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. FERALc ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON. O C 2G46b31

April 5, 1988

b3NO NDUMm
TO: LAWRENCE 5. NOB

EN A1 C°oU1

THROUGH : JOHN C. SOY
STAFF DIRE(

ASS ISTANT ST DI~
AtDITAO DIVISI N

cO SUBJECT= A~UH DE|)RATI C CAMPAIGN -REFERRAL OF
NEGATIVE RESI O!SES TO THE CONTRIBU'TOR CONFIRMATION

on March 22, 1988, the Commission voted to refer to your
office for further action the negative responses to the Laluhe
Democratic Campaign contributor confirmation process undlEnkf

r by the Audit Division. Of the 1062 contributors couete 713
c responses were received, including 43 negativ ! ;:,.. .

wbose eheck(s) were made payable to "L.D.C."-Or !!:ss

S confirmations are included in Agenda Document *zSSE ip.

cAs noted above, of the 713 responses received from listed
contributors, 43 individuals indicated that they had not intended

U)to akle contributions to further the presidential camspaign Of
Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. Attached is a list containing the nm,
address, contribution date(s), amount(s) and check numb~er(s) for
each of the 43 negative responses received (See Attab~ nt 1).

If you have any questions regarding this referral, please
contact Ray Lisi or Eleanor Richards at 376-5320.

Attachments :

11: Name, address and contribution list, LaRouche Democratic
Campaign, Contributor Confirmation - Negative Responses.
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Laflouche Democratic CampaignContributor Confirmation - Negative Responses

Contr ibutor
Name/Address

Crossley, William E.
3821 N. 6th St. $2
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Hayhurst, Sherman3431 Cherryland
Stockton, CA 95205

Iwamoto, Lawrence S.
605 E. Chapel
Santa Maria, CA 93454

Hanser, Thaddeus
C 700 Steamboat Rd.

Greenwich, CT 06830

¢q Schuckie, Edith E.
167 Branford Rd.
NO. Branford, CT 06471

04 Anderson, Constance H.
420 L Mission Trail, E.

'0Venice, FL 33595

Carson, Alexander E.
T 88 Coral St.

Eustis, FL 32726

tO Pritz, Annie J.
325 Charlevoi
Punta Gorda, FL 33950

Shields, Clare E.
4212 Woodwin Court
Doraville, GA 30360

Funkhouser, Douglas B.
3258 N. Lakewood
Chicago, IL 60657

Lack, Joseph F.
1214 Adelheid Park
Dixon, IL 61021

Contr ibut ion
D ate

8/14/878/25/8 7
8/28/87

10/12/87

7/27/87

8/20/87

9/05/8 7
10/05/87

5/12/87

5/06/87
8/03 /87

10/29/87

9/29/87

7/28/87

6/17/87

Contr ibut ionAmount

$ 250.00250.00
300.00

25.00

250.00

50.00

100.00
150.O0

1000.00

500.00
500.00

1000.00

25.00

100.00

100.00

@0

CheckNumber

$5716
$5727
$5728

$922

$1278

$1098

$1778
$1805

$963

$2373
$2447

$4062

$1096

$1132

$3699
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Laflouche Democratic Campaign
Contributor Confirmation - Negative Responses

Contr ibutorName/Address

Redenius, Oliver722 E. 3RD St.
Gilman, IL 60938

Beach, Rhonda Olson
435 Central Aye, SW
Le Mars, IA 51031

Houck, George J.2507 East 29th Street
Davenport, IA 52803

Nicholl, Lois E.
__4210 Forest Ave.

Des Moines, IA 50311

Sts, Sharon
¢ Maurice, IA 51036

- Hammes, Debbie C.
3010 W. 40th Street
Davenport, IA 52806

Burmeister, Raymond
- 910 W. Donahue Street

Eldridge, IA 52748

Schaub, Catherine S.
605 N. 5th Place

- Eldridge, IA 52748

Ketelsen, Delbert D.
706 E. 10th
Muscatine, IA 52761

Lacey, Mary L.
2219 W. 2ND
Sioux City, IA 51103

Rollins, Sarah W.
65 Ruggles Lane
Milton, MA 021 87

Muzzy, Deborah L.
91 Eaton Rd. West
Framinghamn, MA 01701

Contr ibut ion
D ate

10/06/87

7/02/87

11/05/87

8/03/87

9/12/87

10/09/ 87

10/09/87

10/09 /8 7

11/04/8 7

5/19/87

3/02/8 7

7/03 /8 7
7/15/8 7

Contri bution
Amount

$ 50.00

5.00

5.00

25.00

3.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

10.00

10.00

300.00

50.00
50.00

Check
Number

$7872

$778

$175

$6793

.4555

$2360

$1348

$848

$2215

$1176

$3787

$5012
$5013

O O
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LaRouche Democratic CampaignContributor Confirmation - Negative Responses

Contr ibutorN ame/Add ress
Contri butionD ate

ContributionAmount

Hoizinger, Michael8071 Westmninister
Warren, MI 48089

Delorey, Diane M4.
18 Sire Street
Nashua, NHl 03063

Marlino, Peter
53 Concord St.
Nashua, NH 03060

Stewart, Patricia
RR3, Box 2, Cross
Exeter, NH 03833

8 /15/8 7

8/26/8 7

8/25/87

9/08/87

7/01/87

9/06/B87

Rd.

iohly, RoseS 120-D Edinburgh Lane
Lakewood, NJ 08701

C Radcliffe, Clara A.
105 Wilbur Rd.

'0Bergenfield, NJ 07621

- Beverage, Harold H.
P.O. Box BX

- Stony Brook, NY 11790

Capua, Sylvia,j. 76 Lyons Road
Scarsdale, NY 10583

Stark, Emia E.
220 Utica Rd.
Clenton, NY 13323

Weaver, Clarabelle
Rt. 2 Box 148
Forest, OH 45843

Bobby, Steve
203 Bessemer Ave.
Lyndora, PA 16045

9/2 9/8710/27 /87

2/27/8 7
6/18/87
9/28/87

10/14/87

9/2 8/87
11/09/87

8/06/87

8/31/87

3/20/87

$ 75.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

250.00

1000.00

250.00250.00

200.00
150.00
200.00
100.00

250.00
200.00

100.00
150.00

300.00

CheckNqumber

# 161

$159

1133

1374

1255

1124

1144311485

11260
11297
11347
$1349

14048
$4071

$1347
11379

12362

O @
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LaRouche Democratic CampaignContributor Confirmation - Negative Responses

ContributorName/Address
Contri but ion

D~ate
ContributionAmount

Cable, Mervin D.456 Adams St.
Rochester, PA 15074

Jenkins, Suzanne L.
3964 Forest Drive
Doylestown, PA 18901

pisula, Patricia Lynn
R.D. $3, Box 311A
Mt. Pleasant, PA 15666

6/03/87

5/12/87

4 /2 9/8 7

$ 75.00

100.00

50.00

Priset, Francis C.,, Rt. 3 BOX 310
Welisboro, PA 16901

Deck, William L.
Cc 1504 Loop 82, North

San Marcos, TX 78666

C McGregor, Walter S.
Rt. 1 Box 47

'0 Ft. Mc Kavett, TX 76841

Carringtonl, C. Davenport
905 H Hamilton Street
Richmond, VA 23221

Thompson, John M.
U') 3291 Allendale St., S.W.

Roanoke, VA 24014

Kibler, Eleanor E.
1245 14th Avenue
Fox Island, WA 98333

8/03/8710/12/87

10/04/87

4/01/87

9/05/87

4/27/87

6 /16/8 7

CheckNumber

$125

# 115

* 142

100.00100.00

100.00

100.00

250.00

1000.00

125.00

$776$804

$466

$2129

$ 1182

$1630

$5406

00



SOUECE OF MUR:

RESPONDENTS:

RELEVANT STATUTES

IPMRAL U.UCTIOI cau---=-ic
9,9 3 street, W.8Y25f!

Wash ingtcon, D.C. 63 t1Y5h

1I1T GEEA C~USWl S inmt

M[JR *, 2594
Staff Member :
PhiUlip L. Vise

INHTE RNALLY G iENERATE D

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

2 U .s.c. S 434(b) (3) ,~

11 C.F.R. So03.3(i)

INTERNAL REPORTS
CHECKED: Disclosure Reports

FEDERAL AGENCIES
"CHECKED: None

C I. 0ml33AT1 OF NKTTER

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign ( 3the Coumittee') and
c 4

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the Office of the

General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result of negative

.. . responses received during the contributor confirmation process.

: (Attachment 1).

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign submitted information to

the Commission to acquire matching funds for the 1988

presidential Election period. Contributor confirmations were

sent to the contributors whose checks were made payable to

tL D.C. or cases where other facial irregularities were present

on the check/associated documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen

to: I. I
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(713) responses were received to these contributor confirmation

requests. Forty tPhree (43) individuals indicated that they had

not intended to make contributions to further the presidential

campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche. (attachment 1(a)-l(d)). These 43

individuals vere included in the list of contributors the

cmmittee submitted to the Commission to acquire matching funds.

11 C.F.R. S 9034.3(i) defines non-matchable contributions as

contributions which are made by persons without the necessary

donative intent to make a gift or made for any purpose other than

to influence the result of a primary election.

. 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall be 'unlawful for

CMi any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

~fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

! .€ Cinission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,.

+i i+ " books or information of a material fact, or to falsify or cocal

~any evidence, books or information relevant to a certification by

- the C~ission or an examination and audit by the Commission

, under this Chapter .... "

The Cmmittee's submission of names of persons who clearly

did not intend to contribute to Lyndon Laltouche's presidential

campaign appears to be a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) requires that political

committees report the total amount of all receipts. The

reporting of the receipt of funds from individuals who did not
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intend to make a political onttibUtion~ appears to be a violation

of 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) and (3).

III. umomm!ZU

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

$ 434(b) (2) and (3).

2. Find reason to believe that the Lalouche Democratic camp~aign

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C.

S 9042 (c).

3. Approve t e attach ed letter and Factual and Legal Analysis.

Attachments
l1. Referral material

C 2. Proposed Letter and Factual and Legal Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. 0 C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

PROM:

DATE :

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/ KAREN E , TRACH R'tf
COMMISSION SECRETARY

MAY 27, 1988

OBJECTION TO: MUR 2594 - First General Counsel's
Report signed May 25, 1988

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on WEDNESDAY, MAY 25. 1988. at 4:00...

Objection(s) have been received from the Coaunissioner (a)

as indicated by the name (s) checked below:

Coimaissioner Aikens

Conuuissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josef iak

Commissioner McDonald

Conunissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

X

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for JUNE 7, 1988

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIISS ION

In the Matter of )
)

The Laltouche Democratic Campaign and ) HUE 2594
Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of June 7, 1988,

do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of

5-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2594:

1. Find reason to believe that The LaRouche
Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus,

C t as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S$ 434(b)
(2) and (3).

CM 2. Find reason to believe that the LaRouche
Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus,

~~as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). ;

' 3. Approve the letter and Factual and Legal
- Analysis attached to the General Counsel's

report dated May 25, 1988, subject to amend-
~ment of the Factual and Legal Analysis

pursuant to the meeting discussion.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef jak, McDonald, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

McGarry was not present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINDClON D C 2O4 June 13, 1988

Edward Spannaus. Treasurer
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
P•O• Box 17066
Washington, D•C• 20041

RE: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Mr.• Spannaus:

.. On June 7 , 1988, the Federal Election Commission found

that there is reason to believe The LaRouche Democratic Campaign

('Committee') and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
$S 434(b) (2) and (3) and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c), provisions of the

- Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act")•
The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for the

~Cmission's finding, is attached for your information.

Under the ACct, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that

no action should be taken against the Committee and you, as

treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that
7- you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of

this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and

you, as treasurer, the Cmmission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with

conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recoimuending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that



Letter to Edward Spannaus, Treasurer
Page 2

pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for pre-
probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have
been mailed to the respondent.

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

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

~other communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
C 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (8) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless you notify

the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
~made public.

C For your information, we have attached a brief description
~of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations

of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L.
" Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

- ~S ince reliy, /

'. / / I jAv

tO Thomas J. Jose "

Cha irman

Enclos ures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form



FEDZRAL ZLUCT!OU COISSIOU

VACTUI1L AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: The LaRouche Democratic MUR # 2594
Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign ("the Committee') and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the Office of the

General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result of negative

responses received during the contributor confirmation process.

Contributor confirmations were sent to the contributors

whose checks were made payable to =L.D.C.", or cases where other

facial irregularities were present on the check/associated

, documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen (713) responses were

~received to these contributor confirmation requests. Forty Three

C (43) individuals indicated that they had not intended to make

contributions to further the presidential campaign of Lyndon H.
I,.

LaRouche. These 43 individuals were included in the list of

contributors the Committee submitted to the Commission to acquire

~matching funds. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.3(i) defines non-matchable

contributions as contributions which are made by persons without

the necessary donative intent to make a gift or made for any

purpose other than to influence the result of a primary election.

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) states that it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information of a material fact, or to falsify or conceal
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any evidence, books or information relevant to a certification by

the Commission or an examination and audit by the Commission

under this Chapter .... "

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign submuitted information to

the Commission to acquire matching funds, which included the

names of those who had not intended on contributing to Lyndon

Laftouche's presidential campaign. Thus, the inclusion of the

names of these individuals appears to be a violation of 26 U.s.c.

S 9042 (c) .

__ 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3) requires that political

, committees report all receipts. The reporting of the receipt of

funds as contributions from individuals who did not intend to

~make a political contribution appears to be a violation of

C 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) (2) and (3).
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July 1, 1988

By Hand

Thomas Whitehead, Esquire
Assistant General Counsel
Enforcement Division
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW, Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

d~

~-. '-.i
-~

r
-'C'

-o ~

-, ~
- i~i

ci.)

Re: MUR 2594The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

On behalf of our clients, we request pre-probable
cause conciliation in the above-referenced matter. The
Federal Election Commission has found reason to believe that
the LaRouche Democratic Campaign ( the Commit tee) and
Edward Spannau s, as Treasurer, violated 2 U o.c°
S434(b)(2)(3) and 26 U.S.C. 59042(c). The finding is based
upon allegations that 43 individual contributors indicated
that they had not intended to make contributions to further
Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign. The checks had been
voluntarily submitted by the Committee to the Commission to

acquire matching funds.

Background

Mr. LaRouche is currently a candidate for the
Democratic Party nomination for President. The Committee is
Mr. LaRouche's principal campaign committee. In the course
of the campaign, the Committee submitted on November 18,
1987, contributions from 1693 individuals to qualify for and
receive primary matching funds. The Office of General
Counsel, noting Matters Under Review had arisen in past
elections with Mr. LaRouche, and noting a number of checks
in the November 18, 1987 initial submission did not use the

RICHARD MAYBUmRRY & A55OCIATUIS
SUITE 0

l055 THOMASl JIPE~rrRSON ST.,* N.W.
WASHINGT ON, 0. C. a0007

(2O2) 3S7-4172



full name of the Committee as payee, recommended (per its
December 24, 1987 Memorandum) to the Commission that Mr.
LaRouche be found to have failed to establish his
eligibility to receive presidential primary matching funds
unless certain conditions were met. Specifically sought
were assurances from the candidate and treasurer of meeting
their obligations under the Campaign Act and agreement to an
Audit Department review ('the confirmation process') to
ensure the contributions submitted for matching funds were
intended to be contributions to the Committee.

The Committee voluntarily agreed in principle to
meet the concerns of the Commission staff. Negotiations
were undertaken with the Committee's representatives to work
out an agreement that would be satisfactory to the
Commission concerning the content of the affidavits from the
candidate and Treasurer and the format of the Audit
Department's confirmation of intent letter for checks made
payable to =L.D.C." or which, according to Commission staff,

~display *other facial irregularities'.

On the basis of an agreement with FEC staff,
. Mr. LaRouche and Mr. Spannaus, the Committee treasurer,

executed sworn affidavits to comply with all applicable
! laws, maintain appropriate records and file all reports

required by law. In addition, the Committee agreed to a
C confirmation process in which approximately 1,000

contributors would be contacted by the Commission to
determine their donative intent. Seven hundred and thirteen

: (713) contributors responded to the audit letters.
Approximately 43 contributors of the approximate 1,000

- contributors contacted responded in a way that the
Commission staff did not believe was consistent with intent
to donate a contribution to Mr. LaRouche's campaign. To
date, these 43 responses have not been made available to
counsel, the Committee or the Treasurer. The 43 checks form
the factual basis for this MUR charging the Committee and
its treasurer with "knowing and willful" submission to the
Commission of false or fraudulent information, and
inaccurate reporting. See 2 U.S.C. S434(b)(2)(3) and 26
U.S.C. S 9042(c).

Discussion

As a preface, the Committee requests reasonable
access to review the 43 responses. Until such a review, the
Committee cannot competently submit relevant factual or
legal materials in this matter. Nevertheless, we

-2-



concurrently request pre-probable cause conciliation in
order to resolve this matter (with a review of the 43
responses) without additional allocation of resources by the
Commission or the Committee. Pre-probable cause conciliation
appears appropriate under these circumstances:

1. Further investigation is not necessary in this
matter. The Commission has already undertaken a major audit
of the threshhold submission in the confirmation process.
Over 1000 contributors have been contacted. It is unlikely
that additional discovery of the 43 individuals would
disclose new or relevant evidence. The Committee foresaw
the exacting scrutiny their submission would be subject to
and cooperated fully and voluntarily with the Commission in
the confirmation process. After this extensive review, the
Commission found the Committee eligible to receive matching
funds. Further, as a condition for receipt of matching
funds thereafter, the Committee agreed to a 100% holdback
and review of each subsequent submission. The Commission

~Audit staff has thus reviewed each subsequent submission
prior to the release of any funds to the Committee. These
are not the actions of a political committee involved in
fraud.

2. It is implicit that every political committee
endeavors to ensure that each contribution solicited would

; be lawful and bear the requisite donor intent. The
Committee is mindful that a single contribution without such

"-- intent might constitute a Campaign Act violation. It would
be, however, inappropriate for the Committee to comment on
the presence or absence of donative intent or osit any

_ alternative explanation without having seen the underlying
documentation.

The basic solicitation of the Committee's
2 contributor's were undertaken by volunteers. Although the

Committee believes the volunteers used their best efforts,
even in the best of circumstances, volunteers are hard to
manage with 100% precision in compliance with all the
provisions of the Campaign Act. Past Commission reviews of
presidential submissions for matching funds (such as the
Jackson presidential campaign of 1976) have found
transgressions.

Accordingly, 43 negative responses in relation to
the more than 1000 contributors contacted, a ratio of 4%, or
in relation to the total contributors whose checks were
presented for the threshold submission (1693 contributors
or 2%) is not disproportionately high.

-3-



In fact, the Commission did not find it to show a pattern of
fraud or illegality. Pro-probable cause conciliation
concerning the 43 contributors would be just and fair.

3. The Commission charges in one count allege a
knowing and willful = submission of false information. The

history of interaction between the Commission and the
Committee have been such that any 1987-1988 questionable
contributions would be closely reviewed. It's clear that
the Committee could reasonably forsee close scrutiny by the
Audit Department of the contributions initially upon their
submission and in the final audit of the Committee's
records. Yet, the Committee made an informed decision to
submit the contributions. It is, at best, a remote
probability that anyone would intentionally submit erroneous
information to the Commission in these circumstances,
especially in light of both civil and criminal penalties for
violations. If there is a violation, it clearly is not a
willful or knowing offense.

Conclusion

Cx: We therefore request pro-probable cause conciliation

.... and an immediate review of the 43 checks and respective

responses which gave rise to this MUJR.
cq4

We look forward to your response to this request for
pro-probable cause conciliation.

Sincerely,

Richard Mayberry

RM:rjy:LaR/C-2

cc: Edward Spannaus

-4-



LAW OFIG OF

RICHARD MAYBURRYf 8 ASSOCIAThS

lOS5 TwOektAa JEgrgrmsON ST., N.W.
WAS6i~t4ON, 0. C. 20007

(202) 32~l74172

June 22, 1988

By Messenger
Phillip L. Wise, Esquire
Federal Election Comission
Office of the General Counsel
999 E Street, NW
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Mr. Wise:

You will find enclosed a Statement of Designation of
Counsel in the above-referenced matter. Please direct all
future communications to this office.

Very truly yours,

Richard Nayberry

RM:rjy: FU/C-2Enclosure

cc: Mary Jane Freeman

6-)) -

0
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MUR 2594

MM Of 03L Richard Mavb.r2ry

ADDRUSS 1055 Thtomnn Jeff'r~fln R~e 202

Washinoton. D.C. 2O0"7

TXLRPUOME:

The above-Lasae individual is hereby desi'nated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and 
other

communications from the Commission and to act on 
my behalf before

the Commission.

Date
Signature

RlESPOUDUT S HIARm

ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 17068

Washington, D.C. 20041

H IR P3

202) 337-4172

0
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICABEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION C03UIS8ION

In the Matter of]

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign 3
and Edward Spannaus, as Treasurer. )

)
}

TO: Federal Election Commission

NOTICE OF CHNE OF ADDRSS

U6St.'190

Ratter Under Review 2594

CO ,

-.. -

-.4 ,(-

Pleae take notice that the address and telephone number ofRichard Kayberry, Counsel for The Laloce Democratic Campaign and
Edvard Spannaus, as Treasurer, are nov as follows:

Richard Nayberry
RICHARD NAYBERRRY & ASSOCIATES
888 16th Street, NW
Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 785-6677

All communications should be directed to the new office.

Respectfully submitted,

DATE Richard Nayberry

0
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The above-named individual is hereby de

counsel and is authorized to receive any not

,/ - communications from the Commission and to ac

the Commission.

i)! ,. Date S igna tur e

HON. PHOUK: ___________

BUSIS PUOME: ___________

:signated as my

:if ications and other

:t on my behalf before
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In theOVlatterIofO)
In th Mattr of)

The La~uche Democratic Caupaign ) MUR 2594 qmil

and Edvard Spannaus, as treasurer )

I. DWKGCE

The La~ouche Democratic Campaign ("the Committee") and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the Office of the

General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result of negative

responses received during the contributor confirmation process.

The Comittee submitted information to the Comission to acquire

mtching funds for the 1988 Presidential Election period.

Contributor confirmations were sent to the contributors whose

checks were made payable to "L.D.C.", or in cases where other

facial irregularities were present on the check/associated

documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen (713) responses were

received to these contributor confirmation requests. Forty three

(43) individuals indicated that they had not intended to make

contributions to further the presidential campaign of Lyndon H.

LaRouche. These 43 individuals were included in the list of

contributors the Committee submitted to the Comission to acquire

matching funds.'

On June 7, 1988, the Comission found reason to believe that

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C.

1_/ The Committee received no "matching funds" with regard to

the 43 individuals.
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In the Matter of )
)

The LaIouche Democratic Campaig n ) MUR 2594 S

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer)

G3LCO0JUSKL' S RUPO

x. sac _mn

The La~ouche Democratic Campaign ('the Committee") and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the Office of the

General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result of negative

responses received during the contributor confirmation process.

The Committee submitted information to the Commission to acquire

matching funds for the 1988 Presidential Election period.

Contributor confirmations were sent to the contributors whose

- checks were made payable to "L.D.C.', or in cases where other

C facial irregularities were present on the check/associated

' ° documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen (713) responses were

received to these contributor confirmation requests. Forty three

(43) individuals indicated that they had not intended to make

contributions to further the presidential campaign of Lyndon H.

LaRouche. These 43 individuals were included in the list of

contributors the Committee submitted to the Commission to acquire

ma tch ing fund s. 1

On June 7, 1988, the Commission found reason to believe that

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C.

1/ The Committee received no "matching funds" with regard to

the 43 individuals.
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S 9042(c). The Committee received notification of the

Commission's finding on June 17, 1988. On July 1, 1988, the

Comittee, through Counsel, requested pro-probable cause

conciliation. (Attachment 1. ).

II. DISCUSSIOW OF COUILIAlOg PROVISIOB ANiD CIVIL PUATY

Ut),



C J
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S 1. Enter into conciliation with The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, prior to a
finding of probable cause to believe.

2. Approve the attached proposed conciliation agreement and
L letter.

Lawrence 14. Noble
General Counsel

Date !
/ Associate Gene al Counsel

Attachments
1. Request for conciliation
2. Proposed conciliation agreement and letter

Staff Assigned: Phillip L. Wise
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINC ro0% [) ( :4)4h ]

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUAMCDD Ir

COMMISSION SECRETARYMFAD j

NOVEMBER 23, 1988

OBJECTION TO MUR 2594 - General Counsel's Report
Signed November 18, 1988

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Comnission on Monday, November 21, 1988 at 4:00 p.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed

for December 1, 1988

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

X

X



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign MU)29
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of November 30,

1988, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote

of 4-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2594:

I. Enter into conciliation with The LaRouche
Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer, prior to a finding of probable
cause.

2. Approve the proposed conciliation agreement
and letter attached to the General Counsel's
report dated November 18, 1988, subject to
amendment of Section IX at the top of page
three of the agreement to read 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (5) (B).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, and McGarry

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners

Josef iak and Thomas were not present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING;TON D C 2(1463

* Deceimber 9, 1988

Richard Mayberry, Esquire
688 16th Street, NW
Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Mayberry:

~On June 7, 1988, the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and

, Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and
(3) ard1 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). At your request, on I vTe 30,

C,,' 1988, the Commission determined to enter into negotiations
directed towards reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement

- of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Comission has
O approved in settlement of this matter. If your clients agree

vith the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and
r -' return it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission. In

light of the fact that conciliation negotiations, prior to a
" finding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a maximum of

- 30 days, you should respond to this notification as soon as
~possible.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
agreement, or if you wish to arrange a meeting in connection with
a mutually satisfactory conciliation agreement, please contact
Phillip L. Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lernier
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFORE Tug FEDERAL ELECTION COfNX881OU

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouche Democrtitic 'Campaign ) MUR 2594
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer ) SENSIrWYE

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to close the

investigation in this matter as to The LaRouche Democratic

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, based on the

~assessment of the information presently available.

- Date - ~
General Counsel

(NJ

Lr7



TO: he Commission 1

F73O: Lavrence 1N. Kobi

BltJUCT : NUI 2594

Attached for the Commitssion's review is * brief q!:tttg the
positions of the General Counsel on the legal end factetlLioltaeS
of the above-captioned matter. A copy of this brt a.;

, letter notifying the respondent of the General C 1us.' 1*tnmt
to recommend to the Commission a finding of pt**J.. Hawseto

" believe were mailed on November 15 , 1990. F 01w*i E eipt
of the respondent"'s reply to this--notioe, ttS 0f~ w1i e

!" a further report to the Coimissioo.

~Att*Cbmenits

2. Letter to respondent



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASKNCTON. DC.2043

November 15, 1990

Richard Mayberry, Esq.
888 - 16th Street, N.W.
Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edvard Spannaus,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. Mayberry:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, on June 7, 1988,

~the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe that
your clients, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and (3), and

- 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c), and instituted an investigation in this

matter.

:- After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
C recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that violations have occurred.

The Commission may or may not approve the General Counsel's

recommendation. Submitted for your reviev is a brief stating
,<.- the position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual

issues of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this
:: notice, you may file with the Secretary of the Commission a

brief (ten copies if possible) stating your position on the
t issues and replying to the brief of the General Counsel. (Three

copies of such brief should also be forwarded to the Office of

the General Counsel, if possible.) The General Counsel's brief
and any brief which you may submit will be considered by the

Commission before proceeding to a vote of whether there is
probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15
days, you may submit a written request for an extension of time.
All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in writing
five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General Counsel
ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



Richard Mayberry
Page 2.

Should you have any questions, please contact Phillip L.
Wise, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONISS IOU

In the Matter of )
)

The LaRouchO Democratic Campaign ) MUR 2594

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. STATMENT OF THE CASE

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign ("the Committee") and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the Office of the

General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result of negative

responses received during the contributor confirmation process.

The Committee submitted information to the Commission to acquire

matching funds for the 1988 Presidential Election period.

Contributor confirmations were sent to the contributors whose

checks were made payable to "L.D.C." or in cases where other

~facial irregularities were present on the check or associated

documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen (713) responses vere

received to these contributor confirmation requests. Forty three

(43) individuals indicated that they had not intended to make

f contributions to further the presidential campaign of Lyndon H.

LaRouche.1 These 43 individuals were included in the list of

contributors the Committee submitted to the Commission to acquire

matching funds.
2

Many of the responses included unsolicited written comments

wherein the individuals described instances where he or she (1)

1. The total amount received from the forty three (43)

individuals was $10,613.

2. The Committee received no "matching funds" with regard to

the 43 individuals.
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felt pressured into aking a contribution, (2) made contributions

believing that the contribution was for a specific purpose other

than furthering Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr.'s 1988 presidential

nomination campaign, or (3) had contributed to a number of

LaRouche's interests, while making all checks payable to LDC.

"Not Contribution" Responses

Several confirmations received from those individuals

who indicated that they had not made contributions to further

Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr.'s 1988 presidential nomination campaign

included comments which are divided into three categories and are

presented below.

1. Comments received from individuals indicating that

they were pressured into making a contribution.

- I had no intention of contributing. In

fact, I didn't even know it was for a
candidate until I was writing out the

'Ccheck. I was even going to cancel the

check because of the pressure that was
: used to give a donation. Their opening
, line was "Do you want to help fight AIDS."

And they would not take no for an answer.

I gave the $3.00 to cover the material
! ~given me - the person who washeen

regards to this material was very high
pressured and obnoxious. I wanted to get

rid of him!
(Emphasis in original].

2. Several individuals commented that they believed

that they were making contributions for specific purposes other

than furthering Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign.

I contributed money for specific cause
being that of Aides [sic] research.

My cheque was for Proposition 64 of
California. The fight against A.I.D.S. to
be used for advertisement.
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The donation vas to hire a lawyer to get
one of their cohorts, out of Jail.
Telephone call saying he vas unjustly
accused.

The solicitor who contacted me in regards
to this contribution led me to believe
that the contribution was for worthwhile
charitable organizations and not related
to Mr. LaRouche's political aspirations.
[Emphasis in original).

I thought I was paying for EIR
publication.

x was under the impression that I was
subscribing to the EIR magazine...

I do not chose to make a contribution to
Mr. LaRouche's campaign for President.
take EIR for information only...

3. Other individuals commented that they were

not aware of the purpose of their donation.

The man said he could not leave any
literature on Laflouche without a
donation. .... I did not know that the
money was going toward his campaign.

My understanding, I was not making
contributions to the LaRouche campaign.
(Emphasis in original].

My father was and is upset with LaRouche
and his people. They lied to him and
have not returned the loan made in good
faith. The other stock was processed so
fast the attorney was unable to keep it
for him. I wrote letters to the Fusion
Energy Foundation in 1987, all returned,
address unknown.

In addition to the receipt of confirmation letters, the

Commission also received telephone calls from individuals who

had received confirmation letters. These individuals, some of

whom also returned confirmations, related that they had made
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contributions under circumstances similar to those described

above.

Individuals indicated that "LDC" is used in raising funds

for purposes other than Mr. LaRouche's 1988 presidential

nomination. Excerpts from the telephone conversation log are as

follows.

He (the caller) said that he had made
numerous checks to LaRouche organizations
for different purposes but to his
knowledge he was always asked to make the
checks payable to LDC.

He (the caller) then went on to say that
he did make the contributions specified

~in the letter. But not for Lyndon
LaRouche's 1988 Pres. Election. He said

~there were other reasons for making them.

He (the caller) said he didn't know if he

contributed to LaRouche when he wrote the
check. David (the solicitor) talked to

~him for more than 1 hour and discussed
AIDS, Communism and other things and told

9 him to make the check payable to tLDC".
He said that he "really made the

" contribution for David."

- She (the caller) told me that her friend

-- thought that the money was going for AIDS

and not for LaRouche's campaign.

On June 7, 1988, the Commission found reason to believe

that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(2) and (3), and 26 U.S.C.

S 9042(c).

II. ANALYSIS

Non-matchable contributions are defined as contributions

which are made by persons without the necessary donative intent

to make a gift or made for any purpose other than to influence
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the result of a primary election. 11 C.F.R. S 9034.3(i).

Pursuant to 26 u.S.C. 5 9042(c), it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

books or information of a material fact, or to falsify or

conceal any evidence relevant to a certification by the

Commission or an examination and audit by the Commission ...."n

The Committee's willful submission of names of persons

which it clearly knew did not intend to contribute to Lyndon

LaRouche's presidential campaign is a violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 9042(c).3

The legislative history of the 1976 amendments, to the Act,

indicated that Congress intended that there be a fundamental

distinction between "knowing" violations of the law and "knowing

and willful" violations. 122 Cong. Rec. H3778 (daily ed. May 3,

3. we note that the Commission's jurisdiction is limited to

civil, not criminal, enforcement of Chapter 96 of Title 26. See

2 U.S.C. S 437c(b)(l). Moreover, although Section 9042 of Title

26 is denominated "Criminal penalties", there is legal support
for pursuing civil enforcement on these provisions. See Glenn
Presidential Committee Inc. v. FEC, 822 F.2d 1097 (D.C. Cir.

1987). In the Federal Election Commission v. National
Conservative Political Action Committee Et Al., 470 U.S. 480,

the court held: If the FEC, "upon receiving a complaint.. .or on
the basis of information ascertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, determines.. .that

it has reason to believe that a person has committed, or is

about to commit, a violation [of the Fund ActJ," S 437g(a)(2),
it is obligated to investigate and, if it finds "probable cause

to believe that any person has committed, or is about to commit,

a violation," to pursue various corrective and enforcement
steps, which can ultimately involve civil.. .proceedings in
district court.
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1976) (remarks of Congressman Nays). Mr. Nays' explanation of

the phrase is a reflection of the House Report (No. 94-917).H.R.

Rep. No. 94-917, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 3-4 (1976). Thus, there

are two distinct standards: a "knowing and willful" one, where

there is knowledge that the action involved is in violation of

the law; and a "knoving" standard, where no such knowledge is

necessary.

The legislative history of the 1979 amendments to the Act

also addressed the "knowing and willful" standard. The

Committee on House Administration deleted the requirement in the

~Act that the Commission make a finding of "clear and

~convincing proof". The Commaittee intent was not to reduce the

! standard for a knowing and willful violation. "Rather, it did

not think the "clear and convincing proof" element was

meaningful." Thus, the reference to "clear and convincing

.... proof" was deleted as unnecessary. H.R. Rep. No. 96-422,

96th Cong., 1st Sess., 22 (1979).

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) requires that political

committees report the total amount of all receipts. The

knowing and willful submission of names of persons who clearly

did not intend to contribute to Lyndon LaRouche's presidential

campaign was the conduct which resulted in a violation of

26 U.S.C. S 9042(c). This conduct was also the basis of the

reporting violations. In addition, Respondents furnished this

report to the Commission with full knowledge that it incorrectly

reported the total amount of all receipts. Therefore, the

Respondents knowingly and willfully reported the receipt of
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funds as contributions from individuals who clearly did not

intend to make a political contribution. This false reporting

is a knowing and willful violation of 2 U.s.c. SI 434(b)(2} and

(3).

III. GEEA COUNSEL *S RECONIDTION

Find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche Democratic

Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.s.C.

S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

SI 434(b)(2) and (3)

Date , 'avrenceR

General Counsel

'0
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(202) 7816677

November 27, 1990 .,

BY HAND o

Phillip L. Wise, Esq.
Federal Election Conmmission "_:
999 E Street, NW, Sixth Floor -

Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Mr. Wise:

-: On behalf of my client, I request a 20-day extension of time to file a brief
stating our position on the issues in this matter. The issues on civil enforcement

~of criminal provisions are complex in this case and require additional research to
..- properly respond. Also, my client, Mr. Spannaus, is curretly incera ted in a

federal correctional institution, so that additiona time is needed to comuicate
with him. Moreover, I have been on leave with the Thanksgiving holiday. For

- '- these reasons, I respectfully request an extension of time.

.. Very truly yours,

Richard Mayberry

RM:cgk



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. 0 C 2043
November 30, 1990

Richard Mayberry, Esq.
888 - 16th Street, N.W.
Fifth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. Mayberry:

This is in response to your letter dated November 27, 1990,
which we received on November 27, 1990, requesting an extension
of 20 days to respond to the General Counsel's Brief. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have

, .... granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is
due by the close of business on December 20, 1990.

teIf you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

i Sincerely,

Lawrence H. Noble
General Counsel

SBY: . rner -

, Associate General Counsel



In the Matter

The LaRouche
and Edward Sp

F

BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

INTRODUCION

On November 15, 1990, the General Counsel issued a brief

for consideration by the Commission in which it recommends that

the Commission find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche

Democratic Campaign (the "Committee") and Edward Spannaus, as

treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C Section 9042(c), and knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. Sections 434(b)(2) and (3), in

connection with the reporting of contributions to the 1988

presidential primary campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. This

brief is submitted on behalf of the Committee and Mr. Spannaus

to reply to the General Counsel's arguments and to oppose its

recommendation that the Commission find probable cause in this

matter.

COUNTER-STATEMENT OF THE CASE

In the course of Mr. LaRouche's 1988 campaign, the

Committee submitted to the Commission contributions from 1,693

individuals to qualify for and receive primary matching funds.

In a December 4, 1987, memorandum, which was released to the

press, the Office of General Counsel recommended to the

Commission that Mr. LaRouche be found ineligible to receive

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMM4ISS ION

•of )
) MUR 2594 c

Democratic Campaign )
annaus, as treasurer ) -

Zr"

z



matching funds at that time, based principally on three

concerns: 1) a number of the checks submitted had notations in

the memo section, such as "AIDs" or "SDI" or "War on Drugs"; 2)

many persons did not use the full name of the Commuittee as

payee but only wrote out the initials "LDC"; and 3) the alleged

"historical and pervasive pattern of fraud and abuse" by past

LaRouche campaigns. Shortly thereafter, media wire services

carried reports in which they quoted from the General Counsels

recommendation, and some contributors were contacted by

reporters about their contributions. (See, Exhibit 1.)

As a result of the General Counsel's recommendation, a

series of meetings were held between Commission staff and

representatives of the Committee to discuss the Audit Division

and General Counsel's concerns. Following these meetings, an

agreement was reached in which the Commoittee agreed to 1)

~submit affidavits from the treasurer and candidate, and 2)

allow the Commnission to conduct a contribution verification of

the approximately 1,000 checks, out of 1693 submitted, which

were made payable to "LDC', contained the notation "AIDS", or

appeared to have altered payees. After the Commission

authorized the contribution verification procedure, form

letters were sent to the contributors who wrote the

approximately 1,000 checks at issue.

In response to these letters, 713 replies were received by

the Commission, and according to Commission staff, forty three

(43) individuals indicated that they had not intended to make

-2-
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contributions to further the presidential campaign of Mr.

LaRouche. Thus, 670 out of the 713 who responded confirmed

their intention to contribute to the campaign of Mr. LaRouche.

After the contributor verification process was completed, the

Commission approved the Committee's eligibility for matching

funds. Although the responses were not, and have never been,

made available to the Committee or their counsel, in accordance

with the above-referenced agreement the Committee did not

receive matching funds with respect to those contributions from

the 43 individuals.

It is these 43 responses that form the basis for the

General Counsel's reconmendation that the Conmmission find

~probable cause to believe that the Committee and Mr. Spannaus

committed knowing and willful violations of the federal

....- -campaign laws.

? The essence of the General Counsel's argument is that the

Committee and Mr. Spannaus knowingly and willfully violated

campaign laws by submitting the names of 43 persons to the

Commission as contributors when they "clearly knew" that these

persons did not intend to contribute to Mr. LaRouche's

presidential campaign, and thus also knowingly misstated the

total amount of receipts in their reports. While the

Committee's ability to respond to the General Counsel's

arguments continues to be hampered by the Commission's refusal

to allow the Committee to review the 43 checks and the

-3-



ecorresponding responses and other evidence in the Commission's

possession, the absurdity of the General Counsel's position is

clear enough on its face to warrant rejection of its

recoimnendation for a finding of probable cause. Not even the

Commission could deem 43 out of a total of 713 responses (let

alone out of a total submission of 1693) to constitute a

pattern or policy of fraud or mismanagement, and thus the

Coimnission went on to certify eligibility for matching funds.

I. The General Counsel's Evidence

First of all, now that the matter has reached the stage

where the Commuission is being asked to make a finding that

there is probable cause to believe that knowing and willful

violations have occurred, it violates all notions of due

process, as well as the spirit of the FECA and the

corresponding regulations, to withhold the relevant evidence

from the Comittee. Conciliation agreements are an important

part of the regulatory scheme, with the FECA mandating

conciliation attempts after a finding of probable cause, 2

U.S.C. Section 437g(a)(4)(A), and the regulations providing for

pre-probable cause conciliation. 11 C.F.R. Section 111.18.

However, without access to the basic information upon which the

alleged violations are based, it is impossible for the

Committee to make an informed decision on conciliation.

The importance of access to the information at issue is

heightened by the manner in which the General Counsel has

utilized the alleged evidence in its brief. In that

-4-
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submission, the General Counsel sets forth excerpts allegedly

taken from contributor responses and telephone conversations

with contributors. However, there is no way for the Committee

to determine whether the excerpts were taken out of context,

and whether they each represent a different individual or

whether several excerpts are from the same individual.

Furthermore, on their face several of the excerpts are based on

multiple hearsay, such as a caller stating "that her friend

thought that the money was going for AIDS and not for

LaRouche's campaign." (G.C. Brief at 4). It is difficult to

imagine that Congress, in enacting the FECA, could have

required that for a complaint-generated matter the complaint

must be in writing and sworn to under the pains and penalties

of perjury before the Covumission could pursue it, yet could

have intended that the Commuission, on an internally-generated

C NUR, would be able to make a finding of probable cause to

~believe that a knowing and willful violation (a criminal

standard) had occurred, based on multiple hearsay.

As set forth above, the General Counsel's insinuations of

fraudulent activity on the part of the campaign were

well-disseminated in the media prior to the initiation of the

contributor verification process, and several contributors were

contacted by reporters. Thus, there is no way, particularly

without disclosure of the relevant names and responses, fOr the

Committee to prove that some of the 43 alleged negative

responses were from contributors who in fact had intended to
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contribute, but had changed their minds, or altered their

memories in the intervening time, on the basis of the negative

publicity.

In addition, a review of several of the excerpts set forth

by the General Counsel, which are presumably its strongest

pieces of evidence, serves to underscore the weakness of its

case. For example, one of the callers ailegedly said that "he

didn't know if he contributed to LaRouche when he wrote the

check", which came after a long discussion about AIDS and other

subjects with the solicitor (G.C. Brief at 4), while another

individual replied that "I contributed money for specific cause

being that of Aides (sic] research." (G.C. Brief at 2.) Given

that Mr. LaRouche declared his very candidacy due to the AIDS

crisis and made that one of his principal issues, it would not

be surprising to find some confusion in the mind of a

contributor who may have in fact also written a check at

another time to an organization fighting AIDS or to some other

organization run by supporters of Mr. LaRouche, when asked

about his contribution many months later. (See, Exhibit 2.)

Truly telling of the weakness of this alleged evidence is

the following purported quote: "My father was and is upset with

LaRouche and his people. They lied to him and have not

returned the loan made in good faith. .... I wrote letters to

the Fusion Energy Foundation ... all returned address

unknown." (G.C. Brief at 3.) According to this excerpt, which
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is multiple hearsay, the person related that the presumed

donor, the father, is "upset" about a loan apparently given to

a scientific foundation which was shut down by the U.S.

government in an involuntary bankruptcy action, an action which

has subsequently been found to have been initiated in "bad

faith" by the government. It is highly likely that in this

instance the "upset" someone felt about one circumstance was

been generalized to the campaign. This is precisely the type

of evidence that must be submitted to an adversarial

examination.

II. There Is No Evidence
To SUDpOrt Knowing And Willful Violations

A. Civil enforcement of 26 U.S.C Section 9042(c)
is not permissible.

The General Counsel contends that the Counittee's actions

constitute a violation of 26 U.S.C. Section 9042(c). While

recognizing that the Conuission's jurisdiction is limited to

civil enforcement, and that Section 9042 of Title 26 is

denominated "Criminal penalties", the General Counsel

nevertheless states that there is legal support for pursuing

civil enforcement of those provisions, citing two cases. (G.C.

Brief at 5 n.3.) Neither case cited by the General Counsel was

an enforcement action or in any way dealt with the issue raised

by the General Counsel.
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Under 2 U.S.C. Section 437c(b)(1), the Coimuission has

"exclusive jurisdiction with respect to the civil enforcement" !

of the FECA and chapters 95 and 96 of the IRS Code, and has the

authority to initiate civil actions to enforce those

provisions. 2 U.S.C. Section 437d(a)(6). Pursuant to the

enforcement provisions of the FECA, the Counuission may seek

civil relief, including civil penalties, for violations of

those provisions. In such an action, if a violation of any of

those provisions is shown, the court may order civil penalties

not to exceed $5,000 or the amount of the contribution or

expenditure involved. However, if the court determines that a

knowing and willful violation of any of those provisions has

been committed, the amount of the penalty may be as great as

$10,000 or twice the amount of the contribution or expenditure

_ involved.

~Chapter 96 of the IRS Code (Sections 9031 to 9042) sets

forth the scheme for the payment of matching funds during the

primary phase of a presidential campaign to candidates that

qualify, and contains several sections that set forth matters

such as criteria to determine elgibility, the general

procedures to be followed, and expenditure limitations.

Section 9042, however, is different from the remainder of the

chapter, in that it does nothing more than set forth criminal

penalties for certain unlawful acts committed in connection

with the matching fund process, including violations of other

provisions of that chapter.
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Unlike Section 9042(a), which provides for criminal

penalties for violations of another section of Chapter 96

(Section 9035), Section 9042(c) does not incorporate any other

section of the chapter, but rather criminalizes certain

activities specified in that subsection. There is nothing in

the statutory scheme to indicate that activity that is

mentioned nowhere except in a section entitled "criminal

penalties" can be the basis for a civil violation. It Congress

had intended this to be the case as to subsection (c), it could

have specifically mentioned a civil component therein, as it

did in subsection (d) of that section, which cites to section

9037 (dealing with payment to eligible candidates).

,o . This interpretation is strengthened by the way the FECA's

enforcement scheme is structured. As noted above, in a civil

action brought by the Conimission, the maximum amount of the

possible civil penalty that can be ordered is increased if the

court finds that a knowing and willful violation of the FECA or

... " of Chapter 95 or 96 has been commuitted. However, since 26

U.S.C. Section 9042(c) itself makes only knowing and willful

'4 actions unlawful, it would be anomalous to find that the civil

enforcement provisions of the FECA, with its two-tiered system

of maximum penalties, applies to this subsection.

B. Sufficiency of the evidence as to willfulness.

There is no evidence that the OGC or the Commission has

taken into account that LDC and Spannaus deny that they have

committed any civil violation or crime. (See, pg. 1, June 21,

1989, Response.) The allegations and arguments presented in
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the General Counsel's brief are exactly the same as they were

when the MUR was first opened.

As set forth above, the lack of access to the underlying

evidence severly hampers the Committee's ability to contest the

facts of the 43 instances in which contributions were allegedly

improperly reported to the Commission. However, even without

having access to that information, it is clear that there is

absolutely no basis to charge a knowing and willful violation

of the statutes in question.

The evidence shows that contributor confirmation forms

were sent to approximately 1,000 individuals, that 713

responded, and that according to Commission staff only 43 of

these responses, or 4% of the contributors contacted, were

allegedly negative. It is also undisputed that confirmation

=- was requested Qlj y from those contributors whose checks were

~either made payable to "LDC" or had other facial indications

" that the Commission staff considered suspicious. Nonetheless,

.... based on this the General Counsel's brief makes the absurd

statement that the Comittee "clearly knew" that these 43

individuals did not intend to contribute to Mr. LaRouche's

campaign.

It would be ludicrous to argue that the mere fact that a

check is made out to "LDC', or that it contains a notation of

some type on the bottom, would indicate to the treasurer or

other Committee representative submitting the check to the

Commission that the contributor might not have intended to
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contribute to the campaign. In fact, such an argument is

belied by the fact that the overwhelming majority of checks

made out in such a way were confirmed as valid to the

satisfaction of the Commission. Thus, the evidence would not

even support a finding against the Committee and its treasurer

under a negligence standard - i.e., that they should have known

that the 43 checks did not in fact represent a legtimate

contribution - let alone a finding under a criminal standard of

"willfully and knowingly." Likewise, such an argument is

belied by the fact that the FEC Audit Staff similarly could not

determine the intent of a donor by the face of the check. It

should be obvious, that by continuing to deny the Cormittee

access to the alleged evidence, thus preventing it from

effectively presenting any rebuttal to the alleged evidence,

the Commission simultaneously denies itself the ability to

C evaluate the reliability of said evidence.

"< Pursuant to the FECA, the treasurer was required to report

all receipts to the Cormmission, 2 U.S.C. Section 434 (b). If

he had not~ reported those 43 checks, which on their face

appeared to be valid, the Committee and its treasurer could

have been charged with a reporting violation. However, by

dutifully reporting those checks, they are now being charged

with violations that carry substantial penalties, and which

could subject them to criminal liability.

Although he does not state so in his brief, it is possible

that the General Counsel might attempt to argue that the

Comnsittee and Mr. Spannaus are liable on some type of vicarious

liability theory, claiming that the various volunteer
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solicitors who obtained the 43 checks knew that the respective

individuals did not intend to contribute to the campaign, and

that such knowledge is imputed to the Committee and Mr.

Spannaus. (It should be noted, however, that there also is no

evidence that any solicitor had knowledge of this sort.)

Whatever validity such a vicarious liability theory might

have in other areas of law, it can have no place in the present

situation where what is being alleged are reporting

violations. It is the treasurer or his representative, not the

solicitor, that makes the submissions to the Commission, and to

hold the Committee or the treasurer liable for a knowing and

willful reporting violation would require a consideration of

the state of mind of those who submit the reports, not those

who solicited the money. There is simply no basis to find any

wrongful intent on the part of the Conumittee or its treasurer

~based on the facts presented.

It is important that the Commission consider how the

' evidence concerning the 43 alleged negative responses was

obtained by its staff. As set forth above, the Committee

entered into an unprecedented agreement whereby approximately

60% of all contributors whose names had been submitted for

matching would be contacted to determine the legitimacy of

their contribution. The Committee and its treasurer argued at

the time that this is an extraordinary intrusion into the First

Amendment associational rights of these contributors, but

nevertheless agreed to the verification process because they
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were confident the results would vindicate what they knew to be

true.

As a result of this contact, the Conimission's staff

obtained evidence of 43 allegedly improper contributions, which

were denied matchability, and is now using this evidence as the

basis for requesting a finding of probable cause. Having

subjected the Conwmittee to one sanction based on these

responses (the denial of matching funds for the amount

represented by the 43 checks), the General Counsel is now

seeking to impose a substantial civil penalty as well as an

admission to criminal liability for, ironically, having met

their obligation to report receipts.

The mandate of the Conmnission is to conciliate in order to

limit unjustified litigation burdens which would otherwise be

:- imposed on the courts and individuals against whom complaints

C' have been filed. However, in the present instance the i'

Comission is frustrating the conciliation process by refusing

to grant access to the relevant evidence at the same time it is

seeking to impose substantial penalties for alleged knowing and

willful reporting violations. The evidence simply does not

support the existence of a knowing and willful violation, and

the Commission should reject such a finding and allow a

reasonable conciliation effort to be made.
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For the Commission to pursue this MUR and attempt to hold

the Committee and its treasurer accountable under a criminal

statute, while denying the respondents access to the alleged

evidence against them, obliterates all notions of fairness and

due process as guaranteed by the Constitution.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard May~rr? Esq.
Richard Mayberry & Associates
Fifth Floor
888 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

and
~Robert L. Rossi, Esg.

Anderson & Associates, P.C.
Four Longfellow Place, Ste. 3705
Boston, MA 02114
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rthe spill ruined Brttany'sturs
season and killed prized oyster beds
that French fishermen say took years
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chiding French sioldiers. Today, Uhe
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is not what it should be," said Roald

French concerns. "It's Imprving huh.
bylittle,.u pce ha eekle
and reintroduced have ah ald n isi
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Frentch officials said the memory of
the oil spill is still damng theImg
of villages in Brittany.

Drive Against Pornographers

according to local standards, as
ad by a 1973 Supremne Court deci-
Thme obscenity standards would
changed under the Justice De-
en'S new campaign against dis-

scen materiaL"But civil liberties groups argue that
the forfeiture provisions could be used
to seize the assets Of legitimate shops
that sell relatively little sexually ex-
phicit material. The result, they say

Lobrt Showers, executive direc- would be self-censorship Dy retaiiers
the department's National Ob- fearingprosecution.
~'Enforcement Unit, which was Anti-pornography groups, however,

dby Mr. Meese last year, said It saluted the Justice Department's move

slerto seek the assets of a rack- :ari said it was long overdue.

whether the criminal be a drug The Rev. Donald E. Wildinon,..execu-
her or a distributor of obscenity.
ioum were seling drugs out of a tive director of the American F-amily

ore the bookstore would be sold Association, said he was pleased that

nfhscated and forfeited," he said. Federal prosecutors "are finally get-

-r the law, you follow the same; ting in the game - they finally have
hwl e iogitole owner is va.. itheir ducks In a row, and I think there's

the taw by acltilg legally Ob g8i8ag tab. all oS of prosecution."

Contr ibutors Say LaroucheMisled Them on Donations

WASH ING;TON, Jan. !II (AP) - Lyn-

don H. LaRouh Jr. is using money fur
his Presidential campaign that somet
contributors say they thought was

gong into an anti-AI DS program.
Tree contributors whose chec-ks
rencluded in campaign financial

documents that Mr. LaRouche. a piXti-s
cal extremist, filed with the Federal
Election Commissioit. said Ihey did not
support his Presidential bid and were
led-to believe their donations were to
fight the spread of acquit d inmmune
deficiency syndrome.,,,

'If I could get my money baIck I
would," said one of the contributors.
Peter Marino of Nashua. N.H.. when na
reporter told him Thursday that his $5
check was in Mr. LaRouche's cam-
paign coffers.

"1 didn't even know i was contribut-
ing to a campaign." he said. "They
caught me o the AIDS issue and that'S
what ! wrote my check about."

QusiasRie About Chee4ks

He wrote "'AIDS" on the check. It
was made out to "LDC," but it did not
occur to him that that might stand for
LatRouche Democratic Campaign. Mr.

Marino said.
The commission's legal staff, in

reommnending that Mr. LaRouche be
denied Federal matching funds forhs
campalgil, raised questions about the
checks f Mr. Marino and ther con-
tributors submitted with the applica-
tion for the funds

Debra Freeman. chairwoman of the
LaRouiche campaign, denied any con-
tributors were misled.

The checks contain notations about
AIDS or about S.D., the abbreviatiOn
for President Reagan's Strategic De'-
fense Initiative, and not about the elec-
tion. Or else they have the initials Of the
payee written over to read "LDC."

Lawrence Noble. commission coun-
sel, cited ast problems and litigation
with Mr. LaRouche in re- ,,nmend~ng
that the commission deny him match-
ing funds. He accused Mr. LaRouche.
who is currently standing trial on
charges stemming from hi'. 1984 Pnesi-
dentia1 campaign, of a "general disre-
gard" for eletion law.

ComndisIski Hearing Postponed

"The ambiguity of the use( of initials
coupled with Mr. LaRouche's history ol

Ifraudulent submissions creates a rea

may not have known thtat they were
contrihuting to hss 198 Presidential
camp~iign.' Mr. Nobel's memo t the
colmmission saiid

"lh(- e oflmm5%isf ~IolSpueed ts, public
meeting on the mtrTlrsdayafe
lawyers for Mr. I.aRocw requested a
private meeting to add@~s the staff

concerns.
Ms. Freeman said the ,AIDS issue

was a centerpiece of Mr. LaRoucle's
fourth Presidential bid. She added that
fund raisers "do highlight t a very
large degree that LaRouche is against
thc spread of AIDS," but they also
talked aboutl his Presidemial cam-
paign.

Egbty-t hrce-y('ar'-od . Henry
Brooker of Homestead, IFla., also
thought his SL50 t'heck wpS tO fight
AIDS, said his wife, Jac-quelne.

AIDS was "cxactly" what a La-
Rouxhe solicitor "was talking about
when she asked for ml," Mrs. Srooker
said of the contrifiet m.

But Lenna moult of tyler. Minn.,
said she and her husband, Amanidas
were behind Mr. LaRoucle "'I9 per-
cent" and have helped raise money for
him She said her huslband had traveled
to Germany with Mr. LaRuuiche to
rmet with farmers there on trade

issues.
Asked why her 5106 check was made

out to "'SDI." then wrikten over to read
' LI)C," Mrs. Thooft said she did it her-

self. However, she added, "I probably
shoul have made another check m-
stead of writing over V."

Mr. LaRouche is cutrrently m trial in
Federal court in Boron. chargted wt
cons~piracy to obstrt a grand jury in-
veshigamn into allegations f credit
card fraud and irregularities Inhi
1984 Presidential camnpaign.

He is seeking the Democratic Presi-
dent al nomination for 1988 and is ask-
ing thet eliection commlss.Jt to certify
himt foi Federal mattching funds.

Taking a trip?
Check the Weather Report for

your destination.., from

S Richmond to Riyadh.

Limited Time Offer
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FEC lawyrm Lafouche should not get matching urndsDUD NEWMN
bASINTO (UPI) -The Federal Election Commission's lawyerreo~mmevded Tueday that extremist presidential candidate Lyndon LaRo aheshould be denied federal matching funds due to his "'pervasive patterof fraud and abuse.''
LaRouche, who has been on both the far left avid far right frin~esof Amlerican politics for years and a presidential candidate in 1'376,1980 and 1984, is seeking the Democratic Party's 1988 presidentialnominat ion.

)) Me and several associates were indicted and are now on trial inBostorn charged with credit card fraud, securities fraud and obstruction
) of Just ice.LaRouche requested *29x1,298.z1 in federal M~atching f'uns, gernerallymrade available to certified national Presidential t'andildates who have*raised at least *i00t000 in contribution, of no mre than $S250 from iindividuals in at least 20 states.
~~contributions from people in 22 states totaling $ 91,C"yJ). 11." i But in a report released Tuesday - two dlays befor, the FEC is" sclheduled to consider LaRouche,'s latest appl±isi., for 1388 matchingfunds - the comamission's general counsel recomnenrded that his request be

6eneral Counsel Lawrence Noble, noting n,,-erous problems that theFEC had with LaRouche after he got matching funds i his 1980 and 1'384campaigns, wrote, ''There appear to be questions regarding the validityofthe new submission and his ne promises to comply'' with federal

pattern of fraud and abuse of the public f~ind-n--.-jjr... &xhibi-te.d.y 'Mr af:tuce, hs uthornzed c .. :i ttees and associated organzatio,.,Y ,ead- to th... cocuso that.r._ La~ouche has failed to establish hiseligibiliy to rece ive pubic funding for his 1988 campaign at this~~time,' Noble wrote.
The FEC staff noted that in" p'evious elections when LaRosuthe didget matching funds, many of his contributions ''proved to be improperlyi attributed to individuals who had no intention of contributiv, g to Mr.•LaRouche's campaigns.'' LaRouche received nearly $500,000 in matching 'funds in both 1980 and 198.

"*" The repor-t also noted the FEC "'has in its possession evidence of" apparent fraudulent fund-raising in connection with Mr. LaRouchie's i 84
~~documents daring an investigation of" LaRouche,': 1984 Fund-raising, the'I campaign, refused.

~In, a related develop~ment Tuesday, the Virginia State Bc.ard of
• Leesburg, Va. -obtained enough signatures to be p aced on the

Democratic ballot for the state's primary Ma)-ch 0, the. Super Tuesday of* 15 cont ests.
Sue Fitz-Hugh, secretary of the board of elect ions, said LaRouchesupporters collected more than 25,000 signatuares across Virginia's 10congressional districts to ensure his name would be o~n the ballot.
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' k~ PII(.;IAM FOlR AMItRICAT he world today is threatened by the most deadly pn
demic disease so far known to mnkind, a disease far
more deadly to its victims than the Black Death which

wiped out between one-third and one-half of" the population of"
Europe during the middle of the 14th century. This deadly pan-
demic is called Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome, or sim-
ply AIDS.

During the recent six months, a team of specialists has been
advising me on the nature and the spread of this pandemic. These
advisers have included teams of physicians, of other scientists,
and of other specialists. These teams of experts have reviewed
the facts with leading epidemiologists and institutions in a num-
ber of countries, and have cross-checked the opinion of each ex-
pert with numbers of the world's leading authorities. The experts
emphasize that many important questions about the disease can
not yet be answered, but certain facts demand very clear courses
of action by governments. Most of the world's leading experts
denounce the Switzerland-based World Health Organization and
the U.S.A. 's Atlanta CDC (Centers for Disease Control) as behaving
irresponsibly, and many accuse these institutions of circulating
false information as part of a political cover-up.

The facts which every citizen must know include the follow-
ing

I. AIDS is what is sometimes called a "slow virus."
The person infected with the AIDS virus may not develop

AIDS symptoms for years, but during th, ' long period of incu-
bation, the infected person can transmit the infection to others,
even though he or she does not yet show AIDS symptoms.

Such a slow virus, with such a high fatality-rate, is the most
insidious kind of pandemic which could threaten mankind. An
infected person can circulate for a year or more, spreading the
infection to others, without revealing symptoms. They might die
of AIDS-caused complications within a few years, or might die
gradually of degeneration of the brain-since AIDS is an infection
of the central nervous system.

2. The present best guess is, that as many as 100% of the
persons infected with the disease will die, in either a few years
or as many as 12 years after they are infected. This makes AIDS
a more deadly pandemic than the Black Death.

3. The number of persons infected with AIDS in the United

22 7
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States is estimated to be not less than I million. Some experts
estimate that about 50% of the United States' homosexuals are
infected, and at least an equal percentage of drug-users. In cities
with high concentrations of homosexuals, 70% could be presently
infected. Some estimates say that more than I million Americans
could already be spreading the disease to others.

4. The number of cases of Americans reported as having the
disease has been doubling every six months. This would mean
that a minimum of 8 million could become infected by about the
end of 1986, and a minimum of 32 million by the end of 1987.
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These estimates are only the best guesses which can be made on
the basis of trends observed by medical experts so far, but they
are accurate insofar as they indicate the seriousness of the danger
to the entire population.

5. The argument, that AIDS can be transmitted only by sex
or by needles, is already shown to be a dangerous fraud.

In central black Africa, teams of experts estimate that be.
tween 10 million and 32 million are already infected, with in-
fection distributed without regard to age or sex. Medical experts
report that AIDS is raging out of control already in Brazil. A
similar pattern is found in parts of the United States where san-
itation is extremely poor and the population badly nourished. It
is absolutely clear, from these cases, that it is a fraud to argue
that AIDS can be transmitted only by persons who are already
showing symptoms of AIDS, or can be transmitted only by homo-
sexuals or by hypodermic needles. The tracing of most cases to
homosexuals and drug-users, applies only to environments where
levels of sanitation and nutrition are still within normal stan-
dards.

True, AIDS is a medical problem. It is also a political issue.
No epidemic in progress was ever stopped by the discovery of a
cure. Since the Black Death, which killed one-third to one-half
of the population of Europe, during the middle of the 14th cen-
tury, civilization has learned that the only way to stop the spread
of epidemics is public health measures, especially sanitation and
isolation of infected victims. Only public health measures by
governments can halt the spread of a pandemic.

At the beginning of the Constitution of the United States, the
highest law of our nation, our forefathers compacted to "promote
the general welfare." Until 1975, our federal, state, and local
governments enacted laws, and created public health Institu-
tions, to enforce public health measures against communicable
epidemic diseases. Most of these laws are on the books; they are
the law. Any law, any act of negligence by the federal, state or
local government, which attempts to overturn that provision of
our Constitution, or to violate that law by negligence, is grounds
for impeachment and other appropriate actions against any pub-
lic official whose acts or negligence cause injury to the general
welfare.

Yet, in violation of the law, today, agencies of our federal
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[government, as well as the municipal government of Los Angeles,
are in such violation of their oaths to uphold the Constitution in
the matter of the spread of the most deadly pandemic in the
history of mankind. They are, in fact, guilty of complicity in mass-
homicide, in defiance of established law. Every person who be-
comes ill, or who dies of infection with AIDS, under conditions
fostered by such mixed negligence and obstruction of law, should
hold such officials personally accountable under the law.

Therefore, those who violate the law, or who attempt to over-
turn the public health law of the United States, have made AIDS
the leading political issue of 1985. The attack on the law has been
made chiefly by two classes of persons. The first, is composed of
lobbyists representing themselves as working in behalf of the
ucivil rights" of drug-users and homosexuals. The second group
includes officials of governments who are acting in collaboration
with certain supranational institutions to falsif, the Facts about
AIDS. Both groups are acting to assist the spread of a pandemic
worse than the Black Death, a disease more deadly to mankind
than a full-scale thermonuclear war.

Yes, we must have medical research, but to do nothing until
medicine discovers a cure, would be a criminal act of negligence.
Let us suppose that a cure is discovered three years from now.
At the present doubling-rate, that would mean that at least 64
million Americans would be infected, many of whom would al-
ready be dead or doomed to die. Former Health Secretar-y Mar-
garet Heckler proposed that 1990 is the target-year for a medical
breakthrough. That means four years. by which time most Amer-
icans might be infected'

Medical support is necessary. We should be spending between
a half-billion and one billion dollars for research, and should be
providing hospital treatment-places for isolated infected persons,
as we did for tuberculosis victims, adequate to the number of
expected cases needing treatment. But, medical support by itself
will not stop the deadly pandemic. Public health measures must
be taken on the federal, state, and local levels, immediately.

We must identify and isolate the carriers of the AIDS virus,
until we are assured that those infected are no longer capable of
transmitting the virus. We must, especially, be certain infected
persons are not employed as food-handlers, or in service occu-
pations which require them to make bodily contact with non-
infected persons. We must provide treatment centers for these
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"Gay Rights" on parade in New York City.

victims. We must correct lack of adequate public sanitation. We
must improve levels of nutrition, including levels of animal-pro.

tein consumpt ion consistent with the individual's immunological

potential. We must recognize that drugs which depress the im-

mune system help to spread AIDS; the consumption of such drugs

for "recreation" must be stamped out ruthlessly. We must rec-

ognize that the spread of other epidemic diseases, including the

recent explosion in spread of tuberculosis, contributes to the spread

of AIDS.
It is the urgent public health measures which are the most

costly actions we must take to control this deadly pandemic.

Those public health measures are far more costly than the med-

ical action needed. That is why government agencies are covering

up so many of the facts about the AIDS pandemic, during the

present fight in Congress over "balancing the federal budget."

This is the first time in our nation's history, that so many in

government have attempted to balance the budget by allowing

a deadly pandemic to kill off the tax-payers.

I ANNOUNCE MY CANDIDACY FOR 198

Ten yer ago. a team of my collaborators and i warned, that

if the monetary policies which the U.S. government adopted im

August 1971 were continued indefinitely, by the second half of

the 1980s, the world would be attacked by waves of famine and

epidemic diseases like those which wiped out half of the popu-

lation of Europe during the first half of the 14th century. We

predicted that epidemics of cholera and other diseases would

explode in the Sahel region of Africa by the middle of the 1980s.

That happened, exactly when we warned it would happen, unless

our monetary policies were changed. We also warned that new

varieties of pandemics. previously unknown to medicine, would

also break out in areas such as Africa, and would spread through-

out Europe and the United States. That, too, has happened; AIDS

is a new pandemic. which broke out in Africa. and which built

up toward an explosion in the United States and Western Europe

over the first half of the 1980s.

On July 1 of this year, the international newsweekly for which

Iam contributing editor, the FExecutive Intelligenace Review, issued

a special report, named "Economic Breakdown and the Threat

of Global Pandemics." This report compared the 1975 forecast of

pandemics issued by my collaborators, with the spread of famine

and disease in the world today. Public health officials of our

government rejected that report. They admitted that the reason-

ing about the connection between economic conditions and the

spread of epidemics is correct, but they insisted that these eo-

nomic conditions do not exist, because, they said, the world is

experiencing an economic recovery. That is the reason that CDC

and other governmental institutions are now acting to prevent

urgently needed public-health measures to control not only AiDS,

but the rapid rise in old types of epidemic disease, such as the

tuberculosis epidemic hitting slum populations in the United

States today. They are trying to avoid the spending of the amount

S of money needed to control AIDS, and they are unwilling to face

" the fact that the world is on the edge of a general collapse of the

banking-system. and sliding deeper into a worldwide depression

in levels of employment in production of food and industrial

goods.
~During the 1984 presidential campaign, 1 delivered 15 half-

!hour broadcasts on national television networks. These broad-

casts were devoted to issues of national defense, to warning of

the 1985 wave of bankruptcies among farmers, to the continuing
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collapse of our industrial sectors, and to the deadly failures in
our foreign policies. Those who remember those broadcasts, if
they are men and women capable of learning lessons from ex-
perience, know that the facts and warnings I reported on those
broadcasts were true. They know that those who doubted my
warnings were mistaken. The same could be said of the several
network telecasts I made during my 1980 campaign for the Dem-
ocrat ic presidential nomination.

Suppose I had been nominated by the Democratic Party In
1980 or 1984. I might not have won the election, but the effect
of my Democratic presidential campaign would have meant a
better and much stronger Democratic Party than we have today.
It would have meant a much stronger voice in government today,
for the interests of our basic industry, our industrial workforce,
our farmers, and our poor. Because I have earned more respect
among countries friendly to the United States than any other
presidential candidate, it would have meant that most of the
terriIble failures in the continuing conduct of our foreign policy,
would be more easily corrected. Also, had i been the 1984 Dem-
ocratic candidate, instead of Walter Mondale, Moscow would
have stopped its attempts to bluff President Reagan on the issue
of the Strategic Defense Initiative.

The proper function of any candidate for the presidency of
the United States is not necessarily to become the President in
the next election. The most important role which a presidential
candidate must play during the long campaign, is to provide
leadership on the great issues of our nat ion's domestic and foreign
policies. The duty of a presidential candidate is not really to win
a popularity-contest; the sacred duty of a presidential candidate
is to educate the citizens of our nation on the life-and-death ques-
tions of policy, and to work to ensure that whoever the next
President may be, that President will be greatly influenced by
the olicy-issues raised during the campaign.

For more than 20 years. the United States has been dominated
by the wrong policies on most major issues of the economy and
on foreign policy. Whether the President was a Democrat or a
Republican, that President continued the same direction in policy
left over from his predecessor. The crowd we associate with the
Trilateral Commission, ran the policies of the Johnson admin-
istrat ion, the Nixon administration, the Ford administration, the
Carter-Mondale administration, and has dominated the policies

9 2
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Ldouche suppoue' deuuouishte against vole fraud canied ma ii, Bak-
more during the 1984 Democratic Party primery.

of the Reagan administration. Through all these administrations.
only two important changes in policy have been made by any
President: the one change was President Ronald Reagan's adop-
tion of his change in strategic policy, the Strategic Defense hi-
tiative; the other change has been the President's and Mrs.
Reagan's commitment to fighting the "War on Drop."

Over 20 years. the kinds of policies we associate with the
Trilateral Commission today, have dominated owr government.
and have been the policies of nearly every one of the major" parties'
presidential candidates. Over 20 years. under these policies, we
have watched the United States collapse into a second-rank p.
We have watched our industries collapsing. our exports vuin-
ing, inflation soaring, and our nation's farms and banks driven
into bankruptcy. We have watched tens of millions of Americans
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transformed into drug-users, wasting hundreds of billions ci dot-
lars a year on drugs and pornography, and the recruitment of
millions of Americans into the ranks of AIDS-riddled homosex-
uality. Our cities are collapsing. Every year, the areas of burned-
out slums resembling bombed-out cities in postwar Europe, in-
crease. At least 30 million Americans are desperately poor. The
material living standards of the majority of Americans are below
the average of the 1960s, while the savings accounts of the 1970s
have become the credit-card debt of the middle 1980s.

This ruin of the United States did not happen naturally. It
happened because of bad policies of the Federal government, the
kinds of policies we associate today with the Trilateral Commis-
sion. The United States was ruined because of the Presidents most
of you elected, and because of the majority of the members of
Congress which most American voters voted into office, over and
over and over again. The faces of the elected officials changed,
but the policies stayed the same or became worse. Don't blame
the government; blame those who voted, again and again, for
politicians who followed the line of the Trilateral Commission
crowd.

Now, as a result of Trilateral Commission-style policies over
20 years, the once rich and powerful United States is a ruined,
nearly bankrupt nation, whose diplomats and politicians beg for
mercy each time a Moscow official makes an angry face. As a
result of the worldwide impact of those kinds of policies, over 20
years, you and your family today are threatened by an epid, mic
of AIDS which could potentially wipe out most of the population
of the United States by the end of this century.

As Abraham Lincoln is famous for saying, "You may fool all
of the people some of the time; you can even fool some of the
people all the time; but you can't fool all of the people all the
time." The AIDS epidemic, and the growing signs of a government
cover-up of this epidemic, are beginning to move the majority of
the citizens to a mood of political revolt. The spread of righteous
anger among the majority of citizens is not caused soleW by their
legitimate terror of the AIDS threat; AIDS is the last straw. The
citizens' willingness to sit back and hope that things will grad-
ually get better, is coming to an end. The condition of the econ-
omy, the unpayable mass of private debt piling up on many
citizens, the decay in the society around them, popular contempt
for politicians generally, and now the AIDS epidemic, are sources I

I ANNOUNCE MY CANDIDACY FOR 1988 I

of a righteous discontent which will no longer confine itself to
grumbling in private. The citizens are no longer willing to con-
tinue to be misled by the kind of political-party system which
has existed the past 15 years.

You can't fool all of the people all of the time.
There is an earthquake in the political life of the United States

in progress. People who, as I do, remember the moral standards
and the pro-scientific outlook for which the United States used
to stand, are thinking that over the past 20 years we have traveled
down the wrong road. The course of events has determined, that
the time for change is now ripe. My qualifications and my duty.
are that ! am the well-known political figure peculiarly suited to
provide the kind of leadership for which a growing number of
the citizens are now turning.

My candidacy reflects the rapid shift within the population.
away from the radicalism of the past 20 years, and back toward
the traditional American values of moral law and scientific prog-
ress. My candidacy for the 1988 Democratic presidential wni-
nation, addresses that corruption in our political process which
is echoed now in the continued cover-up of the rapid spread of

AIDS.
AIDS is the leading issue which every serious candidate must

face, but it is also a symbol of the economic and foreign-policy
issues in the mind of the majority of citizens. The justified terror
of the deadliest communicable disease known to mankind, means
that over the coming 12 months the two major political parties
will be split apart over the AIDS issue.

The popular demand for massive action against the spread
of this deadly disease, will trigger an explosion of traditional
American moral and scientific values.

Those who share traditional American moral and pro-sci-
entific values, are the kind of people ! represent, whether they
are Democrats, Republicans, or independents. Yet, I must con-
tinue my fight to rebuild the Democratic Party, because the Amer-
ican Constitution's promise "to promote the general welfare," and
the principles of our Declaration of Independence. mean that only
a party which represents the vital interests of basic industry,
industrial labor, the farmers, and the poor, is using the yardsticks
of the American System.

Although I would hope that my campaigning would help to
strengthen the best currents and candidates in the Republican
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Party, my first commitment as a Democrat is to help free the
Democratic Party of the sickness of radicalism, and to returna
control of the party back to those constituencies which choosoe
the kinds of policies consistent with the yardsticks of our Con-
stitution and Declaration of Independence.

It is also extremely important that I campaign for the pres-
idency now, because of the succession of foreign-policy catastro-
phes created by the State Department. As an editor ofan influential
international newsweely, I am in contact with governments and
leading circles in Europe, Africa, Asia. and Spanish-speaking
America. Our State Department is more hated by the friends of
the United States than by our Soviet adversaries. Often, the De-
partment's actions do the work of the Soviet empire. This growing
anger against the State Department and the international finan-
cial policies of our government is more than fully justified on the
most elementary moral grounds. Many foreign leaders have said
that they like my approach, and wish I were more influential in
Washington. My campaigning will, by itself, help to make pos-
sible improvements in the United States' relations with many
countries which desire to be our friends.

I have decided to campaign for the Democratic presidential
nomination now, because ! know that it is indispensable that i
exert greater influence on the 1986 congressional elections. What
kind of a United States we shall have, going into the 1988 elec-
tions, will be decided by the conduct of the 1986 congrsioa
campaigns. The most important of the political issues threatening
us . ght now, AIDS, reflects the fact, that a 1968 presdential
candidate who is not campaigning openly for the nomination
now, is not serious about the future of the United States.

Octber4, 198



LAw OPPc OP

Fwi,. FtooA
U6n tSSt. N.W.

WASWWGOW. D.C. 20006
202) 7664677

May 2, 1991

hEU.RtlL~!.
MA* h

'it ki

911$AY-3 Atf10:56

lawrence Noble, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2594 -- Withdrawal of Counsel

Dear Mr. Noble:
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In the Matter

The LaRouche
and Edward Sp

I) IbRECEIVEDF.E.c.

'of)
) SENSITIVE

Democratic Campaign ) MUR 2594ann.us,,as treasurer ) DEC 1 9 1991
GEEA CUSL SXCUTIVE SESSION

I. BACKGRUN

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign ("the Committee" and/or

"LDC") and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the

Office of the General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result

of negative responses received during the contributor

confirmation process. The Committee submitted information to the

Commission to acquire matching funds for the 1988 Presidential

Election period. Contributor confirmations were sent to the

contributors whose checks were made payable to "L.D.C." or in

cases where other facial irregularities were present on the check

or associated documentation. Seven Hundred and Thirteen (713)

responses were received to these contributor confirmation

requests. Forty three (43) individuals indicated that they had

not intended to make contributions to further the presidential

campaign of Lyndon H. LaRouche. These 43 individuals were

included in the list of contributors the Committee submitted to

the Commission to acquire matching funds.1

Many of the responses included unsolicited written comments

wherein the individuals described instances where he or she (1)

felt pressured into making a contribution, (2) made contributions

1. The Committee received no 'matching funds" with regard to
the 43 individuals.

Fw -
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believing that the contribution was for a specific purpose other

than furthering Lyndon H. Laftouche Jr.'sm 1988 presidential

nomination campaign, (3) made loans to the campaign, or (4) had

contributed to a number of Laflouche's interests, while making all

checks payable to LDC. On June 7, 1988, the Commission found

reason to believe that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and

Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c. S 434(b)(2) and

(3), and 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c).

On November 15, 1990, a brief was mailed to Respondents

stating the General Counsel's position on the legal and factual

issues and notifying Respondents that the General Counsel intends

to not only recommend that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that Respondents violated 26 U.S.c. $ 9042(c) but also

that Respondents knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b)(2) and (3). On December 20, 1990, counsel on behalf of

LUC filed a response to the General Counsel's brief.

2:- (Attachment 1).

C.- II. ANALYSIS

LDC also argues that there is no

2. After this response was filed with the Commission LDC's
original counsel withdrew and was replaced by new counsel.
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evidence to support knowing and willful violations.3

As stated in the General Counsel's brief circulated to the

Commission on November 15, 1991, many of the responses included

unsolicited written comments wherein the individuals described

instances where he or she (1) felt pressured into making a

contribution, (2) made contributions believing that the

contribution was for a specific purpose other than furthering

Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr.'s 1988 presidential nomination campaign,

(3) made loans to the campaign, or (4) had contributed to a

number of LaRouche's interests, while making all checks payable

X. to LDC.

"Not Contribution" Responses

Several confirmations received from those individuals

who indicated that they had not made contributions to further

Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr.'s 1988 presidential nomination campaign

.. included comments which are divided into three categories and are

presented below.

3. It should be noted that the LaRouche Campaign, the
principal campaign committee for the 1984 election cycle, of
which Edward Spannaus was treasurer, as he is treasurer of the
campaign committee in this instant matter, was also found to
have committed the same violations as are at issue in this
present matter. In MUR 1852, on December 11, 1984, the
Commission found reason to believe that the Laflouche Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, had violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b)(2) and (3) by failing to properly report
contributions, and identify the contributors; and 26 u.s.c.
S 9042(c) for furnishing false information to the Commission in
its Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations, and in
the books and records presented during field work conducted by
the Audit Division. Furthermore, MUR 1852 is in part based on
claims by reported contributor s that the LaRouche Campaign
requested funds for one purpose and used them for another
purpose, without the contributors knowledge or consent thereto.
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1. Comments received from individuals indicating that

they vere pressured into making a contribution.

I had no intention of contributing. In
fact, I didn't even know it was for a
candidate until I was writing out the
check. I was even going to cancel the
check because of the pressure that was
used to give a donation. Their opening
line was "Do you want to help fight AIDS."
And they would not take no for an answer.

I gave the $3.00 to cover the material
given me - the person who was here in-
regards to this material was very high
pressured and obnoxious. I wanted to get

rid of him!
[Emphasis in original].

N.2. Several individuals commented that they believed

~that they were making contributions for specific purposes other

~than furthering Mr. LaRouche's presidential campaign.

" I contributed money for specific cause

being that of Aides [sic] research.

i My cheque was for Proposition 64 of

California. The fight against A.I.D.S. to
~be used for advertisement.

The donation was to hire a lawyer to get
~one of their cohorts, out of jail.

Telephone call saying he was unjustly
L accused.

The solicitor who contacted me in regards
to this contribution led me to believe
that the contribution was for worthwhile
charitable organizations and not related
to Mr. LaRouche's political aspirations.
[Emphasis in original].

I thought I was paying for EIR
publication.

I was under the impression that I was
subscribing to the EIR magazine...

I do not chose to make a contribution to
Mr. LaRouche's campaign for President.
take EIR for information only...
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3. Other individuals commented that they were

not aware of the purpose of their donation.

The man said he could not leave any

literature on LaRouche without a

donation. .... I did not know that the

money was going toward his campaign.

My understanding, I was not making
contributions to the LaRouche campaign.
[Emphasis in original].

My father was and is upset with LaRouche
and his people. They lied to him and

have not returned the loan made in good

faith. The other stock was processed so

fast the attorney was unable to keep it

for him. I wrote letters to the Fusion
Energy Foundation in 1987, all returned,

address unknown.

In addition to the receipt of confirmation letters, the

Commission also received telephone calls from individuals 
who

had received confirmation letters. These individuals, some of

whom also returned confirmations, related that they had made

contributions under circumstances similar to those described

above.

Individuals indicated the fact that their checks were

payable to "LDC" did not mean the funds were contributions to

Mr. LaRouche's 1988 presidential nomination. Excerpts from the

telephone conversation log are as follows.

He (the caller) said that he had made

numerous checks to LaRouche organizations

for different purposes but to his
knowledge he was always asked to make the

checks payable to LDC.

He (the caller) then went on to say that

he did make the contributions specified

in the letter. But not for Lyndon
LaRouche's 1988 Pres. Election. He said

there were other reasons for making them.

'C

C
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He (the caller) said he didn't know if he
contributed to LaRouche when he wrote the
check. David (the solicitor) talked to
him for more than 1 hour and discussed
AIDS, Communism and other things and told
him to make the check payable to "LDC".
He said that he "really made the
contribution for David."

She (the caller) told me that her friend
thought that the money was going for AIDS
and not for LaRouche's campaign.

Non-matchable contributions are defined as contributions

which are made by persons without the necessary donative intent

to make a gift or made for any purpose other than to influence

~the result of a primary election. 11 C.F.R. 5 9034.3(i).

Pursuant to 26 U.S.C. $ 9042(c), it shall be "unlawful for

any person knowingly and willfully to furnish any false,

fictitious, or fraudulent evidence, books, or information to the
CN

Commission under this chapter, or to include in any evidence,

, books or information of a material fact, or to falsify or

- : conceal any evidence relevant to a certification by the

? Commission or an examination and audit by the Commission .... "

The Committee's willful submission of names of persons

which it clearly knew did not intend to contribute to Lyndon

LaRouche's presidential campaign is a violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 9042(c).4

4. we note that the Commission's jurisdiction is limited to
civil, not criminal, enforcement of Chapter 96 of Title 26. See
2 U.S.C. S 437c(b)(l). Moreover, although Section 9042 of Title
26 is denominated "Criminal penalties", there is some
inferential legal support for pursuing civil enforcement on
these provisions. See Glenn Presidential Committee Inc. v. FEC,
822 F.2d 1097 (D.C. Cir. 1987). In the Federal Election
Commission v. National Conservative Political Action Committee
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The legislative history of the 1976 amendments, to the Act,

indicated that Congress intended that there be a fundamental

distinction between "knowing" violations of the law and "knowing

and willful" violations. 122 Cong. Rec. H3778 (daily ed. May 3,

1976) (remarks of congressman Hays). Mr. Hays' explanation of

the phrase is a reflection of the House Report (No. 94-917).

H.R. Rep. No. 94-917, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. 3-4 (1976). Thus,

there are two distinct standards: a "knowing and willful" one,

where there is knowledge that the action involved is in

violation of the law; and a "knowing" standard, where no such

0 knowledge is necessary.

C The legislative history of the 1979 amendments to the Act

r also addressed the "knowing and willful" standard. The

Committee on House Administration deleted the requirement in the

Act that the Commission make a finding of "clear and

convincing proof." The Committee intent was not to reduce the

; standard for a knowing and willful violation. "Rather, it did

rI  not think the clear and convincing proof element was

~meaningful." Thus, the reference to "clear and convincing

proof" was deleted as unnecessary. H.R. Rep. No. 96-422,

(Footnote 4 continued from previous page)
Et Al., 470 U.S. 480, the court held: If the FEC, "upon
receiving a complaint.. .or on the basis of information
ascertained in the normal couzse of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities, determines..,.that it has reason to believe
that a person has committed, or is about to commit, a violation
[of the Fund Act]," S 437g(a)(2), it is obligated to investigate
and, if it finds "probable cause to believe that any person has

committed, or is about to commit, a violation," to pursue
various corrective and enforcement steps, which can ultimately
involve civil.. .proceedings in district court.
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96th Cong., 1st Sess., 22 (1979).

2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3) requires that political

committees report the total amount of all receipts. The

knowing and willful submission of names of persons who clearly

did not intend to contribute to Lyndon LaRouche's presidential

campaign was the conduct which resulted in a violation of

26 U.S.C. 5 9042(c). This conduct was also the basis of the

reporting violations. In addition, Respondents furnished this

report to the Commission with full knowledge that it incorrectly

reported the total amount of all receipts. Therefore, the

_- Respondents knowingly and willfully reported the receipt of

C funds as contributions from individuals who clearly did not

: intend to make a political contribution. This false reporting

is a knowing and willful violation of 2 U.S.c. ss 434(b)(2) and

(3).

III. DISCUSSION OF CONC ILIATION AND CIVIL PENALTY
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IV. RKCOURUSD& TIOU

1. Find probable cause to believe that The LaRouche
Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated
26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. $$ 434(b)(2) and (3).

2. Approve the attached conciliation agreement and
appropriate letter.

Date / '

General Counsel

Attachments:
1. LDC's response to brief

! 2. Conciliation Agreement

C Staff assigned: Phillip L. Wise

. .......... ........ . , ......... ...... : .... :r . !: . , ;!: , .r, i , / , - .: ; / ..... •

[]
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELE CTION COMISSI8ION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 2594

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign )
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer. )

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on

December 19, 1991, do hereby certify that the Commission

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

MUR 2594:

1. Find probable cause to believe that The
LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward
Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C.
S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and (3).

2. Approve the conciliation agreement and
appropriate letter as recommended in the
General Counsel's report dated
December 9, 1991.

Covmuissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

S retary of the Commission
Date



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ,

January 3, 1992

Treasurer,
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
P.O. Box 17066
Washington, D.C. 20041

RE: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer

Dear Sir or Madam:

On December 19, 1991, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is probable cause to believe The LaRouche Democratic

~Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.s.c.
|5 9042(c), a provision of Title 26, u.S. Code, and knowingly and
willfully, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and~ (3), provisions of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, in
connection with knowingly and willfully reporting to the
Commission the receipt of funds as contributions from
individuals who clearly did not intend to make a political

C contribution.

'C The Comission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of
conference, conciliation, and persuasion, and by entering into a
conciliation agreement with a respondent. If we are unable to
reach an agreement during that period, the Commsission may

~institute a civil suit in United States District Court and seek
h payment of a civil penalty.

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission
has approved in settlement of this matter. If you agree with
the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and return
it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission within ten
days. I will then recommend that the Commission accept the
agreement. Please make your check for the civil penalty payable
to the Federal Election Commission.



Ireasurer,The Laaouche Democratic Campaign
Page 2

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreemeit, or if you wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with a autually satisfactory conciliation
agreement, please contact Phillip L. Wise, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. ODC p063

February 10, 1992

Treasure r,
The Lalouche Democratic Campaign
P.O. Box 17066
Washington, D.C. 20041

RE: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer

Dear Sir or Madam:

On January 3, 1992, you were notified that the Federal
Election Commission found probable cause to believe that The
LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer,
violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c), and knowingly and willfully,
violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and (3). On that same date, you
were sent a conciliation agreement offered by the Commission in
settlement of this matter.

Please note that pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(A)(i),
the conciliation period in this matter may not extend for more
than 90 days, but may cease after 30 days. Insofar as more than
30 days have elapsed without a response from you, a
recommendation concerning the filing of a civil suit will be
made to the Commission by the Office of the General Counsel
unless we receive a response from you within 10 days of receipt
of this letter.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at
(202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Phill'ip L. Wise
Attorney
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February 20, 1992

Phillip L. Wise, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463
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RE: MUR 2594The Lalouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Wise:

Yesterday I received your letter of February 10, 1992,
first postmarked February 11, 1992 and forwarded by an unknown
person or agency, apparently on February 17. Kr. Noble's
probable cause letter dated January 3, 1992 with proposed
conciliation agreement, to which your February 10 letter
refers, was received February 18, 1992. Both had originally

been addressed to an erroneous post office box numbr. The
January 3 letter was apparently Leturned to your office and

re-sent, since the envelope in which it came had an adhesive
label attached with our correct current post office box (that
is, it was not forwarded by the U.S. postal service).

I note that enclosed with this letter was a letter to
Lawrence Noble from Richard Mayberry dated May 2, 1991, the
apparent source of the incorrect P.O. box number, presumably
arising as a typographic error that identified the cotmittee's
Washington post office box number as 17066 rather than 17068.

The committee has been using the Leesburg post office box
(#210) for a number of years now for all of its FEC disclosure
reports, and has received previous mail from the Coimnission
both at that address (see enclosed first page of Final Audit
Report transmittal letter dated May 18, 1990), and at the

correct Washington P.O. Box, which was #17068.



Since both of your communications have only now beenreceived, the comittee therefore requests additional time in
which to review your proposed conciliation and to confer with
counsel. We suggest that the minimum 30-day and maximum 90.-day
periods begin at February 17, 1992.

Please direct all future correspondence to:

Treasurer
LaRouche Democratic Campaign
P.O. Box 210
Leesburg, VA 22075

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Richard E. Welsh
~Assistant Treasurer

' encl.

C\J

'C
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

*WASHINGTON, D C 20463

March 3, 1992

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
Four Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

RE: HUE 2594
The LaRouche Democratic
Campaign and Edward Spannaus,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This is in response to a letter from your clients dated
~February 20, 1992, which we received on February 24, 1992,
_ requesting an extension of time to respond to the Commission's

proposed conciliation agreement. The letter also informed this

Office that it was not received until February 17, 1992, the

date your client requested that the time period to respond

starts. This Office approves the request that the time period
to respond should begin on February 17, 1992, the date of your

~clients' receipt of the agreement. Therefore, the response was

,. due on Mqarch 3, 1992.

-o In addition, in a telephone conversation with a staff
member from this Office you stated that you would be traveling

"* during this period in which the response would be due, therefore

~you requested a minimum of 30 days to respond.

*.1 After considering the circumstances presented in your

clients' letter and your telephone conversation, the Office of

the General Counsel has granted the requested 30 day extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on

April 3, 1992.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)

219-3400.

Sincerely,

.Wi se
Attorney



BEFREa THE FEDERAL ELECTION CON mL I 8 PH 3:50

In the Matter of)

The Laouche emocrtic Capaign ) R29

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

The LaRouche Democratic Campaign ("the Committee" and/or

"LDC') and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, were referred to the

Office of the General Counsel by the Audit Division as a result

of negative responses received during the contributor

confirmation process. On December 19, 1991, the Commission found

probable cause to believe that The LaRouche Democratic Campaign

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c)

and knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and

r (3).

C On January 3, 1992, notice of the Commission's findings was

mailed, along with a proposed conciliation agreement, to LDC.

' ' The mailing address for LDC, which was given to this Office by

LDC's withdrawing counsel was incorrect. Therefore, the

notification and proposed conciliation agreement were returned to

the Office of the General Counsel by the post office. After

locating the appropriate address, the documents were remailed.

IDDC informed this Office that the documents were received by them

on February 17, 1992. LDC also requested an extension of time to

respond based in part on the late arrival of the Commission

notification and conciliation agreement, and the fact that its

counsel will be out of the country. This extension was granted

until April 3, 1992.



After LDC has responded or had sufficient time to respond to

the Commission's notification and proposed conciliation

agreement, this Office viii further report to the Commission.

General Counsel

Staff assigned: Phillip L. Wise

04



FEDERAL. ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. 0 C 204163

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Le Mars , IA 51031

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

r Rhonda Olson-Beard &"' /'4
435 Central Avenue, S.W.

-- Le Mars , IA 51031
~Under 39 C.P.a. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver 'of " ".~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectionlCommission, an agency of the United States Government, requires,1. this information in the performance of its official duties, g.ad.i ; : :

' that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exha t..~~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further informatto, ",
r please contact me at (202) 219-3400., •

Azva E. Smith-Simp
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

M ail is delivered tO the above address. Rho~td0. 0/&os- ,ch~
[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address. (I
[ ] No such address.
[ J Other (Please Specify).



• ( FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
!i WASHINGTON. f (' 2043

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Sioux City, IA 51103

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. 5 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail fortha indiv|ii' ] l]ted below Ecurrently i ein dzliveret, z"provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

r Mary L. Lacey
• 2219 W. 2nd
--- Sioux City, IA 51103

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of" fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal EleCtion
~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires( this information in the performance of its official duties, and~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exbiust.
~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
! Should you have any question or require further inforemtion,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerely,

Alva E. Sumith-Simpson|

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[7} Mail is delivered to the above address.

[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.J NO such address.

[ ] Other (Please Specify).



! FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(.rTON. DC 20463

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Davenport, IA 52806

Re:• MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individutl,
is different than the one shown.

t/ Debbie• C. Hammes
• 3010 W. 40th Street
..... Davenport, IA 52806

~Under 39 C.F.R. 5 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of- fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElecticaT Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requi s:i this information in the performnce of its official duties, end
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exha~ted.

J A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
i~r Should you have any question or require further information,

r please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerely,"

~Ava E. Smith-Simpod---
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only
H ail is delivered to the above address.

[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:[ I Moved, left no forwarding address.( J NO such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



-: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION"
!' WASHINGTON D C 2046!

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
Richmond, VA 23221

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youv~r .fy whether thc d~s 91t~ Lelow is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

O C. Davenport Carrington
905 5 Hamilton Street

"- Richmond, VA 23221
-: r Under 39 C.F.R. $ 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of

__fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Comisesion, an agency of the United States Government, requiresi this information in the performance of its official duties, alid,i that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhaptd.'0 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

:1 Should you have any question or require further information,
xr please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerel "

Alv E.Smi th-simpsoA
raLaltegai pecialist

For Postal Service Use Only

I J Mail is delivered to the above address.

x Effective date of the change:

[J Moved, left no forwarding address. r#[ ] No such address.
I ] Other (Please Specify).

C VUi'
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Wellsboro, PA 16901

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
vsrfy1 wheth-er t!le .ddhvms given below is one at Whlich mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Francis C. Priset
Rt. 3, Box 310
Welleboro, PA 16901

Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election
Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
this information in the performance of its official duties,ad
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been eausted.
A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further inforation,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alva E. Smith-Simpso
i'[a~ega± Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only
Mail is delivered to the above address.

Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
Moved, left no forwarding address.
No such address.
Other (please Specify).

tn

H-I]

9



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

* WASHING;TON. D( (M6I

June 10, 1993

POITlIASTER
Roanoke, VAi 24014

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Bir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), ye request that youverify vhether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual.
is different than the one shown.

cO John N. Thompson
3291 Allendale St., SW

-- Roanoke, VA 24014

Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, require.

C this information in the performance of its official duties, andthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

O Should you have any question or require further information,
r please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerely

Alva E. Smith-Sispsonl -
Paralegal Specialist

F or Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
f J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: ./: ' .[ oved, left no forwarding address. !.'",,/-[ I NO such address. ,\.,.,%.
[$ Other (Please Specify). ". ...'"



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 16
WASHIN;ION. D ( 20MB

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Rochester, PA 15074

Re: MURl 2 59 4

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)Il). we reoi,. th ,-"verify whether the address given below is one at which mil fOthe individual listed belov currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

O Mervin D. Cable
456 Adams St.

--- Rochester, PA 15074
' Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(I), we request a waiver ofi Lees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election

Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requiQr~this informtion in the performance of its official duties,a4that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhau~ted.
i~i OA return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
i! Should you have any question or require further information,

i please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C: Sincerely, -

A~va £. Smith-Simpsob
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

( J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is:

' Effective date of the change:
[J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
I ] Other (Please Specify).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHNGT'oN. DC 204h,1

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Lyndo ra, PA 16045S

Re : SlUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

CD Steve Bobby
203 Bessemer Avenue
Lyndora, PA 16045

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
~this information in the performance of its official duties, andthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.* 0 A return envelop. is enclosed for your convenience.
~Should you have any question or require further information,

, please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ ] ?tail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address. ~
[ J No such address. ZJJv[XI Other (Please Specify). I1:
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.L:' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D) C 20463

June 10, 1993

PO8TRABTER
e.n4or, NY 13323

Xe : MUR 2594

Deer Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C•F•R• S 265•6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

• _.Emma E • Stark
, 220 Utica Rd.(%4 " ). f4. '  "lefrn, NY 13323

! ,,: Under 39 C.F•R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(j), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectionCommission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
! this information in the performance of its official duties, and(%4 that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhatusted.
" 0 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience•

• Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

SSincerely, Q

Alva E. Smith-Simps~n
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ I Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:--,
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.4X4 No such ad dress.

Other (Please Specify). __
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Oilman, IL 60938

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us vith the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Oliver Redenius
722 K. 3rd St.

~Gilman, IL 60938

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
C this information in the performance of its official duties, n
, that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exitwted.

! i OA return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

! ; Should you have any question or require further informtion,
, . please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

-rely,

. Alva E Smith-Sip~n
~Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[><, Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

~Effective date of the change:
[ I Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ 1 Other (Please Specify).



FEDRA ELCTONCOMISIO

WASHINGTON. DC 2046$

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
Raulce, IA 51036

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify vhether th 9'rec ;IJven eiOw is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual.
is different than the one shown.

SharoR Suits

IA 51036
~~Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 6 5 .8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of .fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectionCommission, an agency of the United States Government, rqie~this information in the performance of its official duties,• andthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhasted.~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

tvLShould you have any question or require further information,, _. please contact me at (202) 219-3400. 
..

- Alva E. Smith-Simpsn

For Postal Service Use Only '
[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
( ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: /c 1[ Moved, left no forwarding address.
[]No such address.

[ I Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ,. ..

.... June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER 

..Des Moines, IA 50311...

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F'.R. S 26..(dA)(1), w.: request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed belov currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

• , Lois E. Nicholl
4210 Forest Ave.

C Des Mloines, IA 50311

; Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 6 5 .8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver oftees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
C this information in the performance of its official duties, andthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhau ,gd0 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further information,
r- please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alva E. Smith-Simps~ni
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only .
[ J Nail is delivered to the above address.
[' J Forwarding Address is:

u\- C St. 5

Effective date of the change:
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ NO such address.

[ ] Other (Please Specify).
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~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~~WASHINGTON, D(C 2046

~June 10, 1993

• POSTMASTER
Venice, FL 33595

" Re : MUR 259 4

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youvorf '" hethe_- the :ddrczc_ ;i-:-n b;1 - iz one at wh ;. m4i fur* the individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual.
is different than the one shown.

Constance H. Anderson
420 L Mission Trial, E

C . Venice, FL 33595

i : Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election.,,Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
i ' this information in the performanc, of its official duties, and, . that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exb.o*.. rl~i A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience. /

ii! I  Should you have any question or require further informti on,please contact me at (202) 219-3400. !I

- ~~~Alva 3. Smi th-Simpso - - ii

For Postal Service Use Only

[ ] Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: ,[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
'4.Other (Please Specify). ?



S F~fn or' ,

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2046.1

i June 10, 1993
; ?OSTHASTER
- Forest, OH 45843

• Re : NUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the address qiven below is one t vhfc e4!.lj forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

~Clarabelle Weaver
Rt. 2 BOX 148 1,u,/4? ?' k. 4-7

, Forest, OH 45843
i;. Under 39 C.P.R. $ 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal 3lsctiosCommission, an agency of the united States Government, rqie@4 this information in the performance of its official duties, and.that all other known sources for obtaining it have been *xhiute.~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

r Should you have any question or require further information,
• T please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C - Si nc rely,_

- ~Alva E. Smith-Simpsbn-
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only --

(Mail is delivered to the above address.( J rw~arding Address is: /&q/4 si et.4

Forc'-r o/I q 6'r/
Effective date of the change:[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.

[ J No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



~~~93 Ju, 1 7 PU3t5
i FED)ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHWNGTON. DC 2O4,.

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Fox Island, WA 98333

Re : Mun 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that you
verify vhether the ed;er. i'v-r, b IoW is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

l Eleanor E. Kibler
1245 14th Avenue

C' 'Fox Island, WA 98333

.. Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver o f
~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Electiton
~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, reqgJire*.
~this information in the performnce of its official duties, inh&
~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been e xha~ted.
. A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further informtion,
: ,o~r please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Sincerely,•

Alva Smith-Simpsord
U. v.l b'al SeCia.j$L s

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[v'] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: 3/2qi/i&
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] NO such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



ii93J1JN7 !7~ 3
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 20465}

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
N. Sranford, CT 06471

~Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 3 t C. '.R•. S• b i d 1 ), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which sail forth. individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,~is different than the one shown.

a Edith K. Schuckie
167 Branford Rd.

C N. Branford, CT 06471
r Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 6S•8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver ofi fees. Zn this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election' Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires .

,i€, this informtion in the performance of its official duties, and .' r"that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhauts4ij 0A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
V' Should you have any question or require further inforsmton,
! ' please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

::- (7 Sincerely .

Ala E. Smi th-S impson'I \; Paralegal Specialist

For PostalSrie s ny

Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ I Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ I No such address.
I I Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Scarsdale, NY 10583

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:
Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,

is different than the one shown.

O Sylvia Capua
76 Lyons Road

C Scarsdale, NY 10583
Under 39 C.F.R. $ 2 6 5 .8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal £lection~," Commission, an agency of the United States Government,reiie

~~this information in the performance of its official duties, .ii. ... that all other known sources for obtaining it have been e b ~a~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience. 0
Should you have any question or require further inform S ,

~~please contact me at (202) 219-3400. •..

C Sincerely,

~Alva K. SmithSimpson
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only
M ail is delivered to the above address.

SForwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:I J Moved, left no forwarding address.
I J NO such address.
[ J Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 9Jt1 w4
WASHIN(;TON, ) (" 2O06

ii June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
San Marcos, TX 78666

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify vhether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

:0: San1rcOs, TX 7666

.' Under 39 c.r.a. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal 3leC tosii.,TCommission, an agency of the United States Government, qur

i. this information in the performnce of its official dutiesmiK : n 4s
.,, that all other known sources for obtaining it have been emb. .. •
0A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further infortbr
~~please cOntact me at (202) 219-3400. •' .

. - Sincerely,,"

....... .. Alva E. Smith-Simpsn
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] NO such address.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



+* ~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION *
WASHIN(;TON, D C 20463 

*+

June 10, 1993
tOSTNASTRn
Dixon, IL 61021

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Mladam:

Pursutant to 39 C.F.R. 26R.6(d)(1). w request that youverify whether the address given below is one at vhich mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

-- Joseph F. Lack
1214 AdelheA1d Park /

P+'+. Dixon, IL 61021
P Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Electionr Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires04 this information in the performance of its official duties, at1dthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhautod,~A return envelop, is enclosed for your convenience.

P + Should you have any question or require further inforaation, i+~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

.. ~ ~~~Ava P. s .- h-i p o "

Paralegal Specialist *

For Postal Service Use Only

[ I Mail is delivered to the above address.

[ I Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:

M oved, left no forwarding address.[ ] No such address.



~93JJI17 Pt1356
/ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
! L WASHINGTON. D C 20461

~June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Milton, MA 02187

. Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1)• we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at which mail for: the individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individuall
is different than the one shown.

~Sarah W. Rollins
65 Ruggles Lane:':: .Milton, --A -

__. __;- ..-t_~ r~g=rd, I ., ~ certify that the Federal 3l.ect ..Commi ssion, an agency of the United Stte Go.er.ent -- .... --this information in the performance of its of ficial dutieg, and,,( that all other known sources for obtaining it have been emgtg
Areturn envelop, is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further informt1/
i, _ . please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

' .... Sincerely, .

i - ArvaE. Smith-Simpson
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Srvice Use Onl.y
ML] ail is delivered to the .;ibove address.

( ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the chaige:[ I Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



93 JI! 7 PH' 358
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20461

June 10, 1993

POSTMA&STER
Zidridge, IA 52748

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. $ 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whethsc the address given below is one at which mil forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shovn.

re Catherine S. Schaub
605 N. 5th Place
Kidridge, IA 52748

Under 39 C.P.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectionCoision, an agency of the United States Government, requires. this information in the Performance of its official duties, ad~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.0) A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
rV) Should you have any question or require further inforsmtion,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C ~Since re>y

.... ~~Alv a E . S m i th -Si lP s o - -- - .
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

ail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: i

[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address. '
[J] No such address. I~[ ] Other (Please Specify). P



93 J !JM 17 1Pri 3: b

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 2463

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
tldridge, IA 52748

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C•P.R. S 265•6(d)(1), we request thst youverify whether- the address given below is one at vhich mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

r Raymond Burmeister
910 V. Donahue Street

- ' Eldridge, IA 52748
: Under 39 C.F.R• S 2 6 S.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Blectiot...• Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires• t~qthis information in the performance of its official duties, .an4-:.that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhtu.d;40 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience•.

rV) Should you have any question or require further ifra~n
. please contact me at (202) 219-3400. 

' r

.... C ~Sincerely, .

-- Al a E. Smith-Simpso -. Paraiegai Specialist

For POstSerce Use Only---

[ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
1~JForwarding Address is:

505 West LeClaire Road
Eldridge IA 52748 iO.
Effective date of the change:

[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



FEDRALELETIO COMISION93 JUN 17: ft!I 2

i ~~WASHINGTON. D C 20463 .. "

. June 10, 1993

POSTMNASTEIR
Mt. Pleasant, PA 15666

Re : MUR 259 4

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that you
' verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for

the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
~provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,

is different than the one shown.

. Patricia Lynn Pisula
R.D. 93, Box 311A

'- Mt. Pleasant, PA 15666

. Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
i fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election

Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
ili:.•: this information in the performance of its official duties, and
.... that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
i~i~ 0A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

bl rp  Should you have any question or require further information,
: :!: please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

• ... Alva E. Smith-Sipo
.... Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

j ] Mail is delivered to the above address.
Frwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 3 l

WA iINCTON. D C 20463

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Lakewood, NJ 08701

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. % 265.6(d)(l), we request that youverify whetter th: :d dress g ive.a below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown. .

~Rose Kohly
120-D Edinburgh Lane
Lakewood, NJ 08701

~~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), ye request a waiver of ..~fees. In this regard, I here'y certify that the Federal Elqctiou, " Comission, an agency of the United States Government, reqtir8~this information in the performance of its official duties,that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exh u~e.'CA return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further information,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Ifn erly

- Alva E. Smith-Simpson
Paraleg 1 peci.lUst

For Post-I Service Use Only
( ] Mail is delivered to the above address. WO
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

[N1 Moved, left no forwarding address."-.,
[ ] No such adcdress.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



WAV.( N-O 0 ] ify.

June 10, 1993 .

POSTMASER "r
Ft. flc~avett, TX 76841 ,,

Re : MUR 2594...

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.Rt. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you ;
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or,
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

, , Walter S. McGregor
Rt. 1 Box 47
Ft. Mc~avett, TX 76841

: Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of"
~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election

ComCoission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
Urii this information in the performance of its official duties, 4
yi that all other known sources for obtaining it have been 6butd. !i

A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
Should you have any question or require further inforsmtion, -

__ please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

AlaE mith..im.
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only i
( Mail is delivered to the above address....

[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: .
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] NO such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



S
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(.TON. D C 20463

June 10, 1993

PO8TMASTER
Phoenix

, AZ 85012

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the address given b~lwv 4 n; nt i±Ch' nail forthe individual listed belov currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Z ~
Vt'

0

~r '~

William 3. Crossley3821 N. 6th St. *2
Phoenix

, AZ 85012

Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(t), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, i hereby certify that the Federal 31e~tionCommission, an agency of the United States Government, rqiethis information in the performanc, of it* official duties, andthat all other known sources~ for obtaining it have been exhausted.A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alva E,... Smt •i Ont .

For PostalI Servie~s ny
Mail is delivered to the above address.

{ I Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:Moved, left no forwarding address.
No such address.
Other (Please Specify).

4;

§ 4 1i ,w
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tr~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
-;

WASHINGTON. D ( 24bS 
:

June 10, 1993 -v ;

POSTMASTER
Muscatine, IA 52761

Re : MUR 2594 
w.

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you

the individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
~is different than the one shown.

O Delbert D. Ketelsen
! 706 E 10th
° fMuscatine, IA 52761

~~Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of ifees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal EleotionS COmission, an agency of the United States Government, rqiei, this information in the performance of its official duties, and...
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been ezhausteg.

0 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
Should you have any question or require further informtion, ... 4please contact me at (202) 219-3400.*

Sincrely, ,,

- Alva E. Smith-Simpsoh
Paralegal Specialist i

For Postal Service Use Only

[)k Mail is delivered to the above address.
[]Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
[ J Other (Please Specify).



93 JUNIO1 .Pfllr.
iiII'  FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

'
!. ~~WASHINGTON. U C 20MB: 

',.

POTATRJune 
10, 1993 :

Santa Maria , CA 93454... 
:

lRe : NUR 2594
DerirtrIaan

]Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that ?ou ,
..... verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for... the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or iprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,~is different than the one shown.

! O Lavrence S. Iwamoto
,!, .605 K. Chapel
' -Santa Maria , CA 93454

P) Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of !
i *' : Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires 

fe.I hsrgrIhrb etf htteFdrl eto
ii! this informtion in the performance of its official duties, andthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.i -  DA return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

i I Should you have any question, or require further information, iplease contact me at (202) 219-3400.

~~~A va K. Smith-Simpson 'Paralegal Specialist

For Postal-S-ervce Use Only

M ail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:( J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



93 JUN 2 r A#$'40
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 204 61

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
Exeter, NH 03833

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that youverify whether the addr~sR glveni h~1ow fs con t which~ ai1 forthe individual listed below'currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual.
is different than the one shown.

--- Patricia Stewart
M~.. 2, Cross Rd.

" Exeter, NH 03833
t)Under 39 C.F.R. $ 2 65.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of

fees. In this regard, i hereby certify that the Federal Ilect4|On• Commission, an agency of the United States Government, rqi.C this information in the performance of its official duties; .that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exbau ..
&~ return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further infornat~bn, ..... please contact me at (202) 219-3400.,

C: ~Sincere1....
Snth-S imps,

i aLaiega1 Specialist o

For Postal Service Use Only
[$ J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ IForwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ I No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH PN(;TON, D C 20463 

'

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER i
Doylestown, PA 18901 .,

~Re : MUR 259 4
Dear Sir or Madam: *

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265•6(d)(1), we r q.. the!_ yoi
• verity whether th. address given below is one at which mail for

the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual, .

: i is different than the one shown.

i!;"C~iSusanne L. Jenkins
' 3964 Forest Drive ,

ii! : "Doylestown, PA 18901

i .. ' : Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fe.. ens. Zn this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal- Uiection" r " Commission, an agency of the United States Government, rqluires

I . 04 this information in the performance of its official duties, aj '
"! ,that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhaute.
:.,. A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

r: ' ' -- Should you have any question or require further information, ,,
!i~ :, " please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Paralegal Specialist .i

For Postal Service Use Only

[< M ail is delivered to the above address.

[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[]Moved, left no forwarding address.B

[ ] NO such address.[]Other (Please Specify).



£: ""r *RECEIYED

• 93 JUN2 21R37

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHtNGTON. D (" 1j~

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Doraville, GA 30360

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which il for
the individual li~ted below currently is bwir, g dcllvered, eor
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

t Clare E. Shields
4212 Woodwin Court

- Doraville, GA 30360

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires

~this informtion in the performance of its official duties, and
." that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhauite4.
t A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

1") Should you have any question or require further information,.
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

_ Alva ?s. Seth-S impso
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

( ] Mail is delivered to the above address.
( ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: / j
fI Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



93J t21 AMt: 36

:: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHN(;TON D C 20*)

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Davenport, IA 52803

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madai:

PursuanL to 39i C.F.i. b S65.6(d)(±), we request that you
verity whether the address given below is one at vhich mIU~l for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current maling address for thi individual,
isi different than the one shown.

~George 3. Houck
2507 East 29th Street

i: .--rDavenport, IA 52803

O Under 39 C.P.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), ye request a waiver of
:i: fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Bisotion
, Commion, an agency of the United States Government, re.Iquires
€ this information in the performance of its official duties, an4

that all other known sources for obtaining it have beeon exhlte~d.
: A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

I,. ) Should you have any question or require further infostton.,4
• " please contact me at (202) 219-3400.. ... ...

.... Alva E-. Smith-S Ips~
.,. .Paralegal Specialist

:, For Postal Service Use Only

I 4 Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
( ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIO .(I.1
WASHINCTON.DC 20463 S... ,. -.

POSTMASTER
Warren, MI 48089

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(dL(l), we request that youverify whether the address given below is one at vhich mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

t/') Michael Holzinger
8071 Westminister

",= Warren, MX 48089

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver Of ..tees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Eleetion~COmmission,' an agency of the United States Government, r Lqui1w.
CM this information in the performance of its official duties, . ",• that all other known sources for obtaining it have been ezheutg.%0 A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience." i ,

r . Should you have any question or require further infoeu: tA ....
~~please contact me at (202) 219-3400. ",':

C ~Since rely.• -

_. ALva E. Smith-Simpao
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ I Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ J No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



/ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

!i WASHIN(Y0N. D C 20463

, June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Stony Brook, NY 11790

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

verify vhether the address given below is one at vhich mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, Or

~provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
~is different than the one shown.

.... Harold H. Beverage
P.O. Box BX

- Stony Brook, NY 11790

: :: Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.61g)1511i1, we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Riection
Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires

' , k this information in the performance of its official duties, and
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exauoted.

ii '  0A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

SAlva E. Smith~~v~f
~Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[>( Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify).



r FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA'SHINGTON. D C 2'046

June 10, 1993
POSTMASTER
Farmingham, MA 01701

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 c.r.R. $ 2 .5.E(d)(1), w'e Lequesc that youverity whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
~is different than the one shown.

r Deborah L. Muzzy
91 Eaton Rd. West

' T Parmingham, MA 01701

r-) Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 6S.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of, tees. In this regard, i hereby certify that the Federal El.ction~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requiresi C this information in the performance of its official duties, andl: , that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
O A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
!i' Should you have any question or require further informtion,
. please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

o "S n e e v

A va E. Smith-Simpsn
Paralegal Specialist

~For Postal Service Use Only
[L-<ail is delivered to the above address. ec4 G ? 6/4

[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
I I No such address.
[ I Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20463

June 10, 1993 -:
POS1'RaSTEhR
Nashua, NH 03060 r

Re: MUR 2594 
- - €

Dear Sir or Madam: 
C -A .

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we reques- t-.at you z."erify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

i~eO Peter Nlarino
53 Concord St.

• Nashua, NH 03060
~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver oftees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal gleion" Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requles

.... this information in the performance of its official duties, *ui4,, that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exha'isted.
4QA return envelope is enclosed for your convenience."

~Should you have any question or require further information,
.,, ; please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alva F.., .. "=p o

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ ) Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is: .

Effective date of the change:(j[ oved, leto fowardingaddres
[ ] NO such address. .....-. (
[,/i Other (Please Specify).



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

June 10, 1993

1fustis, FL 32726

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:
Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. $ 265.6(d)(l), we request that you "verify whether the address given below isone at which ai iforthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current sailing address for this individual,is different than the one shown.

O Alexander K. Carson
~88 Coral St.
T Kustis, FL 32726

r' LUnder 39 C.F.R S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver otfees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal 3leeIon~Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
04 this information in the performane of 'ts -f i "dr*s nthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been eahai.O A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further informtio4,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

,.. Alva . Smith-Simps n
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ :'J Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the charge:
[ J Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
[ J Other (Please Specify).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Chicago. IL 60657

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Douglas B. Funkhouser
3258 N. Lakewood
Chicago, IL 60657

Under 39 C.F.R. $ 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Ilectio*
Commission, an agency of the United States Governmuent, requites
this information in the performance of its official duties, an
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been ezt ,d
A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alv. E. Si- &i

Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

Mail is delivered to the above address.
Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:Moved, left no forwarding address.
No such address.
Other (Ple.t. Specify).

i/iL /

• --- I ' %

• .f- ,

v, c.-'IV1U

[" ][ ]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(10ON, D C 204b3

June 10, 1993

POSTMASTER
Nashua, NH 03063

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pucsuant to 33 C.F.R. S £ .6(d)(1), we request that you
verify vhether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or

~provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
,; is different than the one shown.

i.,.' -. Diane N. Delorey
18 Sim Street

' Nashua, NH 03063

" Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
:,:i, fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election
i Comission, an agency of the United States Government, requires

!, € this information in the performance of its official duties, and
~that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
!i~i A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

.. t' Should you have any question or require further information,
~please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

c Sincerely,

Ala . mi th-Simpsbn
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

(p(] Mail is delivered to the above address.
] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change: "J¢

[ J Moved, left no forwarding address. T
[ ] NO such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify) . ---- ,j
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION :
WASHINGTO'N. D C 20463

June 10, 1993

POgTMASTER
Greenwich , CT 06830

Re: R IR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is beino deliverei -rprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,

~is different than the one shown.

i C Thaddeus Uanser
' 700 Steamboat Rd.

Grenwch, CT 06830
k r Under 39 C.F.R. S 2 6 5.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of

~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal glection: r Commsion, an agency of the United States Government, requires
/: t~l this information in the performance of its official duties, awnd

! that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhage ted.
., ",0A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

" r Should you have any question or require further informttin,.
_ please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C Since rely

Alva E. Smith-Simsn
Paralegal Specialist

[ I Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ J Forwarding Address is: ,I..., 4PI, 9.

" ' -4 - 0(.'3 G
Effective date of the change:

[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.
[ ] No such address.
F ] Other (Please Specify).
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

June 10, 1993 \" , ;:~,

POSTMASTER
IPunta Gorda, FL. 33950

Re : MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pur -. nt to 39 C.F.R.. $ .( ) w,= &equest rhaC you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail forthe individual listed below currently is being delivered, orprovide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

Annie J. Prit:
S325 Charlevoi
Punta Gorda, FL 33950

Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver offees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectionCommission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
this information in the performance of its official duties, *ndthat all other known sources for obtaining it have been exht e.
A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience."

Should you have any question or require further information,
please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

Alva E. Smith-Simpson
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Servi-ce Use Onl--y
[ ] Nail is delivered to the above address. ,/ JUN -
[ J Forwarding Address is: '!.

[ I Moved, left no forwarding address.[ I NO such address. " o/
[ I Other (Please Specify).

S'o



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WAsHIN(GTON, I) C 20 463

June 10, 1993

POITiASTER
Bergenfield, NJ 07621

Re: MUR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(l), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individual,
is different than the one shown.

~Clara A. Radcliffe
105 Wilber Rd.

L . Bergenfield, NJ 07621

~Under 39 C.F.R. S 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
: fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal Election

Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requires
• (N this information in the performance of its official duties, and

that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.
: A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

~Should you have any question or require further information,
. please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

C ~Stp rely, %

. Alva E. Smith-Simpso
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[>( Mail is delivered to the above address.
[ ] Forwarding Address is:

Effective date of the change:
[ ] Moved, left no forwarding address.'v'
[ ] No such address.
[ ] Other (Please Specify). ( /4 )



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION '

WAsHIN(;TON. D( 2046]

June 10, 1993

Stockton, CA 95205

Re: MR 2594

Dear Sir or Madam:

Pursuant to 39 C.F.R. S 265.6(d)(1), we request that you
verify whether the address given below is one at which mail for
the individual listed below currently is being delivered, or
provide us with the current mailing address for this individua,
is different than the one shown.

.tip She rman Hayhurst
~3431 Cher ryland
L Stockton, CA 95205

Under 39 C.F.R. $ 265.8(g)(5)(i), we request a waiver of
~fees. In this regard, I hereby certify that the Federal ElectiOn
; Commission, an agency of the United States Government, requir~es

~this informtion in the performance of its official duties, *nd
that all other known sources for obtaining it have been exhausted.

~A return envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Should you have any question or require further informton,
. please contact me at (202) 219-3400.

c Since re~, '

Aa E. Sriith-Siinpsn
Paralegal Specialist

For Postal Service Use Only

[ J Mail is delivered to t) -

[ ] Forwarding Address is: HAYH42I z 6I 07/06/93

NO FORWARD ORDER ON FILE
UNABLE TO FORWARD
RETURN TO SENDER

Effective date of the
[ ] Moved, left no forwai HAYH431 ~' 216: .N 07/06/93
[ ] No such address. RET1 OT SEN4DER
[ I Other (Please Specif NO FORWARD ORDER ON FILE

UNABLE TO FOJRWARD
RET)JRN TZ ,_ SENDER

ii l tt , iii , i,,i i,,,l i,, ll ,, ,, itl ,,,ll,,.,lt,,,,i
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Decmbe 4 193r 4
hC

Decemer 4 199 (J V "'r"
Lawrence N. Noble W '
Gene ral1 Counsel1i °

Federal Election Cowuiission
999 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: NUR 2594

Dear Mr. Noble:

~This is to inform you that in light of the opinion by the
Court of Appeals in Federal Election Cotumission v. ERA

; Political Victory Fund. et pl. (D.C. Cir., October 22, 1993),
Lafouche Democratic Campaign considers the above enforcement
action to have been conducted by the Coemission without
authority, and any conclusions reached under this investigation

~therefore to be void and without legal effect. We therefore
~understand the case to be closed, unless the Comission informs

us otherwise, including in such notice whatever legal argument
the Conraission deems sufficient to override the opinion of the
Court.

We wish further to inform you that we do not consider as
legaly valid any "re-voting" or "ratifying" of the

~determinations in this case, if these do not include both (a) a
" full re-evaluation of all the evidence and legal reasoning
~accumulated in the case to date, and (b) opportunity for the

Coummittee to review evidence on which the Coumaisuion has
~relied, and which has been available to the unlawfully seated

ex Q ~j conunissioners but repeatedly denied to the Conuittee
as respondent.

Sincerely yours,

E'dwa rd Spannau
Treasurer

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.



LaRouche Democratic d U tz
,,: ,,:Campaign

January 6, 1994 - :
C-

Lawrence N. Noble- .
General Counsel .,
Federal Election Convoission :
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463 .- .

o ,

Re: MUR 2594 "

Dear Mr. Noble:

This is a followup to our letter of December 4, 1993, to
" which we have had no response.

' Since issuing that letter, several events have confirmed
r our analysis. First, the IRA decision has been extended, in

the Order issued November 24, 1993 by Judge Hogan dismissing
C'4 the FEC's case against National Republican Senatorial Couimittee

in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia (Civil
~Action No. 93-1612).

" Second, the Cotmuission held press conference of December
. - 13, 1993, laying out the means by which the Commission planned

to streamline its enforcement procedures and clear its docket.
" The above MUR was not included among those closed, though the

underlying events are far older than cases closed out for
D excessive age (occurring in late 1987 or early 1988, where
_ activity prior to the 1990 election cycle is considered, by the

Commission's publicly announced criteria, to be "stale').

Nor can pursuit of this MUR be justified on the grounds
of money amounts involved, which are of course very, very small
in the scale of either this presidential primary campaign
itself, or any other; and it can hardly be claimed that the
violations, even if they occurred -- which they did not -- had
any effect whatsoever on the election.



Under these circumstances, any further action by the
Cotmission on this MUR would constitute an explicit violation
of its own "objective" criteria for enforcement action,
criteria which were publicized with great fanfare and public
relations efforts by the Chairman and Vice Chairman
personally. It is therefore clear, even by the Conmuission's
own professed standards, that further action cannot be
substantially justified. Under these circumstances, any
further action on MUR 2594 other than terminating it, will
result in this cormmittee's filing of a motion for all attorney
fees and costs required in defense.

Sincerely yours,

Edward Spannaus
Treasurer

c~1)

S cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.
Odin P. Anderson, Esq.
James F. Schoener, Esq.



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

JANUARY 13, 1994
Edvard Spannaus, Treasurer
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
108 North Street, NE
Leesburg, Virginia 22075

RE: MUR 2594
The Lalouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Spannaus:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 4,

1993 which was received on December 20, 1993, and your letter

dated January 6, 1994 which was received on January 12, 1994.
On December 19, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found

. probable cause to believe The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
('Committee and/or "LDC") and you, as treasurer, violated

..... 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and (3).

~As you know, on October 22, 1993, the D.C. Circuit declared

the Commission unconstitutional on separation of powers grounds
04 due to the presence of the Clerk of the House of Representatives

and the Secretary of the Senate or their designees as members of

~the Commission. FEC v. NRA Political Victory Fund, No. 91-5360
" T (D.C. Cir. Oct. 22, 1993). Since the decision was handed down,

the Commission has taken several actions to comply with the
- court's decision. While the Commaission petitions the Supreme

Court for a writ of certiorari, the Commission, consistent with
,'" that opinion, has remedied any possible constitutional defect

identified by the Court of Appeals by reconstituting itself as a

' " six member body without the Clerk of the House and the Secretary
_ of the Senate or their designees. In addition, the Commission

has adopted specific procedures for revoting or ratifying
decisions pertaining to open enforcement matters. Accordingly,

this matter has not been closed as a result of the NRA decision.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

cc: Richard Mayberry, Esq.

.................. r -- .................. .... --" ..... :': ...... ". " 'O ":' ' ! ": ' ": ' T ' 
'

" ''!'' i: : ,r .... ' ' ' ': :IT' ' ! L !-- ': " : ..... : T : ! " !' T ' ''



STATEMENT OF' DESIGNATION OP COUNSSEL

HUE 2594

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Odin P. Anderson, Esq.

Anderson, Rossi & Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Boston, MA 02114

(617) 742-8200 Business
(617) 742-7876 Fax

°.,

NAME OF CO-COUNSEL: James F. Schoener, Esq.

ADDRESS: 1712 Glenhouse Drive, #315
Sarasota, FL 34231

TELEPHONE: (813) 966-6920

The above-named individuals are hereby designated as my

primary counsel and co-counsel, and are authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Cotmmission and to

act on my behalf before the Commission.

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: LaRouche Democratic Campaign

ADDRESS: P.O. Box 210

Leesburg, VA 22075

HOME PHONE:____________ _____

BUSINESS PHONE: (703) 777-9451



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Rossi & Davis
tour Longfellow Place
Suite 3705
Soston, Massachusetts 02114

Re: Rs 1852 and 2194

Dear Mr. Anderson:

When we last spoke about the possibility of conciliating
these matters, you indicated that you needed some time to
look at the history of our negotiations and to discuss some
issues with your clients. You had suggested that you would
get back to me so that we could talk further approximately a
week later. I am concerned that I have not heard from you to
date, and am hoping that by sending you this letter I can get
our discussions started.

I will be away on March 11 and March 14, but hope that
you can call me sometime on March 15 with some ideas
regarding the language that your clients are willing to
accept. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Abigail A. Shae
Assistant General Counsel



In the Ratter of

The Lalouche Campaign and IEdvard )
spannaus, as treasurer )

i
Independent Democrats for LaRouche )
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer )

)
publication and General ) RUR 1652
Management, I:nc. )

)
Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc. )

)
Campaigner Publications, Inc. )

)
Caucus Distributors, Inc. )

1and )
)

The Lamouche Democratic Campaign )

and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer )

GUSERM.I CWINSE S

WE

flUx 2594

I3E'rJL

i. Introduction.
These tvo matters involve the 1964 and 1966 presidential

campaigns of Lyndon 3. Lalouche, Jr.

In RuM 1652. the Commission found probable cause to blieve

that La~ouche's 1964 primary and general election committees,

their treasurers and four La~euche-related corporations -- The

La~ouche Campaign (0ThC) and 3Gvard Spannaus, as treasurers

Independent Democrats for Laleuche (IXDLe) and Gerald Rose, as

treasurer: Campaigner Publications, Inc. ('Campaigner')u Caucus

Distributors, Inc. (°CpI°) Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

('Fusion'); Publication and General Management. Inc. ('1GM') --

C\
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knovingly and vilifully violated various provisions of the Act.V/

In EUR 2594. the Commission found probable cause to believe that

ar~nouche's 19SS principal campaign committe. Ihe /Latoucho

pemocratiC Campaign. and Edvard Spannaus, as treasurer, violated

26 u.S.C. 55 9042(c), and knowingly and vilifully violated

2 U.S.C. 55 434(b)(2) and (3).

The notificationb letters sent to Caucus Distributors,

Campaigner Publications and the Fusion Energy Foundation were

returned to the Commission by the ?ostal Service and no response

was received. Counsel for the other respondents replied to the

~Commissionl's conciliation offers, but conciliation negotiations

1/ For the Commission's convenience, a copy of the Certification

is attached as Attachment 1.
The Commission also found probable cause to believe that

Citizens for Fresen (°Citizens
°) and Selinda Haight, as

treasurer, knovingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b

and 434(b), and that the Los Angeles Labor Committee knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433. 434, 432(h). 438(a)(4) and

441a(a)(8), but determined to take no further action and closed

the file with respect to them.
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After the Coomission terminated conciliatione this Office

began reviewingi these two matters to determine 
their suitability

for litigation. As part of that review, the Office of 
the

General Counsel staff tried to contact 
the complainants mud

other witnesses in these hatters to 
determine their availability

~and willingness to assist in the litigation, if necessary. 55hat

.... "reviev has revealed that many 
of the complainants are no longer

available to appear as vitnsses for the Comission. In seversl

instances, the witness' health reportedly has failed or the

c~witnesses have died since submitting their complaints. In other

, instances, the vitnesses simply could not be located. This

"- Office has also discovered several other 
problems with regard to

litigating these c5ses.

Given the length of time that has elapsed 
since these

violations occurred av d the competing demands upon the

Commission's limited resources, the Office of the General

Counsel nov concludes that these matters should not be pursued

further. For the reasons discussed below, this 
Office therefore
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recommends that the Comisein take no further action against
the remaining respondents Sn Kuns 152 and 2594, aMd cloe te

fies in those two matters. Zn addition, this Office toeomends

that the Commission administratively close the file in a related

litigation matter involving one of the respondents. tl v.

Caucus Distributors. Inc., 613 F.Zd 1400 (4th Cdr. 1967),

on remand, No. 66-1149 (z.D.Va. petition for contempt granted

july 18, 1986).

IIZ. Background.

Since the Commission opened DUDS 1652 in December, 1964,

~this investigation has been significantly delayed by numerous

events. These events included the refusal of various Laflouche

committees and related organisations tO comply with Commission

issued subpoenas, untimely responses to Commission findings,

~untimely responses to Commission conciliatiob proposals, and

various other extensions of time which included settlement

* meetings and discussions. .

This investigation was else hampered by the Ladtouche

~organizations moving their bose of operation free eov York to

Leesburg, Virginia, after the Comission had mad various

findings, end filed subpoena enforcement actions. This

relocation, with no forwarding addresses to the Commission,

caused many of our letters end notifications of Commission

action to the Lanouche respondents to be returned to this Office

undelivered by the post office.

A major reason for the delay in the Commission's

investigation was caused by the Justice Department's criminal
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prosecution of Lalouche and the other related respondents. 
Rn

1967 the 15BI, IRS and various other isv enforcements agencies

raided the LalouChe headquarters and seised all records ad

other information. These records contained information which

the Commission had requested from the Lalouche respondents, 
but

was now not available to them nor the Commission. The Justice

Department vas unwilling to share the majority of these

documents and virtually all the relevant documents with 
the

Commission until its criminal prosecution was complete. 
The

justice Department also requested that we not contact 
witnesses

that they were planning to use in their criminal prosecution

until completion.

The Boston criminal prosecution ended in a mistrial in

CN ay 1968. Since the Justice Department decided to retry the

'Ccase in Virginia. this Office again had to wait to gain access

' to the relevant documents, witnesses, and information. 
In 1969

~the Virginia criminal prosecution. which also included an appeal

C was finally completed. This Office was then able to obtain the

transcripts from the Virginia criminal prosecution. 
These

transcript were voluminous and took considerable time to review;

however, they produced relevant information for the Commission's

investigation into this matter.

MUR 2594 was plagued with various delays caused by

respondents' request for the names and addresses of persons who

said they did not intend to contribute to La~ouche's 
1988

presidential campignb. The demand for names continues to date.

In these matters this Office undertook numerous attempts 
at



conchlathes.

r A. anU 1652.

* ? Ratter Under Review 1652 originated as a referral from the

r Audit Division regardilag the LO ~b Campaign and its

treasurer. During 1WSo 1955 and 19S7, twenty-one other matters

yore merged into RUR 10Si. these included eleven complaints

- alleging violations by the LaRouche Campaign (nun 1793. 1795.

~1625. 1527. 162. 1517. 1905. 1976. 2065. 2064 
and 2143). three

€complaints alleging violatios by Independent Democrats for

~LaRouche (nuns 1991. 2695 end 
2143) and one complaint alleging

violations by bot 5r8C sd IS, (I 2013). Threoheor matrs

which were internally generated bsed upon letters or referrals

received by the CommiSSion else were 
merged into KU 1552:

NUR 1797 (unsworn letter from Dr. James 3. Rarvel 
regarding

The Laftouche Campaign|i KU. 1582 (referral 
from California

District Attorney's office enclosing 
letter from John Converse

regarding his parents' transactions 
with Independent Democrats

for Lanouche)? and KUR 1979 (referral from liew York 
Attorney



-7-

Generals• Office enclosing letter from mosemary o. *opper).
Since Live of these merged matters also 

involved alleged

violations by other LalouChe related 
entitiesw another complaint

generated matter (MUR 1556) involving 
similar allegations and

two of the same parties (Campaigner 
Publications and Fusion

Energy Foundation), also was merged 
into NRn 1652. Finally.

HUR 2092 (an Audit referral involving The Laaouche 
Campaign)

and EUR 2125 (a RAP) referral involving 
Independent Democrats for

LaRouche) also were merged into KlUR 1852.

1. Com-plaints, and Rerral•s From State and Local

~Agencies •

* According to the administrative complaints 
merged into

MUR 1652. Caucus Distribu5tors regularly 
solicited and received

funds for the La~ouche campaigns and/or 
Citizens For Freeman,

~the principal campaign committee of 1982 
Congressional candidate

I~Debra Freeman. and periodically transferred 
funds to those

campaigns. Not only was there evidence that Caucus 
acted as a

cconduit for such contributions, 
but information on the record

also indicated that Caucus had expended 
more than $1,000 during

- a calendar year for the purpose of influencing 
a federal

election, thus becoming a political 
committee within the meaning

of the Act. The Commission therefore found probable 
cause to

believe that Caucus both failed to 
register and report as a

political committee as required by 
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434. and

failed to place all contributions 
it received into a designated

campaign depository in violation of 
2 U.S.C. S 432(h).

Although the Commission has not viewed 
the three other



corporations (Campaigner, lusion and ?GKt) as political

commttees (and therefore not required them to register ad

report vith the Comission), the Comission found probable cause

to believe that they violated the Act by aking contributions

themselves, in violation of 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a) and recipients.

The Commission based this finding, in part, on the testimony of

Christian A. Curtis. a fundraiser for ?LC:, KDL and the

Laaouche-(Clated corporations, at the criminal trial in

Alexandria, Virginia, that his living expenses were paid by

Fusion while he was a fundraiser and that he received a stipend

from POE to compensate him for his fundraising efforts.

To support its probable cause finding the Commission also

relied on evidence indicating that the corporations directly

~provided funds to the campaigns for television advertising and

~other purposes. This information included the trial and

deposition testimony of Richard Tepe:, that the campaigns

~periodically billed the corporations for services rendered, even

C though no such services had been performed, and the corporations

then reimbursed the two committees.

The Commission based its fiading that the 2 U.S.C.

S 441b violations were knowing end willful, in part, on evidence

that funds were requested and received by the corporations for

non-campaign purposes, such s the purchase of books or magazine

subscriptions, but then were provided to (and used by) the

campaigns without their knowledge or consent. The Commission

also took into consideration information indicating that other

individuals made their cheeks payable to the corporations with
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the express knowledge and intent that their contributions would

be utilised for the campaign. For example, Luclle Wiper stated

in her complaint that she was told by corporate representatives

that the funds she provided to the 
corporations would be used

for Laaouche's presidential campaign, 
including the costs of

LaRouche's television broadcasts. 
Similarly, Mrs. Ordel I.

Bradley stated in her complaint that 
she made $30,000 in loans

to Publication and General Management 
with the intent of

supporting LaRouche's campaign. Another complainant. Ann 0.

Seistad. stated that she believed 
her funds were expended for

the campaign-3/

All the foregoing individuals allegedly 
intended to provide

funds to the corporations, some with 
the express intention of

, contributinlg to the campaign. In contrast, other complainants,

C)some with prior financial dealings with 
the corporations or the

campaigns. alleged that they had 
no intention of contributing

~(or making additional contributions), but 
that inflated or

tJ~ unauthorized charges appeared on 
their credit card statements.

Mas L. Driver and Lucllle Wiper, 
both testified at their

depositions that such contributions 
were charged to their credit

cards without their permission. The complaints filed by

Roger D. Rosser, Paul Ruzssflki, Robert P. Seeber and Ronald 
T..

Stewart also alleged similar inflated 
or unauthorised credit

card charges.

3/ According to the unaworn letter from Dr. James Marvel, he was

isked by LaRouche fundraisers to make loans to the campaign

through Campaigner.
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Christian Curtis testified at Lalouches8 criminal trial and

during his deposition vith this Office that, when 
soliciting

contributions5 for TLC and 101., fundraisers would inform

contributors that the contribution limit for individuals was

$1,000, but that they could contribute another $1,000 in the

name of their spouse. Curtis claimed that the fundraisers

normally charged these additional amounts to the credit card

without the spouse's authorization. Another non-complainant

witness. Janet Rang, testified that one $1,000 
loan to TLC va

charged to her husband' s credit card in this 
manner. That

contribution was reported by TLC as a contribution 
from Rang's

i-I; husband. Edgar V. Rang. The information indicating that the

~campaigns were attributing portions of some contributions to

C\ spouses and other family members in an apparent 
attempt to evade

~the contribution limitations caused the Commission to conclude

that these violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) 
were knowing and

willful.

Both alone and when aggregated with transfers from 
the

~corporations. any of the campaigns" receipts 
the Commission

found had exceeded the applicable contribution limittions.

The complaint filed by Catherine L. Mc~ullen in MU! 2090

identified $3,225 in additional loans to TLC. frank Harrison

Bell, a campaign volunteer, testified that he knew of numerous

instances where the committees accepted excessive contributions

from individuals.

Even when the complainants actually intended their funds to

go directly to the campaigns, the Commission concluded that some



IIl

transactions were misreported on the campaigns' reports. !he

Comitssiwi concluded that there was probable cause to believe

that some of the claimed inflated and unauthoriced credit 
card

charges, for example, were reported as loans or contributions,

when they should have been reported as 'other receipts.' 
This

conclusion vas based in part on the complaint of Galouse 
K.

£lgal which stated that he gave The Lalouche Campaign two 
$100

checks, each bearing the designation 'loan,' but TLC reported

those receipts as contributions and submitted them for 
federal

matching funds. In addition, other information indicated that

~receipts vero omitted from the campaigns" disclosure 
reports

altogether. The Commission also considered the fact that

the contributions and loans listed in the complaints filed 
by

o Rosemary G. Hopper and Ann Linda ?olcari were different than

'C those reported to the Commission by The LaRouche Campaign.

v; Based on all the foregoing information the Commission found

"*- probable cause to believe that the campaigns accepted excessive

contributions in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f). Based on this

information, together vith information indicating that the

respondents furnished false information regarding that activity

to the Commission during the audit field york or on the

committee's matching fund submissions and Statements Of 
Net

Outstanding Campaign Obligations, the Commission concluded 
that

the committees also knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

SS 434(b), 11 C.F'.R. S ll0.6(d)(2) and 26 U.S.C. 5 9042(c).

Based on information indicating a failure to deposit all

contributions received by the corporations into a designated



-12-.

depository the Commission also concluded that there was probable

cause to believe that there were violations of 2 u.s.c. S 43(h)

by the committees.

Finally, Christian Curtis testified during his deposition

that the corporations and campaigns both used individual

contributor information from disclosure reports acquired from

the Commission to solicit contributions despite the knowledge

that such use of the information was illegal. Based on this

testimony the Commission found probable cause to believe that

those respondents also knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.

S 43S(a)(4).

Despite the fact that there was general testimony during

the criminal trial regarding the fundraising practices of the

~~corporations and campaign committees, 4- the specific

-C contributions and contributors at issue in 51U3 1852 were not

independently discussed. Indeed, the only direct testimony

T obtained to date regarding the particular transactions here is

the initial administrative complaints (and one affidavit

obtained by the Commission from Dr. James 3. Marvel) and a few

depositions transcripts. Those complaints are of limited value

for litigation purposes. Not only are some of the complaints

conclusory and/or contradictory, but two of them were filed by

the spouses of the purported contributor, rather than by the

contributors themselves (Ordel 3. Bradley in 5113 1862, and

4/ This testimony was summarized in the December 27, 1990

eneral Counsel's Brief and discussed in the Ray 11, 1992 General

Counsel's Report.
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Robert 1. 3eebet in mu 2065). maryland Congressonan (now
Senator) Sarbara A. iiikul~ki'5 

complaint in XVI 1556 also

involved solely other people's contributions. Similarly, the

unsworfl letter attached to the referral in XVI 1882 was signed

by John Converse, an attorney and the son of the purported

contributors- H@ indicated that his only knowledge 
vas what his

parents had told him and that he 
nee had any personal

knowledge regarding the transactions. 
While these statements

certainly may be considered by 
the Commission, such hearsay

statements are generally not admissible 
in court and the

~contributors themselves cannot 
testify (one is dead and the

N? other is mentally impaired).

Ordinarily, the complainants and 
other individuals could be

CJ subpoenaed as witnesses in a Commission 
enforcement suit.

"0In this instance, however, at least four of the complainants and

witnesses are now deceased: Ann Linda Folcari (XUE 1798);

" John B. Gibson (fiUi 1825) ; Helen C. Converse (RU! 1662); August

?opvich (RUR 22Sl).S/ In addition, several other complainants

or witnesses are in poor health -0 Richard C. and F.L. Swanson

(XViI 1877); a.G. Converse (Xvi 1S82) -- or now have difficulty

remembering the underlying events 
-- 3. william Gradt

S/ When deposed by the Commission, ?opevich testified that a

aucus fundraiser told him his 
contributions to CDI would be used

for LaRouche's presidential campaign. 
However, this statement

wilnot be admissible at trial because Mr. ?opevich has died and

his testimony was not prepared in an adversariel situation. Sc

statements are admissible at trial to impeach the witness. In

this present matter Xr. Popevich 
has perished, and is thus

unavailable as a witness at trial. 
Accordingly, the statements

1xr. iopevich made when deposed are inadmissible in a trial of this
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(RuR 1905).
Zn addition, several other w~tnesses cannot be located 

to

determine their availability to testify: Galoust St. :lyal

(NURl 1S27)u Roger D. bosser (NUb 1991)u Richard C. Wiles

(NLUb 2OS4);6-/ and Catherine 1.. Elclullen (NUN 2090). Efforts to

obtain current addresses or telephone numbers from 
the Postal

Service, directory assistance and the Commission's 
contributor

indices for these individuals vere fruitless.
2-/

Documentary evidence is also in scarce supply. A~lthough

some documentation (typically credit card statements 
and related

' correspondence) vas submitted with the complaints and 
referral

letters, some of those documents are incomplete, 
while a fey

complainants recently offered to check whether they 
still bad

,, any documentation regarding their 1984 transactions 
with the

corporations and campaigns. the other witnesses 
that we were

' able to contact indicated that they had already provided 
all

7 available documents and/or that they no longer possessed 
any

" such documents. Of course, even where sufficient documents have

already been submitted, there still might be a problem

6/ Wiles is a respondent himself. Thus, even if he could be

located, his cooperation is not assured.

7/ Furthermore, one'witness -- Rosemary 0. Hopper, the author 
of

the letter attached to the referral in Rub 1979 -- has recanted

her prior allegations that her funds were used as intended.

She acknowledged in a recent telephone conversation 
with our staff

that she intended to make a $50 contribution (not a 
loan as

previously contended). Thus, she has now contradicted her prior

statement, which was the sole basis for the Cmaission's 
probable

cause to believe finding that The Laltouche Campaign 
knowingly and

willfully misreported that $50 contribution and falsely 
including

it on the committee s tIOCO statement.



.uthenticatingl the documentS previously 
submitted if the

vitnesses are no longer available to 
testify on behalf of the

Commission.

Although the CoUniSial previously sought documents from

the corporations and campaigns, those efforts largely were

unsuccessful. and there is no indication 
that discovery vould be

more productiVe during litigation. The Commission previously

issued subpoenas to The Lalouche Campaign 
during the

Commnission's audit of TLC. When The Lamouche Campaign resisted

complying, the Commission brought a 
subpoena enforcement suit in

~federal district court. The court subsequently enforced the

Commission's subpoena with some modifications. 
FEC v.

The Laouche Capaign. 644 F.Supp. 120 (S.D.N.Y. l986), 
sjtjd

~as odified, 817 F.26 233 (2nd. Cir. 1987), but TLC then failed

'0to comply with the subpoena, claiming that 
all responsive

records were in the possession of 
Caucus Distributors.

T A subsequent subpoena (and subpoena enforcement 
action) against

f)Caucus was similarly unavailing. The courts upheld the

Commission's subpoena. see FEC v. Caucus Distributors. Zoo..

812 F.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 19S7). and even 
held Caucus in contempt

and imposed daily penalties (which are 
still accruing) to compel

compliance with the Commission's subpoena. 
but Caucus never

complied, contending that the Justice 
Department had seised all

its records and never returned them. If so, this would preclude

the Commission from obtaining those records 
from Caucus during



discovery. -

rinally, the Commission deposed George a. CanniW., the

corporate secretary of Caucus, but Canning yms uncooperative,

repeatedly claiming lack of memory or asserting the Fifth

Amnendment privilege against self-incrimination. Although an

adverse inferenlce could be drawn from Canning's privilege claim,

such an inference would only be useful against Canning and

Caucus.•

2. RU3 2092.

E~la 2092 involves probable cause findings based on

information concerning excessive contributions received by

The La~ouChe Campaign from 62 individuals. Part of the

excessive contributiems ($4,270) were refunded within 90 days.

but the remainder of the refunds ($6,205) took between 92 and

312 days.

In light of the questions regarding the committee's

fundraising practices raised by the complaints alread received

by the Commissio,. cenfirmation letters yore sent by the

Commission tO each excessive contributor inquiring whether they

8/ During our investigation,. the Office of General Counsel
reviewed the transcripts and exhibits from the Alexaidria

criminal trial. In addition, the U.S. Attorney's Office in
Alexandria obtained a court erder permitting Commission legal

staff to review sealed documents relating to the Virginia grand

jury proceeding, and a portion of those documents were examined

in anticipation of possible litigation. It is unclear, however,
how many of those documents were originally obtained from

Caucus. Indeed, many of the documents appeared to have been

obtained from the individual defendants in the Alexandria
criminal trial. In any event, the documents we reviewed were

not directly helpful since they primarily related to other

activity by respondents.
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intended to make a loan or contribution to the campaign. Zn

inakinig its probable case findings, the CommisSion consIdefed

two reported contributors' responses that they did not intend to

contribute to TLC. When recently contacted by telephone.

howver.r one of these contributors (John Jack rahey) said that

he intended to help Laaouche's presidential campaign. 
The other

contributor (Alexander S. Naig) refused to answer questions 
and

hung up, but not before he had said he was not an Amterican

citizen. Thus, while the docuaments already in hand (the

campaign's reports, refund checks and credit card debit slips)

~provide evidence of section 441a(f) violations by The 
Latlouche

" Campaign. there is no evidence of other violations by the

: campaign in connection with these contributions.
9-

3. Run 2125.

. In KuR 2125 the Commission found probable cause to believe

-: that IDL and its treasurer. violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2)

and 441a(f), and that three individual contributors 
violated

r 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(A). The Commission based these

conclusions on information indicating that there were

152 excessive contrilutions any in the form of loans) reported

by Independent Democrats For Lalouche, two of which exceeded

$2,000. Information obtained during the investigation indicated

that: forty-seven contributions were never refunded; eleven

other contributors received partial refunds, but the amount of

the contributions still exceeded $1,000; and seventy-eight

9/ For discussion of reasons for not pursuing these violations

In litigation, see Section III below.
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others received refunds reducing the aggregate amount of the
contribution to $1,000 or less, but none of these ad~ustmeats

occurred within thirty days. tinally, although another

seventeen contributors yore reported as masking excessive

contributions, information gathered indicated that the entire

amount of the contributions was refunded by ZDL's bank from

ZDL's frozen assets.

14e confirmation letters were sent to the contributors to

determine whether the contributions vere correctly reported.

Although this Office recently attempted to contact those

contributors, many of the mailing addresses listed on the

committee's reports for them are no longer current and directory

assistance was only able to provide telephone numbers for 53 of

~the 152 contributors.

'C INone of the eleven individuals who responded to our

t telephone inquiries are currently willing to deny rmaking their

reported contributions. The only two individuals who now

C reflect any doubts at all wete one gentleman who said he was

"ill in bed" and could not remember ever hearing of KOL, and

another individual who was not sure about his contribution, but

thought it sounded like something he would do. Accordingly.

while the excessive contributions could be proven through the

campaign's disclosure "reports, the misreporting violation would

be difficult to prove in 10tl ( /

10/ For discussion of the reasons for not pursuing these
-Tolations in litigation. see Section XX! below.



S. sum 2594.
While KU 1652 was pending, The Lalouche Democratic

Campaign,. LSUouche@8 1966 prinlcipal campaigni committee,

submitted an application for primary matching funds to the

Cosuisionl listing 1,693 contributions. Pursuant to an

agreement between the campaign and the Commnission, the Audit

Division sent contributor confirmations to 1,062 of these

contributors. Forty-three of the 713 individuals who responded

to the survey indicated that they had not intended to make

contributions to Lamouche's campaign. Many of these responses

~included unsolicited written comments indicating that the

""* individual believed the funds were for other specific purposes

or suggesting that other irregularities occurred. These

responses provided the basis for the Commission's probable 
cause

~finding that The Laftouche Democratic Campaign and its treasurer

,; knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b)(2) and (3)

" : by falsely reporting the receipt of those contributions.
11 The

C Commission also found probable cause to believe that those

respondents violated 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) by submitting the 
names

of these individuals for matchig funds.

The sole documentary evidence of these violations is the

43 responses received from purported contributors, all of which

are unsworn. Twenty-eight of those "contributors" now are

11/ In addition to the receipt of these written responses.

'mmission staff also received telephone calls from other

individuals who had received the Commission's confirmation

letters. Those calls also cast doubt on the accuracy of the

campaign' s submission.
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decease have little or no recollectionl of the contribution, or

recall intendingi to contribute to the ILtouche camiqJgnJ (thus

contradicting their earlier response). We were unable to teach

another eight individuals who either 
did not ansere their phone

or failed to return our telephone messages. Although the

remainling seven individuals still 
recall, sometimes vaguely,

that they did not intend to contribute to Larouche, one of these

hcontributors" had signed her spouse's 
name to the contribution

check, thus raising other potential problems. 
only one of the

seven potential witnesses was definite 
about the amount of money

- involved, and none was positive about the year or could identify

the person at the campaign they had dealt with. Several

: witnesses also indicated that they were reluctant to travel or

were otherwise not enthusiastic 
about cooperating with the

~Commission in an enforcement suit. In fact, one witness

r informed us that she wanted nothing 
more to do with the

~Commission's investigation because she only lost five dollars.

c indeed, the total dollar amount of the contributions by these

~contributors was very sall1, 
totaling only $35.

III. DI5CUUSZOU.*

As discussed previously, the Commission found probable

cause to believe that respondents committed numerous violations.

In a court action, each of these violations would have to be

proven independently. Although some of these might be

relatively simple to prove in court, other violations probably

will be more difficult.



The section 441ae(f) violations by 5the Lalouche Campaign end

Independent Democrats For LaRou~he (RUle 2092 and 211) are

relatively straightforward, and likely could 
be proven simply by

introducing the disclosure reports the tvo 
committees fled with

the Commission. Those disclosure reports, which yere submitted

under penalty of law, provide evidence, albeit 
indirect

evidence, of the committees' acceptance of 
the excessive

contributions from individuals. Similarly, the

section 438(a)(4) and 441b(a) violations by 
the corporations and

the campaigns probably could be established 
through the

~testimony of Christian Curtis and other 
individuals who

testified at the Virginia criminal trial, assuming 
that they

fully cooperate with the Commission and that 
their testimony

~remains the same.

N'However, most of the other violations turn, at least 
in

part, on the intent of the numerous individuals 
who provided

9 funds to the Lalouche organizations. This includes the

c purported "contributorse in both HUH 18S2 and those in NUlR 2594.

Although the Commission already possesses sworn 
statements from

some of these individuals (such as an administrative 
complaimt,

affidavit or deposition transcript), those documents 
may not be

admissible in court if the writer has died or repeats

information learned f'rom someone else. Thus, live testimony

from the individuals would be essential in any civil enforcement

suit. Indeed, such testimony would be particularly 
crucial in

those instances where the Commission alleges 
that financial

activity was misrepresented by the committees, 
since the



-22-

CoumieSios would be seeking to refute the information
€otmoaeul disclosed on the respective coittee5 l

reports. As already discussed. many of 
the individuals

unfortunately can no longer be 
located oC are not available to

testify. Even in those instances where 
the witnesses are

willing to testify, the dollar amounts involved in the

transactions often are relatively 63811. While this does not

negate the violations by respondents. 
it does weigh in favor of

not pursuifl9 them further.

This case also presents several 
other problems.

~For example, all the Commission's actions in 
these matters,

i- -% including the probable cause 
determinations against respondents.

predate the United States Court of Appeals for the District of

Columbia Circuit s decision inrFEC 
v. NA poltical Victor?

FuFund, 6 r.3d 621 (D.C.Cir. l993) (03.=, cert. granted.

114 S.Ct. 2703 (1994). Prior to authorizing suit against

C respondents. the Commission therefore would want to ratify or

c revote its prior decisions in 
these matters and conduct another

^ period of conciliation negiiite s.' 2

12/ Anothe issue which likely would be raised by the

rsponelt in any litigation is whether 
a general statute of

limitations, such 85 26 U.S.C. 
52462. is applicable here. Tat

provision, which generally applies 
to suits for civil fines and

penalties. provides that

Except as otherwise provided by Act of

Congress. an action, suit or 
proceeding

for enforcement of any civil fine.
penalty, or forfeiture, pecuniary or

otherwise, shall not be entertained
unless commenced within five years fromt

the date when the claim first 
accrued if.

within the same period, the offender 
or



Given the age of these violations, 
most of which date from

the l984 election cycle, the public 
interest probebly would be

better served by focusing the Co.5i55i
ofl limited resources on

other enforcement matters. Indeed, there probably is little 
to

be gained from filing suit over 
these old violations. Even if

the Commission prevailed in such 
a suit, it is uncertain whether

the district court would impose a 
meaningful judgment.

particularly given the time which 
has elapsed, the small dollar

amounts involved in the violations 
and the fact that the

committees are no longer active. 
In addition. La~ouche and

~TLC treasurer Spannaus have already served 
time in prison.

-* There is also the additional question 
of whether the respondents

could satisfy any meaningful court 
judgment.

C~j For all the foregoing reasons, the 
Office of General

~Counsel recommends that the Commission take no further action

(Footnote 12 continued from previous 
page)

c the property is found within the United

States in order that proper service 
may

L be made thereon.

Th .. Crutretyhl s3M (inesota isimne d

assessing civil penalties for wielations 
allegedly committed

more than five years before EPA commenced its proceeding under

15 U.S.C. S 2615. 17 t.3d at 1463.
The Office of General Counsel believes that Commission

enforcement suits are distinguishable 
from the proceedings at

issue in the 3M decision. Furthermore, even if the 3M decision

controlled hei--e it would only bar the imposition of-monetary

penalties, and not prevent the Commission 
from obtaining

declaratory, injunctive and other 
appropriate relief. Even

though we believe the Commission 
could prevail on this statute

of limitations issue, the amount of time which has elapsed 
since

the violations here occurred does 
not create a favorable factual

record for litigating this issue.



against the remninin respondents in aulta 1852 and 2584. and
close the files in those tye matters. 1n addition, this Office

reCoinenbds that the Coinissionl close the file is the related

subpoena enforcement action against one of the respondents.

rsC v. Caucus Distributors. I nc.. 612 F.2d 1400 (4th Cdr. 1987).

on remand. No. 66-1149 (2.D.Va. petition for contempt granted

Julyr 16. 1966). Assuming that the Commission decides not to

pursue respondents for the violations at issue in RUrts 1652

and 2594. there is no need to pursue the subpoena enforcement

action any further.

IV. ,gCOUI5MDATIONS

1. Take no further action against the remaining
respondents is RtUls 1652 and 2594, and close the
files in these tve matters.

2. Close the file in USC v. Caucus Distributors. Inc..
612 F.2d 1400 (4th Cir. 1967). on emand., No. 66-1149

(E.D.Va. petition for contempt granted July 18, 1986).

3. Approve the appropriate letters.

General Co

Attachments

1. Probable Cause Certification in RuM 1S52.

2. Probable Cause Certification in Iwa 2594.
3. Certifications RUR.1S2 and 2594.

Staff assigned: Phllilp L. Vise

i-f,

'C



BEFOR3 THE FEDEIAL. EL3CflON COMMI8SION

In the Matter of

The LaRouche Campaign and Edwardspannaus, as treasurer;
Independent Democrats for LaRouche
and Gerald Rose, as treasurer;
Publication and General Management,
Inc.;

Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.;
Campaigner Publications, Inc.;
Caucus Distributors, Inc.;
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign
and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer.

MUR 1852

MUR 2594

CERTI FICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on December 7, 1994, the

Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following

actions in MURs 1852/2594:

1. Take no further action against the remaining
respondents in MLURl 1852 and 2594, and close
the files in those two matters.

2. Close the file in FEC v. Caucus Distributors,
Inc., 812 F.2d 1400"'(4th Cir. 1987), on
remand, No. 86-1149 (E.D.Va. petition--lor
contempt granted July 18, 1966).

(continued)

• i



Federal Election Commission
Certification for NUlls 1S51/2594
December 7, 1994

3. Approve the appropriate letters, asrecommended in the General Counsel's Report
dated December 19 1994.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, Fotter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Aikens did not cast a vote.

Attest:

aro as
50cr tary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat:
Circulated to the Commission:
Deadline for vote:

Thurs., De'. 1, 1994Fri., Dec. 2, 1994
Wed., Dec. 7, 1994

3:31 p.m.12:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

bj r

Page 2" i

Date • "



~FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2O4bJ

December 20, 1994

Odin P. Anderson, Esquire
Anderson, Rossia£ Davis, P.C.
4 Longfellow Place, Suite 3705
Soston, MA 02114

RE: MUR 1852
The LaRouche Campaign and Edward Spannaus,

as treasurer; Independent Democrats for
LaRouche and Gerald Rose, as treasurer;

Publication and General Management, Inc.; Fusion
Energy Foundation, Inc.; Campaigner Publications,
Inc.; Caucus Distributors, Inc.

co and

RE: MUR 2594
The LaRouche Democratic Campaign and Edward

Spannaus, as treasurer.

C Dear Mr. Anderson:

'0This is to advise you that on May 19, 1992, the Federal

Election Commission ('the Commission') made the following

findings: Found probable cause to believe that The Laflouche

Campaign (=TLC=) and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, knowingly

~and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(h), 434(b), 441a(f),

¢.- 441b, 438(a)(4), 26 U.S.C. S 9042(c) and 11 C.F.R.

s ll0.6(d)(2), found probable cause to believe that Independent
t Democrats for LaRouche (IlDL °) and Gerald Rose, as treasurer,

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. SS 434(b), 441b,
~441a(f), and 438(a)(4)i found probable cause to believe that

Caucus Distributors, Inc. ('CD!') knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433, 434, 432(h) and 438(a)(4)p found

probable cause to believe that Fusion Energy Foundation, Inc.

('Fusion'} knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and

438(a)(4); found probable cause to believe that Campaigner

publications, Inc. ('Campaigner') knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and 438(a)(4); and found probable

cause to believe that Publication and General Management, Inc.

('PGM') knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b and

438(a) (4).
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In addition, on December 19, 1991, the Commission found
probable cause to believe that The Larouche Democratic Campaign
(eLDC') and Edward Spannaus, as treasurer, violated 26 U.s.c.
S 9042(c) and knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
sS 434(b)(2) and (3). After considering the circumstances of

these matters, however, on December 7, 1994, the Commission

determined to take no further action against the remaining
respondents in MUR8 1852 and 2594, and closed its files in those

two matters.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no

longer apply and these matters are now public. In addition,

although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following

certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit

any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record,

~please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be placed

on the public record before receiving your additional materials,

, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record

upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact Phillip L. Wise,

~the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

\J
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