in the making of
the loan in question should, in determining culpability, bear
directly on the donative intent of the corporation.

What guidelines should a bank follow in making loans?
Different guidelines exist for different type loans. ©Loans should
be commercially reasonable. They should generally be made in the
geographical area of the bank's operation. They should be made
to credit-worthy borrowers. The character of the borrower should
be considered, as should the borrower's capacity to repay the loan.

All of these factors were presumably taken into account
by the Georgia Department of Banking & Financing, when, in retro-
spect, it deemed the loan in gquestion to have been made in the
ordinary course of business.

Whether the interest rate on the loan should have been
the same as that applicable to loans made to Mr. Connolly generally
is a matter of permitted Bank diccretion which, it is submitted,
should not be subject to criticism by the Federal Election Com-
mission. Mr. Connolly's character and credit worthiness were no
different when he signed the note in behalf of the Barnard Committee
than they were when he made a personal loan. The Bank's expecta-
tion of repayment, whether Mr. Connolly was personally liable or
not (which has never been determined as a matter of law) was un-
doubtedly the same.

In summary, Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company main-
tains that it has not violated the Federal Election Campaign law.
Further, it contends that any attempt on the part of a non-bank
regulatory Commission, distantly removed from the site of the
transaction, to determine whether the transaction, conceded to
be legal, was made in the ordinary course of business or not, is
beyond the Commission's area of expertise and its capacity to
make a proper judgment thereof.

After considering the above, if you still intend to
recommend to the Commission that it find probable cause to believe
that Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company violated the Act, I
ask that the Commission afford me the opportunity of conferring
with you and the General Counsel in Washington with a view towards
working out some satisfactory phraseology of a conciliation agree-
ment. I realize that the General Counsel has provided me with a
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Paul Lovejoy, Esq.
May 16, 1978
Page Four

form for such an agreement but, as I have pointed out in the
past, the terms thereof-are inaccurate to some extent and, in
my opinion, too harsh for the alleged violation which has taken
place in this matter. .

I look forward to hearing from you in the near future.

- Very sincerely yours,

) —
s Samuel C. Waller
SCW:jc
CC: Mr. Charles B. Presley
President

Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Company

Mr. Jay Sawilowsky
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June 12, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. William C. Oldaker
General Counsel -
Federal LElection Commission
1325 K Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 218 (76)

803635

On Friday, June 9, 1978, your Mr. Jay Myerson informed
me that you, Mr. Lovejoy and Mr. Myerson could meet with the
lawyers for the Bank and the Committee at 11:00 A. M. on June
19, 1978 at the offices of the Federal Election Commission in
Washington, D. C. Mr, Myerson on that date, and on Monday, June
12, 1978, informed me that the sole purpose of that meeting
would be to discuss the terms of the conciliation agreement.
He further informed me that if we wanted to discuss anything
else, such as the innocence of the Bank and the Committee, it
would not be worth our while to meet with you and your staff.

Dear Mr. Oldaker:

The position of the Federal Election Commission is that
it will confer with us about this matter only if we first
concede that our clients committed a violation of the law.

I will not go to a conference on such terms. Mr. Waller, who
is now out of town, can speak for his own client.

I believe the position, stated above, of the Federal Election
Commission is a violation of my client's rights under 2 USCA
437(g). The law specifically gives us ''a reasonable opportunity
to demonstrate that no action should be taken against such person
by the Commission under this Act" and requires that 'the Commission
shall make every endeavor ... to correct or prevent such violation
by informal methods of conference, conciliation, and persuasion ..."

That has not been done in this case. It cannot be done if
the Commission takes the position that prior to any conference my
client must be prepared to admit a violation of the law so that
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the only purpose of the conference is to discuss the terms of a
conciliation agreement. The least that fair play and due process
would require is that the Federal Election Commission discuss
this matter fully with us,-and if my client has committed a
violation, SHOW US HOW AND WHEREIN AND IN WHAT MANNER SUCH
VIOLATION WAS COMMITTED.

We have submitted copious evidence that this loan was made
in the ordinary course of business. The Federal Election
Commission insists that the loan was not made in the ordinary
course of business. :Yet they have not explained HOW.

What witnesses do you have who will testify that this loan
was made out of the ordinary course of business? What authorities
do you rely upon to refute or rebut the opinion of the Georgia
Department of Banking & Finance? I do not refer to argument of
counsel. Just what evidence do you have which would create jury
issues or which would prevent the court from rendering a summary
judgment or directed verdict in favor of the Bank and the
Committee?

My client and I are unaware that it has done anything wrong.
We are not prepared to admit that it has done anything wrong
unless it is shown that it has. 1In this connection, I must
point out that it was not until April 1978 that the Federal
Election Commission submitted regulations to Congress regarding
the making of loans. The regulations submitted this year were
not in existence on May 14, 1976.

We acknowledge that the Federal Election Commission has the
power to embarrass the Committee and the individual members by
the filing of a complaint in the District Court here. However,
to my knowledge, the Commission has neither the legal nor the
moral right to do so.

Unless the Commission is prepared to discuss this matter
fully with us, as required by law, and to demonstrate tc us how
and wherein and in what manner a violation was committed, we
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are not prepared to enter into a conference simply for the
purpose of preparing a conciliation agreement which admits
wrongdoing, -

- Very truly yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P. C.

BY: \ (/W‘

- ay M. Sawilowsky

JMS:sf

cc: Mr. Samuel C. Waller
- Mr. Paul Lovejoy
Mr. Jay Myverson
- Mr. D. Hugih Connolly
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mrs. Nancy J. McJunkin

N

i

Cy




0

1

7 a9

“ : ‘ ALy )

eI
2t L ECTIGH
n FER

TELEPHONE 722-8883 EELAG
et
a)

LY

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P.C. K "
ATTORNEY AT LAW 18 Jut IU a2 a7
902 GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK BUILDING
AUGUSTA. GEORGIA 30902

- July 6, 1978

Mr. Jay Myerson -
General Counsel ~
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N. W,
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson: -

Today one of Mr. Waller's partners mentioned to me that
yesterday you remarked to Mr. Waller that the Federal Election
Commission felt that the proposed conciliation agreement,
prepared and submitted by the Barnard for Congress Committee,
was not submitted in good faith.

Mr. Waller is out of town today so I cannot check with him
personally. It may be that Mr, Waller's partner misunderstood
something Mr. Waller said.

Please advise me at once if the Federal Election Commission
does in fact feel that the Barnard for Congress Committee submitted
its proposed conciliation agreement in bad faith. That would be a
very serious matter which would require straightening out at once.

Mr. Connolly and I do not understand how such an attitude -
if it exists - could exist. At your request we submitted a
proposed conciliation agreement. The proposed conciliation
agreement accurately sets forth the facts and contentions of
the parties. Per our conference during the week of June 12,
1978, I mailed two signed copies of the proposed conciliation
agreement to you on June 16, 1978. The return receipt shows that
it was received by the Committee on June 20, 1978. So far, I have
had no response whatever from you or any other member of the
staff of the Federal Election Commission.

If the Federal Election Commission disapproves of the proposed
conciliation agreement, prepared and submitted by the Barnard for
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Congress Committee, I would think that it would notify me and
point out where and wherein and how and why the proposed
conciliation agreement was not acceptable.

It may be that Mr. Waller's partner misunderstood something
he said or that Mr. Waller misunderstood something you said. It
may be that the proposed conciliation agreement, prepared and
submitted by the Barnard for Congress Committee, is acceptable
to Federal Election Commission, but you just haven't gotten

around to letting me know.

Please advise me of the situation, whatever it is.

IJMS:sf

cc: Mr. Samuel C. Waller
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Paul Lovejoy
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P. C,

. oA W-

y §. Sawilowsky
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August 2, 1978

Mr. Jay Myerson

General Counsel

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

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

Today I found out that yesterday (August 1, 1978) Mr.
John D. Hemenway filed suit in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia against the Federal
Election Commission and Congressman D. Douglas Barnard
seeking relief which included $200,009.00 punitive damages.
For your ready reference, the plaintiff, who filed the
action pro se, is the husband of Mrs. Betty Hemenway,
Mr. Barnard's opponent in the Democratic primary to be
held on August 8, 1978. Enclosed is a photostat of Mrs.
Hemenway's press release.

The lawsuit, and the enclosed press release, show the
political purpose of the complaint originally made in this
matter - against Mr. Barnard. As you can see from the enclosed
press release, your copy of the lawsuit, and the original
affidavit filed, the target is Congressman Barnard - not my
client. I am sure that the Federal Election Commission is by
now very familiar with persons attempting to use it for the
wrong political purposes. In this instance, you, and the
Federal Election Commission, have my sympathy.

With reference to the allegations in the complaint, and
in the press release, please note that the alleged witnesses
(indicated on tab B) do not involve either Congressman Barnard
or any member of the Barnard for Congress Committee. Reference
to tab B shows it to be composed of compound hearsay. Mr. and
Mrs. Hemenway will, I'm afraid, be disappointed when Mr. J. W,
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Spence does not support the allegations. In that connection,
Mr. Spence is not on Congressman Barnard's payroll and never
has been.

If you want me to obtain information from my client about
the various allegations in the complaint, and in the press
release, please let me know and I will do so.

My client must insist that Federal Election Commission
maintain the confidentiality, required by law, during this
litigation. Of course, you are investigating the Barnard for
Congress Committee and not Mr. Barnard.

A copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. Barnard, the
members of the Barnard for Congress Committee, and the attorney
for the bank, for their information.

Finally, should Mr. Hemenway call you, or any other member
of the staff of Federal Election Commission, please be informed
that Mr. llemenway is suspected of tape recording conversations
without informing the person on the other end.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P

- ) W

i Sawilowsky

JMS:sf
Enclosure

cc: Honorable D. Douglas Barnard, Jr.
Mr. Samuel C. Waller
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
Mr. Don Grantham
Mr. William C. Oldaker
Mr. Paul Lovejoy
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July 6, 1978

Mr. Jay Myerson

General Counsel

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

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

Today one of Mr. Waller's partners mentioned to me that
yesterday vou remarked to Mr. Waller that the Federal Election
Commission felt that the proposed conciliation agreement,
prepared and submitted by the Barnard for Congress Committee,
was not submitted in good faith.

Mr. Waller is out of town today so I cannot check with him
personally. It may be that Mr. Waller's partner misunderstood
something Mr. Waller said.

Please advise me at once if the Federal Election Commission
does in fact feel that the Barnard for Congress Committee submitted
its proposed conciliation agreement in bad faith. That would be a
very serious matter which would require straightening out at once.

Mr. Connolly and I do not understand how such an attitude -
if it exists - could exist. At your request we submitted a
proposed conciliation agreement. The proposed conciliation
agreement accurately sets forth the facts and contentions of
the parties. Per our conference during the week of June 12,
1978, 1 mailed two signed copies of the proposed conciliation
agreement to you on June 16, 1978. The return receipt shows that
it was received by the Committee on June 20, 1978. So far, I have
had no response whatever from you or any other member of the
staff of the Federal Election Commission.

If the Federal Election Commission disapproves of the proposed
conciliation agreement, prepared and submitted by the Barnard for
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Congress Committee, I would think that it would notify me and
point out where and wherein and how and why the proposed
conciliation agreement was not acceptable.

It may be that Mr. Waller's partner misunderstood something
he said or that Mr. Waller misunderstood something you said. It
may be that the proposed conciliation agreement, prepared and
submitted by the Barnard for Congress Committee, is acceptable
to Federal Election Commission, but you just haven't gotten

around to letting me know.

Please advise me of the situation, whatever it is.

JMS:sf

cc: Mr. Samuel C. Waller
Mrs. Nancy McJunkin
Mr. Paul Lovejoy
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOWSKY, P. C.

. NpA W-

y N. Sawilowsky
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Mr. Jav llverson

feneral Counsel

Toderal Flection Cenmicssion
1325 7 Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. (463
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General Counsel
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Washington, D. C. 20463
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July 6, 1978

Mr. Jay Myerson

General Counsel

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

~
~ Re: MUR 218 (76)

e Dear Mr. Myerson:

~ Pursuant to Mr. Waller's request, we are enclosing

herewith a draft of the Conciliation Agreement between the
Federal Election Commission and Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust

e Company.

Very sincerely yours,

™ Wm. Byrd Warlick
jc
Enclosure

Copy with enclosure sent to
2412 Albot, Reston, Virginia 22091




DRAFT

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Georgia Railroad Bank
& Trust Company

MUR 218(76)

[

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn and
notarized complaint, an investigation having been conducted, and
reasonable cause to believe having been found that the respondent,
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company (hereinafter "Respondent”),
may have violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a):

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter "the Commission") and Respondent,
having duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g
(a) (5), do hereby agree as follows:

1. Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and
the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demon-
strate that no action should be taken in this matter, pursuant to
2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (4).

3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter are as
follows:

(a) The Barnard for Congress Committee (hereinafter
"Borrower") was the principal campaign committee authorized by
D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for Congress from the Tenth
Congressional District of Georgia in the 1976 primary and general
elections;

(b) On May 14, 1976, the Borrower borrowed from
Respondent the sum of $10,000 payable in 180 days, together with
interest thereon at the rate of 7.6% per annum. The sole colla-
teral securing said loan was a security interest in the property
of Borrower then in, or which may later have come into, possession

of Borrower. As of May 14, 1976 the property of Borrower in the

possession of Borrower was $7,396.78.
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(c) Mr. D. Douglas Barnard was employed by Respondent
as an Executive Vice President at the time the loan was made;

(d) The loan was negotiated on behalf of Borrower by
its Chairman, D. Hugh Connolly, who executed a promissory note
evidencing the said loan, as follows: "Doug Barnard for Congress,
by: D. Hugh Connolly;"

(e) The loan was authorized by Charles B. Presley,
Chairman of the Board of Respondent, after satisfying himself
that the risk of nonrepayment of the loan by Borrower was
"minimal" based on his knowledge of Messers. Connolly and
Barnard, and the other members of the committee whose reputations
were impecable and who assured him that the loan would be
repaid.

4. The Commission contends that the loan was made outside
the ordinary course of business as set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§431(e) (5) (g) and, as a result thereof, that Respondent made
a contribution to Borrower in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

5. Respondent contends that the loan was made in the
ordinary course of business and therefore was not in violation
of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

6. The negotiation and execution of the loan by
Respondent was not made in a knowing and willfull attempt to
violate any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.

7. For the purpose of settling this controversy,
Respondent represents that similar loans will not be made by it
to political committees without adequate security therefor, and
that to avoid litigation in the matter at hand hereby accepts
an admonition from the Commission that such conduct may have
constituted a violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

8. The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (1) concerning the matters at issue here-
in or on its own motion may review compliance with this agreement.
If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement

thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for

relief in the United States District Court for the District of




7N 0 n 935 2 7273
Page 3 of Conci’iation Agreement
Columbia, 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (7).
9. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission

has approved the entire agreement.

ATTEST: GEORGIA RAILROAD BANK &
TRUST COMPANY

By

Its

ATTEST: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

By

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Date
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June 16, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jay Myerson

General Counsel

Federal Election Commission 8 o
1325 K Street N. W. 0377J
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 218(76)
Dear Mr. Myerson:

Per our conference, and my previous correspondence,
enclosed, in duplicate, is a Conciliation Agreement which
I have prepared on behalf of the Barnard for Congress
Committee. It has already been signed by Mr. D. Hugh
Connolly, its Chairman.

This Conciliation Agreement is acceptable to my client.
In addition, it has the added advantage of being truthful.

If it meets with the approval of the Federal Election
Commission, please have Mr. Oldaker sign and date one copy,
having it attested, and return it to me. If anything else
needs to be done to bring this matter to a conclusion, then
please do so.

In drawing the Conciliation Agreement, I used as a form
the Conciliation Agreement enclosed in the original letter to
Mr. D. Hugh Connolly, dated March 21, 1978. 1In fact, a
substantial portion of the enclosed Conciliation Agreement
is copied from that proposed Conciliation Agreement.

The enclosed Conciliation Agreement is forwarded to you
bv the Rarnard for Congress Committee bv way of an offer in
compromise of a disputed and possibly litigated matter.

Sincerely yours,

JAY M. SAWILOUSKY, P. C.

PY:
Jay M. Sawilowsky
JMS:sf
Enclosure
cc:  Mr. Samuel C. Waller cc: Mr. D. Hugh Connolly
L’,Mrﬁf Nancv McJunkin Mr. J. Carlisle Overstreet
! Paul Lovejov




BEFORE THE FEDERAT, ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

The Barnard for Congress MUR 218(76)

Committee

CONCILTATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated by a signed, sworn,
and notarized complaint, an investigation having been conducted,
and reason to believe having been found that the Barnard for
Congress Committee (hereinafter '"Respondent') violated 2 U.S.C.
§441b(a) .

Now, therefore, the respective parties have in the
Federal Election Commission and Respondent, having duly entered
into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(5), do hereby
agree as follows:

1. The Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over the respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding.

2. Respondent has had a recasonable opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter pur-
suant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4).

3. The pertinent facts and law in this matter are as
follows:

(a) Respondent was the principal camnaign committee
authorized bv D. Douglas Barnard, a candidate for Congress from
the Tenth Congressional District of Georgia in the 1976 primary
and general elections.

(b) On May 14, 1976 respondent borrowed from the
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Company the sum of $10,000.00 payable
in 180 davs, together with interest thereon at the rate of 7.6%
per annum.  This loan was secured, bv the express terms of the

promissorv note of the respondent to said bank, by the respondent's

checking account in said bank. On Mav 14, 1976, the respondent had




on deposit with that bank, exclusive of the aforesaid loan,

$7,396.78, securing the loan, leaving $2,603.22 unsecured.

(c) The promissory note expressly provided that
the bank was to have a security interest, securing the aforesaid
loan, on the respondent's checking account. The promissory
note further provided that at any time the bank should feel
insecure for any reason whatsoever, the bank could, without
demand or notice, declare the debt due and exercise its rights
and remedies under its contract and the Uniform Commercial Code
in effect in Georgia. Under Georgia Code §§ 109A-9-201, 203, 204
and 302, the bank had a perfected security interest in the
respondent 's checking account in favor of the bank. Under Georgia
Code § 1N09A-1-208, the provision for acceleration of the debt,
in the cevent that the bank should feel inscceure for any reason
whatsoever, is lawful and enforceable provided the bank acts in
good faith, and the burden of establishing lack of good faith
is on the party against whom the power has been exercised.
Reference to the respondent's records of its checking account
shows that, from May 14, 1976 until December 31, 1976, the bank
was secured at all times and at times the bank was 1007 secured
and at other times the bank was secured in excess of 1007.

(d) Mr. D. Douglas Barnard was employed at the
Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust Compnany as an Executive Vice
President at the time the loan was made.

(¢) The loan was nepotiated and executed on hehalf
of respondent by its Chaivman, Mo b Huph Connolly.

(f) The loan was authorized by Mr. Charles B.
Presley, Chairman of the Board of the Georgia Railroad Bank &
Trust Companyv.

() Prior to Mav 14, 1976 D. Hugh Connolly had

made a number of loans for himself personally from the said bank,

which loans carried interest at rates of 7%, 7%% and 7%% per annum.
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(h) On May 14, 1976 there were no regulations
of the Federal Election Commission defining '"ordinary course
of business."

(i) On April 3, 1978 the Federal Election
Commission submitted its request, set forth in the Federal
Register of April 7, 1978, for comments for the purpose of
proposing certain new regulations, including a specific pro-
posal defining "ordinary course of business' under 2 U.S.C.
431(e)(5)(G) and 2 U.S.C. 431(f)(4)(K). The proposed definition

1

of "ordinary course of business' contains seven standards.

(j) The respondent has submitted evidence that
on May 14, 1976 the bank took into consideration, in making the
loan, the impeccable character and reputation of D. Hugh
Connolly and the other members of the Committee and that it
is standard bank practice to consider the character of the borrower
as among the most important things taken into consideration. The
respondent further furnished evidence that since the loan was
made, there have been two bank examinations by state and federal
regulatory authorities and that the bank's loan portfolio is
examined annually by the bank's independent auditors; neither
the state and federal bank examiners nor the bank's independent
auditors have ever criticized or taken exception to this loan.
The respondent further submitted evidence that the Georgia
Department of Banking & Finance, by letter dated May 5, 1978,
pave its opinion that this loan was made in conformity with the
Financial Institutions Code of Georpia (codified as Title 41A of
the Code of Georgia) and appears to have been made in the ordinary
course of business.

4. The Federal Election Commission takes the position

that this loan was made outside the ordinary course of business

as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(e) (5)(G) and therefore it constituted

a contribution to respondent in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441(b)(a).

-3-




The respondent takes the position that the loan was made in

the ordinary course of business as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(e)
(5) (G) and therefore did not constitute a contribution to
respondent in violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a). The Federal
Election Commission and the respondent have a sharp disagreement
regarding the definition of the term "in the ordinary course of
business' as used in the aforesaid Code Sections as applied to

the facts in this case.

5. It appears that at worst the respondent may have
committed an inadvertent, accidental, unknowing technical error
in making this loan in an obscure and ambiguous situation,
created in part by the absence of any regulations of the Federal
Election Commission defining the term '"in the wrdinary course of
business."

6. The negotiation and execution of the aforesaid
loan by respondent was not made in a knowing and willful attempt
to violate any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq. By the execution
of this Conciliation Agreement, the respondent does not admit
any violation of 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq., and expressly denies
any violation, and states that it had no knowledge of or intent
to commit any violation or offense under 2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.,
and enters into this Conciliation Agreement for the sole purpose
of resolving this dispute pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
§437¢ .

7. Hereafter the respondent will not make any loan
except in compliance with the regulations of the Federal Election
Commission set forth in its proposed regulation dated April 3,
1978, set forth in the Federal Register of April 7, 1978, or as
thereafter adopted.

8. The Federal Election Commission on request of
anyone filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C. §431g(a)(l) concerning

the matter at issue herein or on its own motion may review

4=




compliance with this agreement. If the Federal Election

Commission believes that this apreement or any requirement
thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action
for relief in the United States District Court for the Southern
District of Georgia in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §437g(a) (7).

9. This agreement shall become effective as of the
date that all parties hereto have executed same and the Federal

Election Commission has approved the entire agreement.

ATTEST : BARNARD FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

gﬁ?x@kg MW | Bg%fgﬂugh /‘

Its Chairman
Date é-/ﬁ/.'?B

onno

ATTEST: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Date




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C.. 20463

July 7, 1978

MEMDRANDUM TO: CHARLES STEELE U}/
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS ’“\
SUBJECT: MUR 218 - Interim Report dated 7-5-78

Received in Office of Commission
Secretary 7-5-78, 2:28
The above-mentioned document was circulated on a 24
) hour no-objection basis at 9:00 a.m., July 6, 1978,
T As of 9:00 a.m., this date, no objections have been

o received in the Office of Commission Secretary to the Interim

Report.






BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Doug Barnard for Congress

Committee MUR 218

Georgia Railroad Bank & Trust
Company
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INTERIM REPORT

On October 19, 1977, the Commission found reasonable
cause to believe that the Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust
Company ("the Bank") violated 2 U.S.C. §441b in making a
$10,000 loan to the Doug Barnard for Congress Committee
("the Committee"). On March 15, 1978, the Commission found
reasonable cause to believe that the Committee violated
2 U.S.C. §441b in accepting the loan from the Bank.

The Office of General Counsel has been in communication
with counsel for respcndents regarding conciliation of this

matter. Counsel for respondents have submitted supplemental

materials, which have been reviewed by members of this

Office and which have not altered this Office's perception
of the case.

Finally, the Office of General Counsel has requested
that counsel for respondents propose conciliation agreements
which would be acceptable to their clients. To date, a proposed
agreement has been received only from counsel for the Committee,
a copy of which is attached. As part of our report recommend-
ing that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

the transaction violated 2 U.S.C.§441b, we will advise the
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Commission to reject this proposed agreement. We anticipate
having the report to the Commission for the July 19, 1978

meeting.

Z)
Dat W . 0 aKer gf-uCO

General Counsel
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Mr. Jay Myerson

General Counsel 80 : -
Federal Flection Commission >
1325 K Street N. W. 377.}
Washington, D. C. 20463

— Re: MUR 218(76)

i Dear Mr. Myerson:
™ Per our conference, and my previous correspondence,‘
1o enclosed, in duplicate, is a Conciliation Agreement which
I have prepared on behalf of the Barnard for Congress
c Committee. It has already been signed by Mr. D. Hugh
Connolly, its Chairman.
— This Conciliation Agreement is acceptable to my client.
b In addition, it has the added advantage of being truthful.
' If it meets with the approval of the Federal Election
(oo Commission, please have Mr. Oldaker sign and date one copy,
- having it attested, and return it to me. If anything else
- needs to be done to bring this matter to a conclusion, then
~ please do so.
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