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entry* We t to cevate thoe. Oeaks 'shor tly and wt1 x
Exhibits lit12X and X no late r thea ,*ho usek of April 18w.;t
Should "ou bow.' "y questions or toq~ eass to audit

rkapere 0 pleas. contact S teve -1-0 or Ray L~ist at 376-S320.

Attacbments:

Exhibit I

Exhibit IV

Exhibit V

Exb tlk V2

- Contribution Records.

Iteiiation of Contributions.

Joint 1'mtiAisIvq Activity, InlK~uding
Attacteent I to Exhibit V1 Pages 1-3.'

Indturs 3op bhl.f Of Candidtft*L
#Sabs~ 1 te 3i bitv?, Aeg lodw~it Impl A~

At~tneat 3.* to Exibit VX, Pages 1-3;
&ttobest2- a1-C .to Exibit V1v:

Att~.. 2to xInhIit VIP Pawe 1t
3 toU bi IP

It



Ztbdbit VI1
Pages 1-3

N*lbft Ix
Pages 1-2

Pg I Sf 1 J4 M xmt 2 to lubibit VIZ,
Pages 1-2.

Unreorted Activity in Support of FederalC-ndid4aes, Including &etahmant I
to sZbibit ViUZ, Page 1 of 1 and Attachment 2
to Sibibit VII?, Page 1 of 1.

Possible Juexssju* .rasf er to Federal
C-sd-4.t.Ltcldtag &ttachsmt 1
to IS•. p I 'f *
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alo ppar tant CIenditle were tt mae re te itoy 8

lMttr)let e into too ont nts w; h1ndld FEC m t t
thouring the audit period 98 fand 19084)d wr tno Crtwh t

~ csite n el prtn unt. p e e eres oot fmla with FEClw+ ++

+ IM and was known em evictac '14." a t l that IVictory '84 *

a nwasset up In onuncion UM theo oagan-ub 04 rr ac n t
&ISO appear8 that e0penditurO e•ure a&&d f CM tll! Victory '84" *,!
count on behalf Of Other copublian csandidat e r informatio

rltAt the entrance ponferenoe, Coamite fonsultnt (hired
after the Cmoitt' receipt the july Audit not ti on
ltte} elasuerd that the acoountants who hnded a C atterson
during the audit period ( e3 and 1984) here no Ier with the
CouNitte and current ann his nt fmiliar wto aid th
accounting pocedurs. Furtherore, the former acountants who
night have doCuniOntation, computer records, and other information

related to the audit period, er not available for t sultation.

The Consultant provided a list which detailed records g,
available for out re view. With the approval at the 93*CutivO
Director (who was authorived in writing to act on behalf of the
CMMItte Tteasucer) o the consultant requested that all questions +++
rielated to the audit shoutd be directd to bin snd his assistant.
AMOIOA =0061ustant aMnd sitoant attenroed to ai~d the
Audit staf f8 ama an possibLie, they were una 9 to answer +i

= tiG" T*Ltd to the J.8S and 1984 activity Or the record ++

provid. ThbOefoe, the Audit staff' s review was limited to the
+++++ . .....eo o r + +++* ... +s~ av a ++ib l. +.,..+.- ., L'.":+ .'+ • + , L. '++++. ,,*+++
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(1) with respeot to th Victory '84 eoaount.

(a) JM lAW mks .tri buftW 4*eCks SM the dily listsdd F relat, t o Vlitor '84

Aiin n, PCi

(d) any other reooda, not NMtime in (a)- (c) above,
rOlevant to the ontributios. dpitd into the
Victory '84 bank scoet,

and (2) with respect to the main operating accoit,

(a) Procedures or elanations detailing the .
Comittee's rec pts processing system,

(b) deposit tickets, daily contribution lists,
respnse devices, or other suporting
documentation that more closely associates
CoMmIttee bank deposits with contributor listsl

(c) an explanation of how contributions listed on the
printout can be identified as related to the
Federal accountl

(d) evidence of adequate recordkeeping Including full
names and addresses, for contributors whose
cmtributions ggreate in excess of $50 for a

alendr yearl and for tbose contributors whose
cpttributions aggregto in *=s of $200 for a
oNIate year, the list sould Include the
contributor' s occupation and nme of employl

,.) r "~!~erd ade available during the initial
ft~du~ki and
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T", Audit s"t0 tie Me s t"I i ng 2W
ft~twq34b 4, to £Y15 O

be
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sheea 5 met i mln e1 weB ug the
• period erted tli , m €,. WUt/ig initil t.SSerk, the Audit

staff reviewed records (m.t ..,,,,,k@oISo vhid ppg~ezo to
support about $400,0000 of the aprxmtely $2.3 Mii..o not

0 supported tby check copies. Fo ti. remaining deOlsits of almost
$1.5 million, the Comittee has supplied no suplJrting

wr documentation. Dased on our review of the daeo pis mad
- available° the time periods for which they were made available,

and correspondence related to obtaining the check copies, it
. appears to the Audit staff that almost $1.1 million of this

remaining mount probably constitutes contritetions of $50 or
lessIO per donation, but almost $400°000 in receipts remains
totally unsupported euoept for bank statement entries.

With respect to the aggregation €f contributions deposited
into the Victory 'S4 account with contributions deposited into
the main operating account, the Cml ttee used a computer
program. Uswur, only tim contri butions supported by check
coplea ($2.6 million) and the contributions supported by records

maeavailable during initial fieldwork ($600,000) were
aggregated becaue no records were available to aggregate the
resaiaing coetribatioms totaling almost $1.5 million. Zn other
words, theOCattee (evensafter obtaining check copies in early
1917) dtd not have sufficient records with whieh to aggregate
moe thena 301 ci the dollar mount ci reportable bank deposits.

j! r, s that this matter be referred tQ
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' As a roult o our re~iew .the Audit staff identiLfiedo nareros. costribstions which 414 sot agear-to he itmsn as +req.ired. Comittee .fficl state tat they wuld- reserob
+' their records concerning the ahoy desarihed i rreulritlem. +

sIn the Intri Report the Audit st aff recoIended that

(1) the Cinmtteo afrogrte contributiom deposited into the mainoperating account with those dGeeited into the Victor 984
4000=0ti (2) file amndments Itemizing contributions i ntifildunder (1) abveg and (3) include on the mendents itemixations
for the contributions identified during fieldwork as well as any
additional contributions requiring itemization.

In their response to the Interim Report, the Cammittee saidthat they have =aggregated all of the contributions received intothe Vior1 164 acoout with those received by the Main Operating
Account and prepared appropriate mendeents to its FEC reports.Those mendments also contain appropriate itemiution for allcontributions received by the Comittee from individuals and
Political cammittes." In addition, the Ccomittee filed amendedSceules A. ++

The Audit staff reviewed the contribution records madeavailable In respons4 to the Interim Report finding on
contribution rsordsa A amne review of these records(constitutag about $3.2 ail ion of the $4.7 million In total44,ili n nto "+
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"e oni Lo r elatod to this eveot O 4"a entA6e

o e4 t~t the emitte maft 4"11 0 to the 4101t staft
oocipt, bill8, inveiols, and Contribuetion eords rlated to0 tits event, atluntivelyl, tho Aulit staff' a... ."-" th

Committee subolt evidence demowtrating that thts event should
not be accounted fo in accordance with 11 C.oLo S 102.17.

In their response to the Interim report, the Cmittee
offered the following paragraph:

*The Committee has been unable to locate a copy of the
joint fwudraising agreement for the Victory '84 Jmes
Baker Luncheon and Reception which was Jointly
sponsored by the Committee and the Earrns County
Victory Fund. Nevertheless, it is the Comittee's
position that the documents set forth in Attachment 4
of the (Interim Audit] Report (See Attachment 1 to
Exhibit V herein) clearly demonstrate the existence of
an agreement between the Committee and the Mari
County Victory Fund concerning the distribution of
proceeds fron this event. Similarly, those documents
evideace the expenses Incured in connetion with this
eveat and their allocation betveen the spo "s.*

ees2adation

h 9 audit. staff recommends that this matter be referred totbe ~eW 4qem~1 Consel
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United States cadet require that each repotd. j tota
aomt of expendituces, ad. under 2 9..C .
disclosure required includes the nm and Wdreas ot a ron
who receives any expenditure from the reporting fte tte

onnmction with Section 441a(d) expenditures, w to.e wi the
date, amount, and purpose of any such erndituwe a well a the
name of, and office sought by, the canliate, on whose hhalf the
expenditure Is a&.

1. Presidential Candidate

The Actr at 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A) (i), defines
*expendituce , in pert, to include anything of vaLue made by any
person for the purpose of influencing any election fo federal
office. Specifically, 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (5) (ix) exampts fra the
definition of expenditure, the payment by a State or local
cainittee of a political party of the costs at voter registration
and t-o-dlm-s Wotl vIti c ondct by soh comitte on

noImee. of am& party for President and Vice
Presidents provided that oertain criteria are met. he
eguadtions, at 11 C.lP.U. S 100.7(b) (17) r further define this

emt*ilon to include the costs incurred in the We of phone banks
pro.. tR %be ne b. ks are operated by v dnt "'s. The
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this firm, detailed on Attachment 1-A to 3ubihlt VI,- idicstes
that these mailings were ade in ooneotioa wlih iiidlnt
Reagan's reo electilon caupsign. The invoices listed variou
mailing rojects such as "Reagan Favorales" and inelsan-uh
Uieachales.' Further, cost associted with themll
rlative to stationery, laser-letter production, printing,
sbiq.ing, travel, and postage were itemimd on the firm's

During audit fieldwork, Comaittee officials could not
priek details on these mailingsl. It was noted in the Interim
Report tiat the Auit staff did not have aesple of the mailings,
nor did we know the source of the lists umed. or the pur 01o of
the mailing ami (8). Trore, the Auit staff old not
veify if these expenditres 1) wre ade Inqo Mrdance with the
of yetious to wi definition of "contribmati ouse'! and
txpfndIturs made to or on half At candidates or C(2) were

ta These m tlions to the definition of nentribtions are
liRa ed at 2 U.i.c. 41() ()(ini) aid 11 C. o.us

reai tbsT)t y1 a th e oemptiouis to th. efiittpion of

ablp~n, tave, nd ostge et Itnie on theW~ fi's
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with President Rean' re-election campeia. ero MW could
not verify if these Momts were actually paid*|11Spe R bit

In the Interim Report, the Aulit staff recsmded that
the Committee supply docentation (including copies of materials
mailed and tel*jbne scripts used) to demonstrate tiet the
ezpenditures detailed above were made in accordance with 2 U.S.C.
SS 431 (2) (3) (viii) or (ix). The A Wit staff noted that
additional rvcmendations could be forthcming after a review of
the information submitted.

In their response to the Interim Report, the Comittee
supplied affidavits from individuals who indicated tby were
knoledgeab about the Victory '84 program. The ro81Ase
contains a narrative w0verview of the Victory '84 Program bwsed
on these affidswits, emple copies of vlmteer recruiting cards;
a desoriptes at, a 'Voter Identificatio e pcojects a script for
telooeee C"4*v, sminpl* respoi f orm fr tele~oa Oletst
aed a do 111es of th ~qte rgIt (pepared 1w Betty
Naee) Imcdaing descriptions of 'luniter recruitment, volunteer
scboeui-mp, volunteer cards. The reSpwne also includes
asteriA tjf -by the Ckmitte' s irdc mill firm whidh ware
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fsI ot ballot
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o Vit f '1 'dire i aig' and SW bank
opraia veto in support *apt vo mteor
activities under 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (3) (ix) and 11
C .L I 100.1(b)(1). encee, none of the,,

- payments should be characteriued as ecessive
expenditures on behalf of Roagan-Bush '84.0

The Audit staff analysed the C ittee' a response and
thre ferencod materials submitted in support of their position.
it is the opinion at the Audit staff that the materi al supplied
indicates that the Caittee's rogra involved payments or
costs incurred in connection with mailings by a comaercial
vendor. It appears that the direct mail fim was involved in
producing the pieces, organizing the naterials, preparing the
maillngs, and sbiMing the materials to the phone centers for
actual mailing, In fact, the Comittee' a response does not
dispute the fact that the direct mail firm was ompensated for
these servioes. Thereforer it is the opinion at the Audit staff
that the Cittee's payments for these direct mail activities
are Mot e xmpt from the definition oi Ocantributions and
"eapeditwes."

With respeet to funds receIved from the Republican
National "itt** (IIC), the Audit staff reviewed check copies A
sqIq .d lw -a'asile to the Interim Reort. As noted therein, -A
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Roodat aim.n It airs that ftoa kink Wer staffedvolunteers and on y suparvisots Were campansated. it is the
S opinion of the auit staff that the C maim; as me
etforts to hep the volunteer related expenditures within the

- prmeters of the emptios to the definitions of
"contributions" and "expendtures".

With respect to the Nouston Presidential Dinner
expenditures, it is apparent that fundraising expenses for the
event inalu ed payments made to a commercial mailing fIrm for
direct nall services. Documentation supplied with the
Committee' a respomnse inclded samples of solicitation materials
and response devices used to request contributions for this
event. It is the opinion of the Audit staff that this fact alone
may void the oe tions to the definitions of "oontributions and
geuenditures, lurther, it is apparent fram the documentation
supplied, that the Net proceeds from this *Gala were used to
fuudthe volmteer related programs.

it Is the opinion of the Aidit staff9 that the paymentsfor elljotrMeorIty" serLvics May not he eamept from the
definition of "contributionsI and oxpenditurOs1o. he personal
services contracts supplied in support of these payments make
reCferece to a .'3 o Security Chairman memorandume which may
provide soe'..dots on this progrin. It Is the opinion at the
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The Act, at 2 V.S.C. S 431(91(A)(1) defines
expenditure, in pert, to include anything of value made by any

0 person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal
office. In addition, 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(3) (viii) exept fres the
definition of expenditure the payment by a State cammttee of a
political party of the costs of campaign materials used by such
committee in connection with volunteer activities on behalf of
the nominees of such partyl provided that certain criteria are
met. One of these criteria is that such payments are not for the
cost of campaign materials used for direct mail or similar type
of general public communication or political advertising.

In addition to the items discussed in Section 1.
above, the Audit staff identified 3 expenditures totaling
$36,535.45, made on behalf of a Senate candidate, but apparently
not made in ccordance with the 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (B) (viii)
exemption (see Attachment 3 to Exhibit VI). These expenditures,
made for direct mail activity, related to the purchase of a voter
list and the cost of mailings.

The Comittee reported direct contributions totaling
$10,000 to this Senate candidate's 1984 campaign. In addition,
the Cinittee apparently assigned its 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d)(3)
limitation to the National Republican Senatorial Committee
(MOC). The 3*=C reported coordinated expenditures on behalf of
this Senate oa& to totaling $889,149.00, slightly less than

P4q aNd st -party i4'mit of $895,06.40
1p
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exeinst 2 U.8.C. Se, 4 0viiae dmealg ti tbpsrlist was

0 drec mailo firm fordseries irlaed to thuermiai entioidth
eienius, tod the defnitons ofnontributio ant xente

t~rt ad eoaer Il4 '1begodsan sricsWp oime with

cl ai mt,88rpred by the Comittee, ui tf doeslagedht: h
maliphn litrcaed rom Election Amiisgtra egin, i

otacommcial mailaings Vas teri in too etis vote o

thect nd, r uatns fo servncsrat.o in s voere

3.emptioitor t 34 defi ns contridtifi able Actit

claiSction 1. and 2omte. abeui staf forth tre udit tf'
mailen fromte pucasedittEecto '84mbnisaon.r nais
o d oerciad avaleinglsasdie tha the ppos o h
Vitory '84inaiont was contmaketiexpndepitures notae of

3eulia Vcitesi ord kA nceth expnieniturbe defiitio
exemtioSeati2oU.S.C.and431(9)b3)e(siii)fandh(ix) Approxiately

$3.2siion i feseredsre to commerey 6200il exnitres
mndiedas rod the Cin itory 98 nonkdea account betweenayi
Apctril a84 aouner was4 thae expe ndsrves beas oitdwt

these payments, as reported by the Committee, included:
telephone, utilities, rent printing, mailing, travel,
secretarial services, meetings, computers, voter lists, graphics,
oonsulting, iwuranoe, and adinistration, in cases where

venox.~p~4~I~t~f'a 'We., inVOICef :req d billj
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med, asi ocher msios reaated bherto. ot e &.at stata
noted that additilo reoamatio may be MWctbImg a~tr a

0 review o the intomation submitted.

ea detailed above in Section 1., the Camittee
responded to the Interim Report reommendations with affidavits,narrative descriptions of the programs, and sample copies of

4W) mailing., scripts, and other aterials related to these
activities. as detailed in our analysis In section l., the Audit
staff analyzed this response and is of the opinion that these
eqpenditures may not have been made in accordance with the
exemptions an claimed.

Recommendat ion

The Atdit staff recomends that this entire matter (Sections
1t 2P and 3) be referred to the Office of General Counsel for
further review.
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$ 18 730. s5

11/8/84

11/7/84

11/5/84

11/2/84

10/23/84

10/23/84

10/22/84

10/22/84

ProdutiOa #1374

Cbok

766

7"/
1.3"
209,

A_/ Karl Roe and Company invoices indicate project numbers
which are listed here.

ImbL

2240

2164

2163

2194

2180

~9w

qqb

1996
)

%gp)1996

1996

1821

1821

1821

0434 $.

40560 rI~L1 #IMI*-

14# 456.47 Printng #1338

8,040.00 Pri nti ng #1338

209.49 Design #1334

3,684.90 Reagan-Bush
Znvelopes

19,962.36 Brochure
Printing

6,705.88 Mailing #1339

11,070.42 Response Cards
#1338

132.41 Artwork #1392

2126

2125

2106

2117



A

2110

207

2116

10/22/84

10/25/84

10/31/84

11/1/84

10/26/84

10/26/84

$ 33a7fl

40,990.00

,T#ave3
- osit.ge @1399

Cbsek

1321

]L794/

,2710131

10,399.32

15,178.47

Printing

Production #1393

&/ Eerl low
which are

and Company Invoices indicate project numbers
listed here.

4,12.00 oIettg 1411

Or, -W.*b

400.75 Poject, 1337

2,362.00 Sbioig-Phone
Centers

53.26 Obite Rouse
Hboto

14#120.00 Postage #1416

450.00 Postage #2338

1P580.00 Shipypi ng-Phone
Centers

1S/32/S4

1*j~19jS4

If24j~4

13/6/84
21094

1965

1965

2113

2143

2152

2179

2135

2136

195

1965



Iu5
1965

i199

1003

2239

2205

wm i

-- V

_I,

10/3@1~4

li/SM

2V#i~4

ie/i,/s.

10/~/S4

* 941849. 9

4,75. 3.

30305. 1

6 240.0

Milidg 01393

Promotto 1337

P~atef #133W.

qUb -k30g

44sag

0
Total $403a915.,40

Al Karl Rove and Caspany invoices indicate project numbers
which are listed here.

B/ These payments were made directly to the Postmaster
although incurred by Karl Rove G Capany.

4
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e hs t The & i sa attemte tveith

. e-pediuwe t !----e abo be eeioul fiu for '

fdral elections and Vere actually paid b7 the Oanttaee's non fl f

, federal account. The Audit staff could not determine if the .
Victory Pund Dudget = referred to in the mmccandu is the Sit

,v as the Victory '84 account disclosed by the Couittee. The Audit
staff did note payments made fron the Comttee'8a non-federal .
account for the types expenditures mentioned in the -
memorandum, but documentation was not available with which to
asociate specifically the pyments to the expenses detailed in
the enorandum.

In the Interim Report, the Aidit staff recommended that the
Cinittee either supply documentation that these expenditures :.
wee not made in connection with fedra elections or sek
refunds from the payees. The Audit staff noted that additional
recommendatior could he forthcoming based on a review of the
doc umntation supplied. .

'Zn its reepam to the I uterim Repat, the C1tittee

a ledan vOo which they caimed dinanstratm that the
*it,Ory pam t .to SC es fr the C mmttee's poportionate
shao a teyesrof dia buy made by the niC for Ienral
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tgot

A. L.

0 party3 expadies do ntus _bef it either state or edll
c~OMdtoSt + e5 the 'arties are held af tr the .s Ining is " !r over. te C0litte.'8 5on Iscutive Director is 4 e as?++"+
saying that salry payments noted on Attachment 2 to Kihibit VII ,+
were £or "Lndiwiduals vho had @om eted their work ot bemhalf of,9 Victory '84 and were to be engaged solely in activities related °+.
to state and local elections." The former Zuecutive Director' s +affidevit is also cited to support the clam that the "Committee +
made the decision that its fedel accunt, *hich had been paying +
all of the ballot security expenses up until the last month prior
to the 1984 elections , had paid more than its proportionate share
Of such expenses. Thus, a determination was made that the
Cmattee' anon-federal account should pay any further ballot
security costs inurred by te party.".+

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that the Cinittee'8 s+
response does not support the conclusion that any of the cited ..
eqnditures ver appropriately made from the Cmittee' a non- ,+++faezal pats. It Is the opinion of the Aulit staff that the +i

does no4t &mbsrede that this eupenditure was mande by the USC
for gesr eldvertsements encouraging Aericans to support the++, +

woul u+tht the Cmi ttee allocate the payment betwen i
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The Audit staff re-men- that these aters
the Office ct General Counsel.
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• m uh umm..thj .... ,,, h armeptsie

~; 1baah i1~~~ra ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ wp Lt~W m~e34dyag 

V I a et lt i-%", s.sae "together

Im3me ri t~ am*.lia

oommetion with iousteer acti vitie ai be
such party8 provided that certain criteria are met.

. 0 On Mtardi 16, 1963, the Conmitteet paid 3.600.48 to apbot y shop, the itemi ation for vhich mot reported on itsdis~ola2e report. In addition, the CAmitt underreported an
office supltiee payment by $30.29. Notations appearing on theIstub indicte that the payments were made on
behalf of a 1962 Congressional candidate. In addition, on thesine date, the Cinmittee received $3.,630.77 from that candidate' aceepaign. A€cording to an internal Ceamittee memorandum , theCmi8_.ttee had an arrangement with several 1962 Congressional
candidates whereby the Cmiattee would pay bills on behalf of thecandi dates. The memorandum is i nol ded as Attachment 1 toUahibit VIII. The memorandum further indicates that theCommttee ae additional payments on behalf of this csndidate to
ovr ,blls Ia Au Omi o ad that the Commttee had reachedits8 3162 ooord£m eeqmditure limit on behalf of thiscadlte. 5he t vedrs noted above are located in San
Antonio.



S

. 11m . I W 1=4.0
tvaprted both te

.5.430.77 and onodercepazw
$3,438.77,

MW

Therefore, in the Interim Report* the Andit staffrecafmended the Committee file a cipCOhensive mendoent for 193
itemizing the receipts and expenditures (including those referredto in the internal memorandum) that have not been previously
disclosed. Tbe Audit staff further re4mended that the
Cmittee dwmntrate that the expenditures made in connection
with federal mildates were not subject to limitations at 2
U.S.C. SS 44La(a) or 441a(d)(3).

In response to the Interim Report, the Casmittee fileda campcehensive mendment itemizing the receipts and expenditures
noted above, luther, the Cosmittee reported the previously
undisclosed ex tures as operating expenditures even though
they did not dspate that these expenditures were made on behalf
e the 1982 Federal candidates. The response simply relies on anaft adavit tros the former axecutive Director who states that to
the beet efki hkwsedge, Iniowation and belief, the
Moend Itueo...A 0 . made Incoafwte in with volunteer acti vities

In .uer 1i t .. .LOt Lgesional candidates .
I fram the 194 volunteer program forwhich the Cc~tb SgO T.$dd detailed information in the

eV .. e with respect to the volunteer
program f Z1tiqqt-Voed~ts

hi .- he ~ta ~ta above,

Mwo Ord". Owat" rlatiq t

1,010 t"V -1.-COMi ttee anO
m&~t..to oe at ase veniogsa

4 Lt-Atatrnal amop "din
~*S~pr. Weithe

$2e *Wpeymeit on

~ tm* in193 by
mE toal e 0twes In 1964 by
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11 ti 7- - #

, , .,,......,....

t 3to

(3t)
I tot nailing

A %uO

EWtRt w~
I ~omatiom

n the reseo to he m aris aprt, tie Cultts
IsimpLy telies o nm a idaVit fram the fosmer NemoUtive Director

VW states that to the bat of his bm"01w I iniogmation a0d
belief ro. .the Comitte organi sa d a volsateer effort, lAuding
a se nailing of oamlign [ais] materials, in smport of Phil
Gramm' 1983 speci ai ection Congressional candidacy. Again,
a distinguished from the 1964 volunteer program foe whicb the
Committee provided detailed l afozmation in the response, no
details wre provided with respect to the Cmmittee's olutoor
program for the 1983 special Congressional election.

A review of reports filed by Repblican party
omittees indicate that the Comittee may be able to avoid a

limitation problem by designating these payments as coordinated
expenditures in accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(3)().

Ieomd aion

?he Aniit staff recommends that these matters be referred to
the Office ct General Counsel.
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CY relt o h Gal lto eemd ewe Sihe 35

reorts4 he byt Ciit.adth addtscommttes, a wel enthecanclle conribtio

ct0ibon A ae*teComte obdntpo

•~~~ ~ ., .... .. . j+- .......

S and fy %al 241' S , b
dooq ent to to ensral that e cadeiate er i m of+++ 184 adMovember i 4

Co

th desina fleldtok the Audit ctaff reveued eismde
reor fil repor tshe Cfie tee and the Candidates'a iMed

Sommittees raell ta the candelled contribution dilmaintained by7 the Ccamitte. Although the Coomittee indicated on

its IC discosure reports the eeon f s whea e
contribution was. ae, the Cemittee could not 9ovide
docmentatin to demonstrate that the andidates were nomed of
the designations at the time the contributions were sideMoceovet, the reports filed by the Candidates' autbocised
cG=1ittees revealed that the candidate comittel disclaced these
"priaryO conribution (totaling $10000) an general election
contributions,

Nown r during f e*16ork it appeared that the Cmittee did
not properly dos/gnate these contributions; and enctasive
contributios totaling *10.000 had been made to the two
candidates listed on Attaceemnt 1 to Zxhibit IX who bad no
reported primary debts. Un the Interim Report, the Audit staff
ce+-+mi. lt. t*e Comltto provide evdeknce that the
eout~tbatims listed on Attachment I to 23hibit 1I wer* not
enessive. Such evidence should have Included documentation to
show that the recipient committees were informed of the
Coittee' eection designation at the time at tb contribution,
as we 0 ---Raw that the contribution &Not ted for the
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It should be noted that, the entries appearia; on Attacont
I I te ftibit U. Atta6. "to Exhibit X, and Att*pbeat 3 to,

ubdbit X were gera= Id on our analysis of pbotwopies at
contributor checks ssplied a kaspons to the intkrim report.
MW entry which is cross-referenced fran one of these three lists
to a contribution on another one of these three list* with both
entries having identical deposit dates represents the aine
contribution. On the other hand, Attachment 1 to Xxhibit III was
generated from a computer print-out available during fieldwork
*i~C~i-tI *,e officials later explained is an unreli&be
ltlj~ag Of Caittee contributions. since tb Audit staff could
rat verify that contributions listed on Attaebment I to Rxhibit
III ere actually deposited into Comittee acc-unts, cross-
Nofee berbn this attachment and the. otber 3 attachments

wow, abcoe1:t ap r~int, but unveri4$ =tces. U
pLea"e feel free to ocil Steve Ss0too ar
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-vei o oontribu~io y orouoia to. hany

"Wu ri , Re Ism t thetae inti
ix* e o 4 to eciedt (as

I n eesPno the ointerim Report, On e nItte ede
avaslabt e chbuek copies for contributions recitd ptrer than
$50.00 udich tsy requested from theiotr b uak scheqient
discussios* Comittee reepresentativs 461toe validity of
the document reviewed by the audit staff erifthe initial
fieldwork by saying that the boxes of check copies received from
the bank are the Committiee's donor tile and represent the best
sot of contribution records available for Audit staff review.

The Audit staff reviewed these contributor checks which
constitute 55% of the mount of Comittee receipts received
during the period covered by the audit. After verification with
the office of the Texas Secretary of State, the Audit staff
determined that thesie checks included 189 contributions from
corporations totaling $194,508.00. These contributions are
listed on Attachment 1Ito, Zxhibit 110

Recomendation

The Audit staff recommends that this matter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.
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9/40/84 lo004028

to gsibit z "

1, 000

1,000

50

5*

250

100

A pra ts*AMa

Mob~ swouuef

2. Be th CtAim ?isael fle

Aiin Wumzs 1er

4. Ihe Oft* aj Joint
PCUMS ,.%

n alm k. peWr,5*L.. #.

9/10/84

9/1/84

r~ w~.Ic Mk~ss* 9~

~iw~ KSin - z~ *54 Umlovi

Los KrOege r
am tal Account
(Kroeger Enterprises)

Rhol es Dri lling
Company
(Rhies & Hicks)

9/13/84

9/13/84

8. Belton K. Jch non 9/17/84 2,000
and Patricia Z.
Jdh rmn
[See Iem #12 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X1

9. Joe N. Pratt
Sepea to Property
Account

10. Moore a Lentz

9/21/84

9/21/84

1,000

1,000

A/ This column lists the exact name of the account on which the
contribution Ws drawn. The Corporate n verified with the Seretartj
of Stte follovs parenthetically if it is slightly different from the
accoun t h older.

The Swrietaty of State also has a listing for Aloorn Exploration,Iin4~ 7+4

5/20/41

5/U/41

1/20

3/12/83

1949

2/23/81

2/20/84

1981

i -I-- i . L
A,^"s



CIM it

11.JmmC. er
RdAib; ket
(ion" aty CI.U)

12.B qshor.
Developamt Co.

9/2)j~4

9/21/34

$

So0

13. Lol~l 81w 9/23/3
c/ in tea* ,
not tv-Se~
Ism ia~ ms , ~ 2t

.4. Jzy 0. ~ t~A
RC#. *116W

Om gX o Af a Me cokmiot 3 to jbibit 21

12^64/78

4el 0 1aD Rimes9/2/84
Special V iabursmm t
'Laou~nt
[see Iten 3 on Mte, i nt 3 to

Corus De~ogment
company

9/27/84

48. The Keplinger 9/27/84
ComprAnis
[M Itoa 623 on Aftacbmt 3 to

19. Paul F. Barnhart, Jr. 9/27/84
Se*pa ra to

20. Pal F. Barnhart, 9/27/84
Sepa cat z

21. Sen Fortson 9/27/84
(Foitnon Bros,)
(Sm as I on on below]

So0

Ezbibit XI

500

500

Exhibit 11

2,000

2,000

5,000

See pq* l of Attachment I to Exhibit II*

1/11/3

8/18/78

1/13/77

8/03/61

8/03/61

1/03/61

ALAI



AMRS 10 nt V@ COft

CMstr ibuor

22. Walter D. Grover
Grover & Associa te*

11/15/84 $ 100

23. .A. *lee O-A 10/01/84 100
(Wea mone)

Sane Z1" -WS boe"
18e41 ISM 0 antt mAtt 3 to blt 21

24. Slave 8 mA.r
usime t

(Stawm 6m000tina Co.)

0/01/S4 1,000

MAP, rt J. Usutt, Jr. 10/01/S4

~. am~h Wag10/01/04
i' Special

(Dalpb vq, 1w.)

J. " . Naggar, Jr.
8pecial Account

28. W.C. Pickens --D Special
_(Pickens Product)C/

-9. Lee N. Bass
Special

30. James or Genev a
Donald
c/o Digital Svitch
Corporat ion

31. Edmid 3. Cumins,
Inve stmen ts
(Cuamins Investmnt)

10/01/84

10/01/84

10/01/84

10/02/84

10/02/84

S00

, _-_ t: U tMt ILu

1,000

5, 000

2,000

5,000

5,000

4,000

10/16/79

5/18/27

1/13/67

3/22/83

9/02/81

11/29/73

A/ See page I o Attachment I to Exbibit II.
B/ See page I of Attachment 1 to Rhibit II. Robert J. Hewitt ws one of

the incorpoatocs, according to Secretary of State Records.
C/ The Secretory of Sta t also has a listing for Pickens Co., imorporatai

4-12-71.

' .. . '- ... , .' i ' . . . .: :.. ., 1 .. ", . . . . ,,' -_. . . ..4 : "

1981

6/25/

1/20/e4

lift



Cstt~bstpr
&

32. easl Saourpris** 10/04/84 $ 100
DewelprI a
[Se I Ta25 o an Att ba - -t 3 to Exibit X

33. George A. Mortt
Office Account
(George a vawy Shutt
Foundation) 10/04/94

[Sm a4M #~12 bu1MJ

34. Jcb n Gre" 10/04/84Eiddle an

*..<, m 3. m. carl 10/0 4/8 4
asag Acot

46nJame Set1zs 10/4/84
-, or harbara Scbult..G Speclal ACoun t

(Scblt Cattle)

Alden Z. Wagner
Inve ument Account

r (Alden Z. Wagner,
Jr., Inc.)

10/04/84

38. Sid R. Bass, 10/04/84
") Special

(Bass Foundation)
I3=0 S Item #39 Imlow
[Eqar be same as I ton 5 on Attachment

10,000

2,000

2,000

12/22/82

4/25/80

1/151o

7/29/41

6/11/82

1/21/635,000

I to Exhibit I111

39. Sid R. Bass, 10/04/84 5,000 1/21/63
Special
(Bass Foundation)
Sm ea Ier fS8 &ebove I

[Eq be sam as Attachment 1 to Ezhibit III]

/ See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

D2/ O7

7/2'7/7'7
.4



-Camtri Lbmoz ,

40. Mdm Po SMs,
Special
(Bass Youadatics)

41. JOmeS . lge ont j r.
Inve*mm t Aouon t

42., J. Wo
(Jvw. C-11 &LUM

As socia ts

Cie R.Lf oq

0, Petole

0

J~SOSa ccsu~
(1~s Memt)

T G. Prior
business Acount
(Prior Offs bore
Explora tion)

10/3/a #5,00 211/Q

10/0 /84

10/0t/84

10/15/34

10/15/4

46. Rogers BrothersInve stain ta
, Iwvestmnt Companies

Zee row Acount
) (Victor Rogers, Iw.)

10/15/84 4,000 12/15/82

Franklin, Sylvester 10/15/84 2,000
and Co.
[See Item 933 on Attachnust 3 to Exhibit X1

48. wilian N.
Whel ess, III
Special Aooum t
(Whe~lss Inwestmentco.)R/l

10/15/84 2,000

12/13/71

3/16/76

See pege I of Attachment I to Exhibit II.

The Secretary of State also has a listing for Wheless Development,
incorpom ted 1-18-79.

2,000

2,000

6/;1/70

3/6/74

:i

100 4/16f81

47.



Contri butor
Account 1101erA

4. Btrief (logo)
Robert E. Strief
(Strief Capitol)

RIM s Date

10/15/84

$ rant
$ 1,00

Date of
I voro cat ion

1935

50. Rodman S. Peddie I
Special Account
(Pedd ie-Wheless)
I(m as I te 051 below]

51. Radman g. Peddle I
Special account
(Peddle, less)

0 -a as Ift 5 above),

I2*Arthar L. *0S0' I
mGral zXutane -

13. Preston Moore, Jr. 1
I. Wilson Industries,

I iW.

4 Fred C. Alcorn 1
Oil & Gas Account
(Alcorn Production)B/
Is'[ e as im 05 above]

0

.0

1/15/84

/15/84

1/15/8.4

/15/84

/15/84

55. Mrs. 3. G. Bertman - 10/15/84
1) Special

(Bertuan Drilling &
Producing)
[See Item #63, Section C, Attachment

56. Bank-O-Property 10/15/84

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

9/08/72

9/08/72

9/02/69

1/05/21

10/16/75

7/31/72

I to Exhibit 11

2,000 8/22/83

57. B. Gill Clements - 10/15/84 10,000 9/05/74
Special
(Pauline Allen
Gill Foundation)E/
[Maw be same as Item 013 on Attachment 1 to Exhibit 1111

A/ See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.
B-/ See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

Account holder is registered agent for corporation listed in
parenthesis.

"C

WVI /



P C*& kf jo n . Aiw ag

$9. ff.L. odc: jr.,
speol"
(&aXL 8stb, 8 tos
D ri II M)

60, :It" ' . Jr.

(FermaPefto1LaCO-6O

Co.)V

1,-27-41

W (DFoalab Ent*rprises)

. . Frank Stringer,
o Jr. Business Account

. (Stringer Corp.)

244609
It

10/15/34

10/15 4

10/15/34

10/19/64

10/19/84

1,000

2,000

1 2

s 1/82

10,"

1,000

1,500

1946

1971

64. Dawid H. ftlke, Sr. 10/19/84 10,000 1979
) Rolke Enterprises

(Dwid Ro)ke Realty)
(See Ift 035 cc Attacmoat 3 to Exhibit 13
[Ny be am as itam 052 Att-n It 1 t aibit 111]

65. James K. Blakemore
Business Account
(Marion Blakemore
Foundation)

10/19/84

66. Robert Ilabsuba ard 10/19/84
or Doris Klabsuba
Spec il&
(Klabsuba Operating) /
(Sme a Ifto #137 and #139 belov]

2,500

5,000

1975

5/21/84

A/ See page 1 of Attachnent 1 to Exhibit II.
/ The Seereftcy of Stat* also has a listing for Klabzuba Royalty,

i noorpovamd in 19f'.
~, .~

~b

-far-



hw. Dowle Deati

-~

1/1n8

Ui JwAoam@t

a. Clyd , Ulokbm 10/22/84
sp ci al AcmOnt
(The S1,kb qy) b~e

* 50

2,000

0. Buter ta~tfrests,
Ltd.

(3 1stad Co.)

J~.Albaert G . Metcalf e
01l Aocamt

Jimmy a. Ellis,
Con tractor
(J. zllis, 1nw.)

1,/as/s4

10/29/84

10/30/84

,A4. S.P. Mardell -
Special

- (Nandell Ent& rprises)

75. Douglass Y. Nichols
Special
(Doug Nichols
Builders, Iw.)

76. Mr. or Mrs. Meredith
J, Long
special Account
(Merideth Long and

Company)

10/30/84

10/30/84

10/30/84

100

$ 100

1,000

A/ See page 1 of Attacbment 1 to Exhibit II.

labs

6/12/81

1976

.1074

1,WO

RO

j
4

2,000

100

1/28/78

7/27/83

2/17/76

1978

1959



cstrlbat

77. S+ chuliter ? lutura~ 10/30/814

Assoolates
(ScUste r Mangeasat)

78. Thmas C Th ls n 10
Speoial Aoouat
(Thcmpsn Dwelopment
or Thompson
Petrolma Co.)

79. CLyde R. Sickbm 10
~~~ a5iok a wsu

1- 04

vow3~~
I41

/30/64

/3~~54

/30/84

NI . Ojel castructiomt U/1/S 4

Elk. !ltm #75v Swtiom C, &tt-c---t I

p VOil

Austin' s Carpet
Cleaning & Rental
Company

11/16/84

11/28/84

paw~iq~
$500 2/09/59

2,000

100

2/20/O

2 976

*//2

100

to UM Iblt X1

100 1983

100 6/09/81

4. Betty T. Jd nston
Inve stamt Account
(H. G. Jdhnston
I nestients)

85. R.B. NcGowen, Jr.
Special
(MCGown Properties)
[see Item "a Sectionm

11/28/84

11/28/84

5,000

250

10/20/82

6/23/83

A. Attacbsent I to 2zhibit X1

A/ See page 1 of Attacbent I to Exhibit II.

J 
.



Costributor
ca t "derA/

86.

-Olt Dot

The IPA Fund 11/28/84 $ 500 1963
(IA, In.)[See Item 0781 8~tiom C. Attacimast 1 to Exhibit II

87. Jmes J. Johnston
(H. G. Johnston
I nwestment)

11/28/84

88. George R. Kadane 2/01/83
Ope ratring Acamnt
[See Itm 4., section 3. &t-- - t 1

#q. 4w. G. Eadane 2/01/83
Operating 0"Mst

k [lee Item ISO " nsection D --- _t 1

5,000

100

10/20/82

8/16/73

to 3mbibit Xl

250 12/1S/82

to 3Sbibit X,

9)o. . L Liiema
q r Drilling & Production

"1. Den Fortuon 2
oil Account

S[Sme as Itn #21 aboel

2 Fike Godfrey 8
Ranch Account
(Godfrey Farms)

93. Naples Assoc iate s 8
O) Architects Engineers

/0/83

/11/83

/04/83

/09/83

250

250

100

100

1. H. Karr 1/24/84 250
[See Item #46 om Attahment 3 to Rxhibit X

4/03/73

12/15/82

1/21/71

6/27/83

95. M. A. McBee, 0-A 1/25/84 150 6/25/79
(Neanl McBee)
(See Item #48 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X
s0e as Itm 023 above]

96. Malcolm E. Hinkle 1/25/84 200 3/10/52
Inve stments
[See Item #50 on Attacment 3 to Rxhibit X]

97. Pitzer Rnterprises 2/3/84 150 4/16/81
P. W. Pitser Jr.
(Pitzer Energy)
[See Item SS on Attachment 3 to Rzhibit X]

/%1 £t 1 to Exbibit U.

""/, DtiOf



cm tzlt - t'1D*t himn
9S. W 1lf P. Ayook 3/27/84 $ 1, 000

Ope rat Ins AMou=t
[See tm* #4 - JkttSCment 3 to EXthbit X

99. Robert J. Cowan
At torny a Law
Operating Acoount

100. Cownbo V4,ey Far=
303l. 7,,n 0. Raruhv...

4/11/84

4/20/84

D. 4/20/64

250

100

300
Of flige "llt

I* MA:~ fo 4/23/84, 10*
'OilF VS -V3OW3~5~t

5.s *It .AbikD.0.8., W .

Dr. N. A. Childers
Susiness Account
(Childers Products)

4 //4

4/25/84

...100

100

46. kenco Plant 4/25/84 100
Main tenane

JDivis ion of Keco
Chemical Co.

' (Kesco Irnustries)
(See Ite #78 on Attacbment 3 to Exhibit X

106. j. Goa on NcGil 4/25/84 250
Office Account
(Mcill Properties)
[Se Item #79 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X1

107. Pieter Euysman
Airflow, Inc.

108. Thonas. W. Blake
Blake Oil Company

109. W. P. Carr
Operating Account

5/01/84

5/04/84

5/04/84

250

100

100

2/19/60

6/25/81

5/07/63

6/30/SO

12/28/7,

10/c5/1

1961

12/06/82

10/23/67

1977

12/16/79

S/ See pge 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.



Cct

110. CC' a co. 5/09/34 $ oo
[See Ite 087 on Attachmt 3 to Xxtibit X1

111. Frunk w. RLbhux 5/"/84 100
of ice &Oent
(michimn Pprtiea)
(See I %a on an Atta 06 t 3 to 2ibit 11

112. Wi lianm I. Wever M.D. S/0/84 100

2/04/71

1983

)1981

213. 3.mo Toola, 1n. 5/09/34 100 4/03/79
cSo tem *80 Secm c Ettemt I "Us 8*b0t Xl

y +ws. ne . 5/8/4 + +++- .. +1030 AIle* . S t Mt #

Item 0 &U, Attot 3 to ExiMMt 21

9/15/76

1/0/SO

11. Cmarles a. nensud
Soil Account

0 (Menud Enterprises)

W7. Brisco Bros.
(brico Enterprises)

118. Lester Clark, Special
•) (Lester Clark

Foundation)

119. Cary' a Ccmpanies
(Cary's Cars)

5/23/84

5/29/84

5/31/84

5/31/84

120. Krueger & Co. 6/04/84
(Krueger, Krueger,
& King)
[See Iten 100 on Attachment 3

121. Ham Operating 6/04/84
Account
1Sos Itau 111 a Attachmaent 3

100

100

100

100

150

to Exhibit X]

100

to Exhibit x]

See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

* S.

1973

1974

1966

1973

1981

1975



cost

122. A. s-tt 6/05/84Office Ao~mat
(0oCe & 3aomy
Shutt 5 a Itoa)[Sa as X*M U$ 1 rovel

123. Morthrifte Oil
Mofpny

6/05/84

424. Jiym mby 6/1984LanIdscape
C traotor 1W.
pow as,£en~

z~. iv - £t t 3

$ Mse

100

160

to

Sr. & Mrs. milII M
T'. Griffin Special

6/26 /14 100

ortn 01L Company 6/26/84 200
IS"e Itm #112 am att nmt 3 to Nabibit X]

C. H. Nayo
Farm Account

149. Joe L. Waid Jr. -
Special

6/26/84

6/26/84

130. Cold Storage 7/13/84
Cca struct ion, Inc.
[See Item 0120 on Attachment 3

131. Gordon L. Briscoe,
General Account
(Law Offices)

7/13/84

132. Jdh n L. Gerloff, DOS, 7/13/84
Inc.

100

100

100

to Exhibit X]

100

100

A/ See page I of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

1982

1972

1978

39M0

1981

1964

1976

1959

1979

1982

1972

z



3,A3/84 100 1975
Maim=

is. K~ 22 a Atmamt3 tip ank bit X)

7/20/84

134. Berbetrt . Smith,Special

35. A. Lo. gm Jr.
InvetInt

100

100

13.Law offt" JAM*8V4 0
hunkewr a ber,

• ,,- " • -! " -- .. .

5~/R4 3w

- -. - eb~ be~u~3

. Erbert or Douglas
to*mer or

Celi a Dunlop
Colonial Farms Day
Care

8/09/84

IM. Robert Kiabxuba and 8/10/84
or Doris Klabzuba

' Special
(Klabsuba Operating)/
ISM "ut #66 mg6 #137 above]

100

1,000

140. HinksDn's Angus Farm 8/10/84 100
(Hinkson Cattle)
[See Item 141 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X1

141. James H. Alexander,
Sr.
Special Account

8/10/84 100

?_f See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

F/ See page 7 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

1970

1981

.1R80

1982

5/21/84

1971

1970

.. .. ir ' ~.............. •



142. IL L~em ftbsoa,
oil AC m t
(Gibson Oil)

1L43. Zditb Jces O'Dowe1l
Sepa rate
(O'Donnell osandation)

144. Peter O*Damell Jr.
Office Acwoun t
(O'DanneU Wamidatics)

ka"n Caaua
*. v*# !tmu11ea, .

SiliaS,

8/14/84

6/14/S4

$ S00

2, SO0

2,500

2100

too

Cbaa A sl mu t t

qr {doub InWestmnt)

. Oil2 mlson
Real Estate

SMaxwell KcKaye
Cn sult ing AoCosm t

8/22/84

8/22/84

150. Palazzo Properties 8/22/84
) (Palazzo Jewelers)

., [See I tom 154 on Attacment 3

100

100

200

to Exhibit X]

151. Gullo-gaas Toyota 8/28/84 S00
[See It U15T on Att t 3 to Exbibit X]

152. New World Management 8/28/84 100
[See ls #166 om a tt t 3 to Zibibt ][

153. Mrs. French M.
Robertson
Spec i al
(Robertson Oil Co.)

9/05/84 100

See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit 1I.

~~pt

3970

1957

1957

191

IWgO

1979

1980

7/12/84

1970

1976

1981



154. Sbatvoed Properties 9/10/64 $ 100 1973
[S Iti #165 om AttWm wt 3 to U bit 11

155. Bruce W. Blake, 9/18/84 100 1977
Oil & Gas Properties
(Blake Oil & Gas)

156o Sean Byrne Company 9/18/84 250 1981
[ee Item #16 am ttfmet 3 to Bibit X)

IS7. Austin Castruction 9/18/84 100 1977

fo [e za 1 010 # m A Wh- 3 tm mbtIbt X1
0 3J4Zr. qim tSales 9/16/84 75 181

am -_ m 3 to Mablbt ,I

. std Lage 9/18/84 s0 1975
Nyrs bnterprims,
two
[Se item #172 an Attachment 3 to 3xhibit X1

Saverio Giammalva 9/18/84 100 1979
Properties

~ (Charles Giammalva)
[See Item #173 on Attachment 3 to Ezhibit Xl

M6l. Mr. J. N. Brigance 9/19/84 100 1977
Ro yalty Account
(Brigance Office
Products)

162. Mr. & rs. Jdhn J. 9/21/84 100 2/21/84
Saracco
Real Estate Account
(Saracco Agency)

163. Raymond R. Bets 9/25/84 250 1980
Interests
[Sene as Itn 6125 abovel
[So Iom #17" cm A11 t 3 t 3*Lbit 11

&/ See page I cd Atteoament 1 to Exhibit I.

4



164. WiL Iiam 1. amilton
Spocial &oount

165. DuderaStdt surveyors
& Optic" lnstrwnmt
Repair Cpeany

166. Jdbn L. Nawoak
Special LAoUnt

10/02/84

10/02/84

10/02/04

lt67. Dan SMone ra 10/o/44 100
(Don Stnme S 8
o aamN)lie It,, tB m Atte- m .... A~ I

wA2=rO. Inc.)

10/oA

J" emmy Gibson 10/17/84 150
~'La~oaDpe

Con tractor t above

, [Sm Itam 18 on Attacbment 3 to tbhibit X]

"K Mid-Town Campers 10/18/84 100

,v) [see Itmn #11 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X1

McDonald Equipment
Co.

10/19/84

172. Lazy 'D' Ranch 10/19/84 100
Leonard Insurance
Agency
(Lazy Double D
Ranch, Inc.)
[See Itm #]W3 on Attachment 3 to Exhibit X[

173. Balsorhea Feeders,
Inc.

10/19/84

A/ See page I of Attachment 1 to Exhibit I.

L ~

$ 125

-- ..

100

100

100

1979

3/20/84

1974

1978

1973

1974

1982

50

100 1973



174. Db h & a ch 1 10/19/84

IS*wbm Slag &
[80e Z tam EI85 om Attaohmemt 3 to

$ 100

2xhibit 21

175. Den T. Kirkpatrick,
D008 P.C.

176. Joe §eaao
Znvestmts

th 11"~aq

10/29/84

10/2/84

10/2~/S4

* JiMA S. O" Sr. 10/29/84
DA Magnolia Services
(Magnolia Construction)

. Jmes X. Byrn & 11/05/84
Asocia tm
Civil Znginmers-
Land Surveyors
(She I U #I on Attachment 3 to

I00

1*0

100

100

Exh ibit Xl

MSO. Sam Sparks
Special Account

181. Jerrie Keith Rental
Properties

11/05/84

11/06/84

182. Rountree Oldsmobile 11/06/84
Cadillac
(Mun tree Co.)
ISee I tm 194 #I attachment 3 to

100

100

100

Exhibit X]

183. H. V. Porter
(Portr Company)

184. Roy w. eatf row
Farm Special

185. Cwen Enterprises

11/06/84

11/15/84

11/15/84

AWL 'I. bel

1M

1976

19

1941

8/16/84

1959

1963

1949

1965

~:1
100

100

100

1961

1981

1981

tanAgo",



16. Taios 3o Gmer
Spectal Aout
(Joa 3. Greeo
interests)

11/1/64 10019-62

167. AA Air Coisitioning 11/15/84 so
a Refrigeration
Srvitat

orvati.g Amoant

Sswa

12/27/R4 1*

-Is
totet (19 Omit4btioms)

See page 1 of Attachment 1 to Exhibit II.

* ~ A~ ~ L.~XA,'A~ A~ ~-

1900

IWO

A1



7a~ Aft.

oonm e a~m aa mLILi]sates Cc"~etats that adms e~iI~S7poiia
cmittee lob I *

stion l.)(b (1) of itle U of of federal

at"ih k be s~rt

twto . v f e*,i

theAith,
C.P..,,S 1£ i . Wrefe, In- the I omit *to
I re Cm11ed that -the Cmittes ptqide iWo to show thAt
(a) the aarast o aessive oonttibutl* t eemive and

o (b) the ecesslve mounts vere transferred to *ke non-federal
account ia accordance with 11 C..U S 5.)I+. Absent such ashowing, the AUdit staff reomend*d that tb* Cmilttee refund
the exessive ortions to the contributocs, or transfer the
excessive portions to its non-'ederal account(s). If the
Cmittee did not have the foods available to make the transfers
or refunds, the Audit staff recammended that the mount be
disclosed as a debt until such tine as funds are available.

In their response, the Camittee first noted that many of
the apparent encessive contributions were written on two-party
(e.g., husband and wife) checks. Hence, the response concluded
that *an allocation of the mounts contributed between the two
owners o the checking account on which the contributions had
been written would, for the most part, preclude the occurrence of
any exc s ve contributions.* However# the Coamittee went ahead
and sent letters to the individuals who made the apparent
e=essive oostrbutions 'requesting verification of the
apropiatea ellcatiom of these coatributions." The Comitte' s

V Citatiot fto Parts 100, 102t 103, 106, and 110 of the Code
of, r td X u ssion refer to Regulations in effect prior

SL ALM-,,II u1 to 11 C.,.U. S5 100, 102,



I I

C.U.!R I I. f ly, Ibe -
d -

-th S

S 103.3.

The Audit staff recomends that this Satter be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.

ee, - .- I , - ! L, . , , , %, --;, : 1r. --, .



ca r as Mx oS iv, Portion

Adms, .- s. $,o00 SS,O00

Baker, Jch my 10,500 SSoo

Baker, J. D. 5,5100 S0o

Sansl, F.I t 10,000 5,000
fob m,39- ans.LOOM0 5000

Boll n, Pl 100100 S00

Bight:, . 3. Jr. 10,000 S,000

Boes k~a D uman R. 10,000 5,000

Bolin, Phil 10,000 5,000

Bright,. H. R. 10,000 5, 000

Brinkman, L. D. 10,000 5,000

Brey, J. Fred 10,000 5,000

Burns, L. D. 10,000 5,000

Campbell, Sanders 10,000 5,000

Charlton, George 10,000 5,000

Chi les, Eddie 10,000 5,000

CLements, G. Gill 10,000 5,OO0
(ay be m as Zim #57 cm Att w-m-nt I to
3zbibit 1l.1

e.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

ibk - 2Li.AIIL ft A 
to

'IP 1 9.690at zMe %r I



?enZ E Uc05 C..... AN,.a Lues 1

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

's.
a.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37..

Contribmtor

Clements, Ulie P. Jr. $10,000

Cooke, .. 10,600

Connor, James Levis 10,000

Coper, WII 3. 10,000

Corrigan, teo V., Jr. 0, o0

CO~ut, Dmild 10, 0

Zo=kels, Bob 10,000

Ma~e, WI iiM 10,500
Zulich, John Fo 10,000

Fair, Wilton 8,500

Fair, Jones W. 10,000

Fuller# W. N. 10,000

Garwood, St.Jdcn 5,500
(Nay be si as Itam #8, Section D,
Attachment 1 to Zzbibit XI

Gayden, W. K. 10,000

Etil, Claud B. 10,000

Remon, Jake L. 10,000

Hovtt, Robert J. 5,500
( iy be a n I t 5 ga. itt ont 1
to Uxbibit ti]

5,000

5,000

5,000

500

~

3acesin yt tion
$5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

5'..0

5,000

5,500

5,000

5,000

500

: ,i : !

' i ., !,i i



Contibutor 0nut8~

38. BiL, Jh aE. $10O00

39. Kicketl.o* Vlaoutb. lM"O.
fily be m an 2 6 -,&t

to stabt I ( t i. -9 tha t.l

40. Lemtt, ot;..''

41;

44. 3fsial.0 W.Z "t, 0

45. Omwld,. D. 10,000

46. Papadopoulos, C. H. 10,000

47. Parker, Larry 10,000

48. Pennon, Jch n G. 1O,000

49. Perry, Bob 10,000

50. Pitcock, Jmes D. Jr. 10,000

51. Prothro, Charles N. 10,000

52. Rolke, David H. 10,000
[NMay be e as It= #35 om Attacnt 3
to Uzhibit X amd Itm #64 on Attachment I
to 3*ibit III

53. Runnells, Cl ive 6,000
[May be ame as It #56 am Attmc t 3
to Ixhibit X]

54. RuSoD, Joe 1. 7,000

55. Sandefer, J. D. 111. 10,000

soive otion

5,000

5,000

5S

SOOO

5,000

5,000

5,OOO5,000

5,000

5,000

1,000

2, 0

5,000

dft-



t.~as

56. BcbO4pve, Eugot ZU, 1 5,100

57. Sharp, Oune 11000

so.SblrS, llan 10,000

60. 8tmn J.Satt C. 10 ,000)

6o. 8 £istze L., 9 ... z,00o ...

64. Wtnston, J.o0. 10,000
Imhsinesa Zm .11 o Attl t 3to rbibt X]

65. Wyatt, Oscar 10,000

66. Youngblood, V. Lee 7# 00

Total 66 Individuals $624,100

born. iv.Portion

$ 100

6,000

5,000

2,000

5,000

SO00

S5.00

5,000

5,000

2,000

$294,100



7"~ -

.... r " ' ... .. WAS W

tb*a thmr i n. 0 nls *hoio n fs £utber

.0 tbV roet l o Irt1yr the tomu,.ud .

WI cc am it *qvrt the
ripe oFWM Ot hvi t wNW, owotribution

."qro - .1 the ootiuiIwa ue n tee inttented rellewnrt.s,

haLn einden to e m n mabg a or bu lo thede hc,
tontrib tion e eso 8gn the cot iAMtm

reciento the nti t te I -aO t awi
the contribution va passed on to the Intended recipient.

The Regulationsto#r at 11 Co I 5 10,8(c)& require that
absent evidence to the contrary, any contribution made by check,
money orderg or other written I strdouent shall be reported as a
contribution by the last person signing the instrient prior to
delivery to the candidate or ommittee.

During fieldworke and as noted in the Interim Report, the
Ait staff did not have access to adequate records to review theCamittee's opliance with the provisions of the Act and
Regulations with respect to contributions received, in res nse
to the interim Deport, the Cinittee supplied the Audit sta!f
with check copies which adequately docmented about 55% of the
contributions deposited into the Cinittee' a depositories. The
Aulit staff reviewed these check cottons and noted that 23
oontribuaioss, totaling $22#100o made payable to MRagan-SIuh*
Voee deposit" into the Comittee' depositories. Another 3
anstributias0. totaling $1,050, made payable to ?0hil GramW (a
1904 Senatorial candidste), were deposited into the sme account.
Th* &*Mit staff also, noted that 7 contributions, totaling $2#"00,

Uub 1 S -*P W~iillife Clements (nt f fdral candidate), were
_ ttet thes eounts. see Attaacheent 1 to Exhibit Xt



bt I are 8n iolitatm e by t
cawttse. It Is the 0111100 f th ft b ft that these
$Ioees may have coat= the potetial cantlo r a" to who was
actually soliciting the funds. The puals I io and on bahalf of
the federal candidates at* more prevW*ent thas the references (in
Small print) to the Committee itself. it is the opinion of the
Audit staff that these solicitations may have been the case 'of

T the apparent earmarked contributions. It should be noted that in
the opinion of the Audit staff, contributions made payable to
"Texas Reagan Team" (not included in the above amounts) should
not be considered as earmarked. However, we did note that the
Caaittee received 1307 contributions totaling $236,462.00 made
payable to the Texas Reagan Tem.

In addition to the contributions noted above, the Audit
staff reviewed check copies for 200 contributions totaling
$106,351 which appeared to be signed by someone other than the
account holder. (See Attachment 3 to Exhibit 1).

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommnds that these matters be referred to
the Office of General Counsel.



hu, It! .. a

1. Claoqc Nitchll 9,/14

2. dkit **.=sy 9/1/ e4

3. Dltt-Iemonald 9/18/84

6. .

7. 13 r w/AE

9. 3t. 5. U nm 2/2684so #os m Att t ibit "O]

10. Walt* r Jch ron 11/28/84

11. Jes Powell 11/28/84

12. Sandra Dunuan 11/18/84

13. Harry Hudgins 9/10/84

14. N. Bookman Peters 9/17/84

15. Ray Gil 9/17/84

16. Robert Semple 9/21/84

Richana Mc kler

Vi 1l1an loss

Melvin WiL son

Ashley Major

moun t

$ 100

50

100

5,000

1,000

250

S00

1,000

1,000

4,650

1,000

600

250

500

100

100

50o

10/1/84

10/29/84

10/30/84

9/10/84

17.

18.

19.

20.



A. Reaa s Cini. is !,io& 4 Pq, (ootfa)

vi D evo i Dal& Amount

21. Virginia Lintbioum 10/29/84 $ 100

22. Lloyd FdL-qu@ ll/S/84 1,000

23. J. L. Sall 11/6/84 100

Total (R Reaw'usk Indioel 4
A. Pqte

U. Ph~I *mCa~pi~ isZ~s . ae

2. Navold Caron 2/1/83

3. Sanforl MCormick 2/9/83

Total (B. Phil Grm Indicated
as Payee)
3 items

C. Rean-Bush Campaign Indicated
an Intended Recipient by
Newo Entry

14=e Deposit Date

1. Gordon Griffin 9/10/84

2. T. A. Reynolds 9/10/84

3. Carl Adam 9/10/84
[S.. IS #1 am Attua t 1 to Sibit III

4. 3d tk wels 9/10/84

$ So

500

$ 1,050

Axun t
$ 500

1,000

100

200

A.

L

0



C. UIqantwoub-C.fp 1ticat.

Mm ZRtry (cost nued)

s. Bari Little 9/10/84 $ so

6. Jc n Ferrell 9/10/84 So

7. Jen" Soberts 9/10/64 100

8. C , *jaBton 9/10/64 250

9. Jack ow/4 200

12. Jcha Gny 9/13/84 300

13. Douglas aclay 9/13/04 1,000

14. Paul Salmonsen 9/13/54 50

15. Jim Heath 9/17/84 150

16. Tucker Bridwell 9/17/84 50

17. Fra re Cody 9/18/84 500

18. Wallace Hall 9/18/84 5,000

19. Jomph Miller 9/21/84 100

20. Lucille Pratt 9/21/84 1,000

21. Krs. Jdb n Storuont 9/21/84 1,000

22. Simon Cornelius 9/21/84 3,000

23. George Taggart 9/21/84 100

.'~f~ AM



Uam6 0ntby (amt!

Im

24. Lomll Slum
We Itm 013 as

25. noes zyckin

26. Jo autt

27., Til ?ton

29.

0. Imrt LaLke

31. R. Denny Alezarder

32. R. D. Cullen

33. D. J. Scherfenberg

34. Kelly Deal

35. Spencer Beal

36. Boley Embrey

37. Carlton eal

38. Michael Reilly

39. Bawc Texa PAC

40. Jdh n Hurd

41. Raaond Hankamer

42. Mdwin Jocdan

ttammt t ke R1bIt 11)

9/21/84

lO/1/o4

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/1/84

10/2/84

10/2/8410/2/84

'I,

L -~
h~p

~7~

$ 2,000

500

160
" 500

500Soo

S0

1,000

250

2,000

1,000

2,000

1,000

2,000

1,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

5,000



as In teuder
meo Entry (cut £uad

43. J. V. Gordn 10/4A4 2,000

440 Becky otley 10/4/44 2,00

45. Larry 8tgont 10444 2,00

46. Eugene o 10/4/84 3,000

47. Wase 1 L 1n 10/4^4 2.08

48. W~~~ /4/04 2,00

49. 3tnest Caksa1 M/4/04 2 *a"

SO. Js Russell 10/4/84 1,000

II 51. rred Wolaa 10/4/64 200
52. Jcbn Heyburn 10/9/84 3,000

53. Henry Bell 10/9/84 500

54. Courtney Cowden 10/15/84 100

55. JaV Ethington 10/15/84 100

56. H. B. Zachary 10/15/84 2,000

57. Cipriano Guerra 10/15/84 1,000

58. Stphen Smith 10/15/84 5,000

59. Jack Currie 10/15/84 2,000

60. Jmes Wison 10/15/84 100

61. Isabel Wi on 10/15/84 1,000

ij I I- j , "III



as Xmteed b
Mm Intry (c wm )

62. RIalph O'Conaor 10/15/O4

63. Mes. . G. eortma 0/15A/4

r. Xt., Call
B. t Mrs. nu. C. K er .... 10/3/84"

69. Mrs. Jchn Scbneider 10/29/84

70. Almo City Republican
Women 10/29/84

71. Forrest Robertson 10/29/84

72. Hall Timams 10/30/84

73. Pamela Hoages 10/30/84

74. Bil Tolbert 11/16/84

75. Tam Odell 11/16/84
ISee It =81 om Att arut 1 to zbiblt IX]

76. Triphene Middl1eton 11/16/84

77. Bill Thacker 11/28/84

78. IF Fund 11/28/84
1e Itm 086 am atte met 1 to RUmibit III

79. JThn Minntt 5/9/84

80. sen a&= 5/9/84
Ises 20"-P13 m Attachment 1 to 3zhibit II]

$ 2,000
2,000

150

1,000

20O

2S@

250

100

200

100

100

100

1,000

200

500

100

100



C.

81. W. 3. Carlton

82. *Atba 'JLoemun
03. i Smith

S.. m Lla Dyson

69. Becky 0dem

90. Brad Locker

91. Jeremiah McCarthy

92. Edwin Foscue

930 Rxford Holton

94. Joe S t2art

95. R. Blocmquist

96. Sara Hallack

97. Ramaond McFarlane

7/2/8'4

8/10/84

8/10/84

9/18/84

10/4/84

10/4/84

10/17/84

10/18/84

10/29/84

10/30/84

$ 100

100

200

200

1.00

100

1-00

100

100

100

10

200

100



C. a"an-iShb C L 1 i 4 1Coatfd
as Inreed itl by
K4I0 antry (edit =md)

-Ntnt
98. L. 3. Patterwr 10/30/84 $ 100

99. Dan Krueger 10/30/84 1,000

100. V. L. Parker 11/6/194.

Total (C. R*QaaPw4Mb CAVpaign iea
1"0 In b-aWi

xNm xnfty

HIM Deosit DaftAmn

1. Don Foster 1/28/83 $ 100

2. George Kadazis 2/1/83 100
180e 1~ t S "0a At Ut 1 to 3*bit 11]

3. Edaiz o Kadane 2/1/83 250
(See It= #49 on Attacbint 1 to Eakibit. Ill

4. 1. Forbes, Gordon~ 2/1/83 500

5. James Vest 2/3/83 250

6. Tomy Littlepage 2/7/83 100

7. Ellison Kiles 2/18/83 100

8. Ellen Gard 6/28/83 500
[May bern* as Itm #33 an AMt i t 1
to oi1ibit U!1

9. Jeff Nickelson 7/8/83 100

Total (D. Grin Campaign Indicated
as Recipient by Memo Entry)
9 items $2 .000

-, ~ ~ ?-j*;~j*MINIM.~

91



3. M Oii Lmnt. Zntlaad ei

f D.90!lj& Daft Aounlt

1. 'M Besley 8/7/84 $ 100

2. lobect Susn 8/7/84 1,000

3. David Cle an 8/7/84 500
IS : , m ttml t 3 ot 1

4. Joe Pri..ito2a 8/10/84 1,0 0

o 5. Cbarlq Rakq 8/10/84 100

6. s 3. N* 8/10/0 84 ,

7. 'Ji6 ovSUik
otal (3. wltsI odic& ted

as Pay*)
7 Itm $2s922

,$iL2-s
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Atufthmest 3 to Uxhibit x

Tex" Rep* can Congressional C*mittb.
Appaent Unteprtd 3agarked Contributions

8ignatory Other Than Account Nolder

Acamat Depositr , sina!t° r y  Dole

1. KrS. Hurd Jchn Hurd 9/10/84

2. lscaan Newton Kary Welborn 9/10/84

3, rman
VwLickle Wawy Pierwn 9/10/8 4

4. O .Michael 1ir*, Z=Us Michael 9/10/84

&i1.*Sul*e sea" 9/10/34

6. Patrick Ozfond Mary Myers 9/13/84

Mrs. Richard
7. Hmingway Richai Hemingway 9/13/84

8. A. J. Lqyden Jean Brookshear 9/13/84

9. Fayez Sarafim Raye G. White 9/13/84

10. Mary Cravens Ethel Parker 9/13/84

11. Mrs. J. 0.
W1 nston J. 0. i nston 9/13/84

[May be same as It #64 am Att-O t 1
to 3xhibit 31

12. Belton or
Patricia Jdhnson Illegible 9/17/84
[see it= #8 m At -t 1 to 3zibit III

13. Bradley
Development Dianna Patte rvn 9/17/84

14. Herb' a Supply Louise Flusche 9/21/84

15. Jcbn L.
Worth= & Son R. H. Waffatt, 9/21/84

Corruth, Illegible

'

$ 2,000

100

100

1tO"

100

S00

S00

500

500

25 0

10,000

2,000

5,000

100

500



15

16. Lurry 0.
a Co.

17. V. S. Ki1c*~
IS.. Z~ i~

sulmy Tin 0Of

DUna Oh! Ia

Deposit
Jj_!+ ..
9/21/s_

urn. i I

$ 100

1,000

500
19. & 9W +I

4 -. L

is. a i i" * : 9#1; +" 7 ".4

21. David Knapp

22. Brewr a Co.

23. eplinger
Caplnies
I" s.. V #1

24. S. F. Vale

25. Easley
nt rprises

Developers
(See Iten #32

26. Estate of H. G.
Nelms

vaafs Dooley

Martha Robbins

9/21/84

9/27/84

Martha 8. Gai 1 9/27/84
an Att nt I to dkibit III

Idelia G. Larel

Clara Berkman

10/2/84

10/4/84

S0

S0

S0

100

100

on Attachment I to Exhibit III

Fra nk Nelms

27. L. F. Petern James Petrgn

10/4/84

10/4/84

1,000

2,000

So000
28. Viwnmt

Kickeri 1o Mary Walker 10/15/84
(Na be smon aI tm #39 as tt t I
to Ubibit 111

S,Os

%'fee



S1~R~ O~har ?leu oosunt *Le
Acoo"1t i ri' t

29. Mary K!kodori1lo Nary Walker 10/15/84

30. D. V. Flores illegible 10345/84

31. Eableen Carbx illegible 10/15/84

32. Yeorg lq illegible 10/15/84

34 21i Vog 0b # " .. @.1#" .

35. R*le
Za is., Katb*irm Olien I/19/84

m~T=1 antwmt I to ~~ I
JAWe be sma as Ibts mO as ---t..-m- 1 to 3zbbit

36. Fred Allison illegible 10/29/84

37. Pat Chapman illegible 11/16/84

38. L. I. Ostrom Catherine Jolley 2/9/83

39. N. L Hoge W. Charles Rye 7/11/83

40. Dorothy Gor on
Heyser Tosnse nd 7/15/83
[8ee an Itm 54 belov]

41. C. Doormb Heirs V11.Ua Doorabs 7/15/83
[Same as Items #146, 9152 , and #187 be lov

42. Earl 1. Craig Judith Daenport 8/23/83

[Sam as It Me6 and #146 belov]

43. Jan Ferguson J. N. Neatly 12/5/83

44. R. P. Webb Evelyn Dmis 1/24/84

Amnt
$ 5,000

1,000

184

100

2,000

100

7S00

1,000

100

100

75

1,000

100

100



Yrue@ A 3.3a~aa 334/4 0200

X* zo Koct150

7)7

I&Sm f I 40 Aoe

[Se. Irv9- wAtt1~~ii I

57.*err Gall14her Ju*L Galaer 268 250

53. Rchs zrwoeo Mixa 2/60/84 105

56. Cliv Runells Emar yloc 2/6/84 500



S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " 5pad atM !M Io*5
i "O

Account Depenu

60. J. 3. Sanders 3smer uknbkeabt 2/6/84 $ 100

61. Jack Allen Robott Cwngb 2/^4 500

62. Jdh n 0 liW n a" 2/1 ,. 100

63. Jch nV.0. Carrier 1/7f1det 100

4./ 440m4 O s . 100

44. 3S41 'Z/2V 10

$67. . B. Mnttell *nroUy C .11 2/22/44 75
fin as I! # bft unow1

68. Wi lMian Aycock Carolyn Herndon 3/27/84 1,000
Jay* nedders

(See Ite 96 on Attafgmt 1 to t xhibit III

69. W. B. Harkins . I. Williams 3/27/84 1,000

70. Mark Ardrew Barbara Fy 4/12/84 100

71. R. B. Mitchell Dorothy Campbell 4/12/84 1,000
[Sm an It #67 above]

72. Herbert B.
Story Martha Cooke 4/16/84 200

73. P. D. Walters Elizabeth Patermn 4/20/84 100

74. West Imestmnnt Mosley Gilliland 4/20/84 100

75. PhilUp
Dunasford Cathy Gueni le 4/23/84 100
[See I 5 #102 m A -t 1 to Zxhiblt III

76. N. B. OsW= Rort Thomas 4/23/84 2,500
(Se lo #SS ab"0e



* *

.A . 1wr
4p ., O t'-s

A@@Oun t

77. Watrrn & Co.

L~Lz
.7~s Uerxen 4/2S/04

79. 7.O* plant

.

82. Carle a.+,,d

om naaft'+++i+++, mMitt, l_ -,:

o-, .m , J* ....
a8I .'

62. Charles Rn
Jackson

83. Annabel Pruyn

84. Kebon Land

85. Blizabeth
Urshetl

~v[Sam as I tm

Katherine Shaky

Mavis Harbold

Tamy Kee ton

iflegible
U61 belov]

86. U.S.P.O. Money Bennett Davis
Order

87. CCT & Co. J. H. Crebba
(See Itm #116 as Attwbemmt I

5/1/84

5/1/84

5/4/84

5/4/84

5/9/84

5/9/84
to Kzhibit III

88. Frank W. Michaux Mary Vass 5/9/84
iS"t Itl #111 an Ittldit 1 tafhilbit III

89. Jerry Green, Iw. aren Gee 5/11/84
. Zlm 6114 an at-abm t I to 3ibit III

90. Jedco & son

, + +;+ .+ + , 4 *.+,. + , ,;+ , , .+ . + ,+
........ ... ........... .. ... + + , + +,+ . ...

riMes Douglas 5/11/84

$ 100

100

250

100

I0

100

100

5oo

100

100

100

100

4**~*( 4~*.~**,**



&opm t

9i. fen NomWL Charls Nor1

92. ban Krauoem !boas Wright

03 ftits Osiaf

97. Urs, Shelby

rit er Dll o L=1g

98. Widleon Rawb Walker W loon

99. Thomas
I Westinnts Tmay Rigg

100. Kruger & Co. Andrea King
[8. Itm #1241 m & -- t 1 to

101. Ham Opera ting George Ham
[See Iam i1 cm &t -- t 1 to

102. Krs. W. R. Taber Patricia Brink

103. Nan Wafford Shaw Wafford

104. Clmade P. Ekas Mrs. H. R.
Patter son

105. Herbert
I usura w

106. W1. 5. 5.

Milton Herbert

i hliam B. Blade

Deom2It

5/u's'

5/17/14

5/31/94

6/4/94

6/4/84
Rahtbit II]

6/4/84
fthibit III

6/5/84

6/5/84

6/11/84

6/11/84

6/11/84

Ij

$ iso

200

100

200

100

SO0

75

100

150

100

100

100

50

100

100



I/aUaL ia~. ,!

107. J. C.al~*lfllr w 6/14/A4$
Said a Grw~l

10"l. J-1sj @1bmn a Satts 6/1/4

1801 R~ a~*to sl*tit III

10. 3 Can f4w
ilia18

0 J.3 J ew

250st
250

100

... .4

100

100

200

113. Bll Batco

114. H & N
Landscaping

115. Theo N. Law

116. Bateman
I nWeatmnts

117. Alan Hulsey

118. Paul Brown
Trucking

119. Douglas
Radiation

120. Cold Storage
Con struw ion

Eva Todd

Steve Jax

Joe Marsh

G. B. Bateman

B. Haldyan!
Pully

Stephen Bramel

N. E. Douglas

Brenda Podiaxa

[See Itm 0130 O tta Iat 1 to Exhibit III

'.--~1J

6/26/84

6/27/64

7//84

7/2/84

7/2/84

7/6/84

7/6/84

7/13/84

100

100

5,000

1,000

1,000

100

100

100



Depost
Raft, Amoun t

$ 100
12l. JenningsClmerolet I9I. A* alIft 7/11)/94

122. Rasrt Jorcie
s3 o*st -p Jarrl* 7//

123.sss$

I~Z. "*mees~

100

ISO

100

100

126. Makesloo
prps ries

Md)Oano1d Cos.

Northwood
eptsb. Women

Women

bruielt Baker

saq Flee boo

Patricia Born

7/31/84

7/31/84

7/31/84

129. Z-Systems PAC Betty Hozssvright 7/31/84

130. Mr.& Mrs. Sm Karin Wright 7/31/84
Maddux
(Same as I tons #131 awd 132 below]

131. Mr.& Mrs. Sam Karen Wright 8/3/84
Maddux

(Same as Ite #132 b elow awd Ite U130 above]

132. Mr.& Mrs. Sm Karen Wright 8/3/84
Maddux
[Same as Itaus #130 and @131 above]

&on1, t
xbibt

127.

128.

100

1,000

1,000

200

1,000

1,000

1,000



mow@u t

233. BstAt of
J. DougnSkuuer

%"Oft stud

is. .~ . Ift .
~ 3e577

0/3/04

8/3/84

EX)

~u6.

137. Boma
C.m9nxty

138. none

IL Lan"

Fletcher Warren

0/7/04

0/7/84

139. Charles Jaobs Dawaid Clevela&t 8/7/84
fSm It #3, Smtlnm 3, Jttaphowt 1
to Zzhiblt Z)

140. Dorothy Craig Judith Dwenport
[8em an Itm #42 and #66 above]

141. Hinkuon' s
Angus Fara
[See Itu #140

142. Crouch Well
Service

143. LLV Aerospace
& Defense Fund
lase I 2 14

Frank Hinks:n

8/7/84

8/10/84

on Attachment I to Ixhibit III

Hom3i Crouch

Lou Kankos

8/10/84

8/10/84

above]

144. Jomph Muller Patty Muller

$ kao

100

100

16000

500

1,000

100

100

75

8/14/84 150



st~~"A. inkt~

Umw 'P

145. T. B. Walker Linda Catka

146. G. 1. Mconald Uwlys Beaty

147. AUiens

Account
NomaD &UU

8/14/84

8/14/84

e/22/4

14.

ISO. td' a Lai.capo DAbin UId 8/22/84
supply

151. Finnis r,C) Plmbley Louise Crafton

152. C. Doorabs
Heirs i lliam Doornbs
|Sm as It t 41 and #148 abo
mW 6187 belov]

153. Earl West

154. Palazzo
Properties
18.. itm #156

155. Rmq Berry
Cnpaign

156. Oil City
Publicat ion

157. Gallo-Has
Toota
""e I tl U1I

Donna West

Tony Palazzo
am Attin t 1

Patricia Berry

Jdb n Batter

8/22/84

8/22/84
e

8/22/84

8/22/84

to xibit III

8/22/84

8/22/84

illegible 8/28/84
am Attin mt 1 to Eaibit I]

A~m t
m~AL.

$ 100

100

100

75

100

100

200

75

100

200

100

100

500

Y

k•11-.; I



""Sr

~156. CteatIve

Znartoee l lteg~ble 6/28/34

13a. J3okeun Scrap Saxen Jackson 6/2/84

t o o °. . ....

162. Dawid Cook* Gloria Comet'ne #/2/84

163. Donald P. Feo5 Mary soae 9/5/84

0 164. Ta Lo Farme Babets Oda 9/5/84

165. Shadywood Jeh n Nets 9/10/84
PropertIe* a
[Soe 1 tm #L54 on AttachasUt 1 to Zbxhiblt X

166. Haecker'a Mrs. G. C. Haecker 9/18/84
Mobile Homes

167. Jmes Benavideo illegible 9/18/84

168. Sean Byrne illegible 9/18/84
[See Item .15 m atA-t I to Zxhibit X

169. Austin
Construction J. R. Caneca 9/18/84
[S Itm #157 m t -t --t 1 to Rshibit I

170. Michael Stinn Hazel Cleveland 9/18/84

171. Hydro Uquipwent Jmes Bruce 9/18/84
Sales
(See it" #58 on ttaireut 1 to 3zhibit X

- k-

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

I
100

100

250
I

I

I

100

100

75



A

A@ecunt

172.
Rate r ies

0ke twn 0-3

~11~Irish.

, mr. O VN

HiULU

177. Rq~aod Bets
In to= a"s

V. . Rto

8. V.#Iu~Va

~ ~but zto

ilqible

Judith De t

9/21/84

9/25/84

[See ltes 1,5 a #163 an &ttacmat 1 to Zxhiblt X]

178. The Sierra
Cmpany

179. Don Stone
Farm
[See Itm #167

Jdh n S. Gmsland 10/2/84

Fa Lundg ten 10/4/84
as ttA t 1 to Udibit III

180. Oil Field
Service

181. 3tin
Cope rs
[Se It= #170

182. EstAt ofC.W.
Chaw ellor S r. C
ELS" 69 Umos]

Hoe m Crouch 10/17/84

Joyce Milton 10/18/84
m Att n-int 1 to Nibit I]

:. W. Chamellor Jr 10/18/84

$ 50

100

100

1W

100

250

100

100

150

100

100

bepsit

-, , A



VIo AM&
8 IL~tt Otibe r 131n c00 mn

Convetv

187. C. Doorabs

tsme an It

188. Farnsworth
IP rope rti e s

189. H. R. Stamney
Inve stamti 1

W. Frank Dmrow

DIN

1 to Rabit, II

10/9/8

10/29,./8..4

Wi li am Doorabs
#41, #14, and #1521

illeg. Farnsworth

Mark Werman

10/29/84

10/30/84

10/30/84

190. Glen' s
Sporting
Goods

191. Jmes E.
Byrnes
& Associates
[See Item #179

192. Perry Price
Painting

193. First National
Bank, Tulsa

3. Carsaon 11/5/84

Theresa Eagen 11/5/84

on Attachment 1 to HZbibit XI

rs. Perry Price 11/5/84

Michael Shane 11/6/84

~i;~

AoOwi t

183. Ionard
Zlutau U it. S. Leoai

- Xs #172 cO Ata 0m wt

AA
O. 1e ",
Ilk .......... V

V4canyo

$ 100

1.00

10

125

100

100

100

100

100

100
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194. acuntre.
Cadi 11a 11ible U//4
[Mm Itm 0161 40atinl t 1 o ItMt 1

Amnt

$ 100

19S. H. V. Portor "PAtsb UAMANA
]LOS& National Monwey filegibI

Older

I

I

A~lt

']Sj af W&bub * MIME

& ihrs
A tft D" 8

i:m 199. V. L. or Gayle Laura Holocabe
HuntC)

200. R. Z. Treadway Donna WarSell
Operating

13/5/4

12/15/14

W25d~4

1)/I,,..

11/20/84

12/4/84

Total 200 It&$

100

100

S.

100

100

100

coon t

$106.051
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11 C..R. I A0.1ii caa, 5 102.*17,,

CHCKE D: Audit Referral

FEDRALAGECIES
CHECKED: None

On April 5, 1988, the Commission referred certain matters to

the Office of the General Counsel arising from the audit of the

above-captioned Respondents. At the sane time, the Commission

directed the Audit Division to prepare cross-references for the

exhibits for three of the ten items referred. The Audit Division

forwarded seven of the ten referred items to this Office on

April 6, 1988, and forwarded the remaining three items on

April 29, 1988.

- J .A . .
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the Intrim report on March 9. 1967. The CemidssiLon reviewed the.;!i

final audit report and on April 5, 1966, referred certain matters

to the Office of the General Counsel. The Audit Division i

forwarded seven of the ten referred matters to this Office on

April 6. 1966. Attachment I. At the Commission's direction, the

Audit Division prepared cross-references for the other three

refir red matters and forwarded them to this Office on April 29,.

i ke emd!t eammised th Committee's two principal accounts, ..:.:,

'he aw41- t the .. mitte~~e-hadtotal -lcepso

"dL th

-,0
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lStaff viii make a more detailed examination of the Anudit

:. p Division 8 ork papers and the exhibits smitted by the ,
. Comitte a8 part of the proposed investigation into this mtutter. ,L,

Because of the complexity and volume of the material, the..

following is ast outline of the Factual and Legal Analysis:

A. Reonreeping and Reporting Findings L

3. Coatnrlhetion Records I,

t.•S*StOSofcotibtin

3.7 7*ist tmaaie
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3. 1n~h~ &U of;#
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en "dote

The full factual and legal analysis follows.-:,..

A. Recorikeepim, and Reporting Viudine

. Contribution Records

Sections 432(c)(l), (2), and (3) of the Act provide that

the treasurr of a political commttee shall keep an account of

all contributions received by or on behalf 
of such political

coitteej th. naea and address of any person who makes any

contribution 1. excess of $50. together with the date 
and aount

of such contribution by any person and the identification of any

pars who t okes a ontribution or ontributons aggregating mor

than buo d rnga oalndar ear, together with the date and "n

a tom.of such contribution. Section 431(13) of the Act defines,

40160416a1Pa -te- include# * £ an indiviuhal. the name, maMil

4~At_
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hvW &ain that sumob 4.0"rds shall be 0040 *w tefor
~L. ~k m.an~0t4R ~t C~ 4 Uf its

R~b~ IFtai e OSEI sh tte

adt.ire e to the interim SAU*t xepitt, the 0emmitt"e

prOVtded ora* rc*ords. fte caelittee. havpeeg failed to

provide records relating to approximately $l.SS@.@@0 in

cotributions received durin the relevant Period .

Accordinllyr this, office recamends that the Commission fa

reason to believe the Committee and Its treasurer violated

2 U.S.C. 11 432(c) and 432(d).

2. Itemization of Contributions

Section 434(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires the disclosure

of the Identification of each person (other than a political

committee) who makes a contribution to the reporting committee

"ex"ia the r~pibrting percpd* whose contribution or contributions

have an a eato amount or value In excess of $300 within the

caeae rot together with the date and amount of any such

.. ... + + . . . . .. + . . .. .. .i +*+ .4;
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dicHwerpot ie ok hCism thqlteOnvbred the :
: ,', period of the audit.a Znth amendments the Csitte ogwregatej: ':!

;" .: coatributions deposited into th tvo accomets sad itenieed : :

-: contributions for which the Camttee had supportia, records and :;::,

. documentatilon. The amendments, howver, were filed on March 9,.::?

1967, although the contributions in question were received in
1963 and 1964. Purthermore, the Comittee was unable to perform

OA.

such aggregation and itemisation for the $1.5 million of it. $4.7. .::
million in contributions for which it did not have, or did not . -!:r

produce, records or documentation.

1.--_ ---e-amended- reports include the 1983 Mid-Year and Yea r-lind ;
3por -- 19S4 Aprl, .Tuly, sad coe r Quarterly Reports !

"hi ' :el! and POmt !*8, Reports p sad the 15H4.,- ..

'~ML
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CoMImssiOU toatioss at 1I C... 1 102.17 set out

certais ptocedwres for t jint fuadvaLsiag activity involving both'...

registered political comittees and unregistered political

orgodstioss, a prticular, these reglatos, require a

Writtea Jont ua9tsiagd aremmt., thekewpia of contriclhittiei4'

proceeds as a transor-in from the fundraisiaw representative 04

file Schedules A Itesising its share of gross receipts as

C contributions from the original contributors to the extent

required by 11 C.r.a. S 104.3(a). 11 C.I.R. I 102.17(c). These

regulations were in effect during the relevant portion of the

audit period.

The audit Identified a joint fundraising event involving the

Committee and an unregistered political organisation known as the

Harris County Victory Fund. The event was entitled 'Victory '64

James Baker Reception and Luncheon' and was held on August 14.L

1964. The only information provided by the Committee about this

event was am Internal meoraadu that listed expenses, total

Income, and each participeant's share of the net income. jj.

Attacent 19),411). The Committee did not identify the

f
4 ~4

~6 1
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si eta 44 ) lt, the C.. Ovtdeon "tat all

C1n 0 a enCA 6.hrIWcty Simdirect

K~~~~AA &l'Vrb~mr, r

theioeignalpsourcer idpthed intenoedrcipient ofhich rslsi

all or aony part of a contribution or expenditure being made to,

or expnded on behalf of, a clearly identified candidate or a :i

candidaite's committee; and further explain the reporting ,i

requirements for such contributions. Coamission regulations also

provide that earmarked costributions in excess of $50 shall be ",!

passe~d On tO the intended recipient within 10 days of their

receipt by the conduit or intermediary. 11 C.i.a. S 102.6. ;
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transferred to the designated s or tbeir 0amite. ...

Accordingly, this Off joe re1,s - l that thel Coamision Liu

reason to beliOve the CoMMIttee aMd its treasurer violated.

2. Te audit ftwed 7 contributions totaling $2,900 on whh
William glemestsao ~sfuederal candidate, was indicated as
payee. Attam 11(36). In addition, the audit found 200
Contributions totaling $106351 that were apparently signed by
someone other than the account bolder. Comission regulations in
effect at the time tbese contributions veto received provided
that abent OVAm to tbo contry any contributien made bysheet1 he aOn yI* by the last persas

stgslsq~A th ri odLvery to the ckanidate, or
S1 144 Sc)(1984). because the record Is notk, '

4444t. Ot -ee red and whether they "~
~~~:' CJ S1 e,() this

oftename on thisa list
vestributate ad o

'I

ALlip

LA

4



. - - ' - . _ A7/ :
WOWA

OM1 tte himli 4ij l l b ie -a" k of e* politil

sm'ittee which Iha aeGOived atributhe orotl rptt*

dur te dur ing th e rep)ring (eiod togeher iA) ptotidthes t

a p~ite ic miz shal d~sle the nme and addres of eah of

persiod* in on eo witan~ eenitr unde WSeo 441* d) of.

v*tal e to Ro #ee0 th e ndtueis ad to

Se -tion 3t1 -son the aAt

rep .tt and Io tin1 the at and address to eac" politi'al
coinittee, whith bes received a coatributio from the reporting

coimittee during the reporting period, together With the date 4"nd

:7)amount of any such contributioa. Sections 434(b)(4)(8)(iv) and

434(b)(6)(B)tiv) provide that such a mmittee Mhall report and

itemize, the name and address of each person who receives any

expenditure from the reporting comittee during the reporting

period In connection with an expenditure under Section 441a(d),

together with the date, amount, and purpose of any such

expenditure as well as the name of,, and office sought by, the

candidate on Whose behalf the expenditure Is made.

Section 431(6)(A) defines OcoatributionO under the Act, n

Section 431(9)(A) defines eixpenditure." In addition, the Act

provides foir certain exemption*s to these definitions. Pams

1;4 : *
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,, : #" 2#@, .O'(b)lSl(i) and IDOt* (24tti). .::

O Zn ddtion, canpaign mtorials purchased with funds from 1

C) materials purchased by the national party comttoo and delivered .
m to the state or local party conmittee are not qualliid for the :":):

exemptions. Instead, expenditures for such materials are subJect "

to .the limitations of Section 441a(d). 11 C.F.R. .

SS lOOo7(bl5)(lvii) and l00.81b)l16)lvii).

The regulations also require that campaign materials paid : ...

for by state parties be distributed by volunteers ad not by {:

coinercisl or for-prof it organizations, in order to qualify for 2-: ,

the vol~utr exemption. 11 c.i.a., iS l0O.7(blllS)liv) ad :N

lM0.S|b(14)(liv). Expenditures for volunteer exempt activity -

a 46i WAAL

LA
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SoBk Rep. No. 422, 94th Camp. lot Seles It 9 4*$I, t-WOOt~

NOW s I 1S7 at 193 (GI'Q 1983). fht oiib a
reegSed thtmaterials £aptefboted %t h S~the *all say still

qualify for the *xmutiot. provided that the nailing does not

constitute 'direct mail" as defined by the regulations and the
participation of volunteers in the sailing activity is

40 hptp t**s U heCeumittee faled to'.pro.t~
C"L3 theeeu "uIft"rO, totaling $5,630,77 on Weaif of two

~*ts~nttes~l ~4 osin 19031P folto to Jtemise two
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cVanicdat for the U.'. e of Represeatati wo fro the Itat.

of Texas in the 1982 eU4dtims. fhe coordinated party

expenditure liiltation for the Texas 1962 ge e rl election vas

$18,440. The national IR*Vblican Congressional Comittee

(ONRCCO) expended $3S,164 on behalf of fr. Wentworth, and $35.439 .

on behalf of Mr. Wyatt for the 1962 general election. Neither

the Republican National Comittee (RNC") nor the Comittee

reported coordinated party expenditures on behalf of either

candidate for this election. The total expenditures reported by

the NiCC suggests that the INC and the Comittee assigned their

respective coordinated party expenditure limitations to the 16C.

the CInitteo did, woever, contribute $SO0 to the Wentworth

camplign oittee on July 1, 1962, for the primary election aNd

i"t otribmted mtber $6000 to the wentvoeth comitte on that



Is t~e~*~p, '~ t~~itrimaudi t rop"*t the Cte iet. h ra9, 1*t4_i.int  o hs e - ene0 a o o
... slo Ow" C9,0 o0 1.ptis and

*Mom"$ets thes If hWt, rWere fILed morie than

tto yers af t th6 ode*1ence of the transatios in uestiem.

Furtherme0. tea1 *~dstoo or te sis Eformteag epoatiu ,

Sexeditres as got*, AS Je

01 li

2i2

these 1962 federl candidates or the basis for treating th~e

expenditures as exempt*

The Committee failed to report and itemi e the receipts and

expenditures discussed above in a timely manner. Since the

Committe has not substantiated its claim that the expenditures

are exempt, it apparently should have reported then as either

contributions to the federal candidates or as coordinated party

expenditures on behalf of such candidates. In addition, the

Committee has apparently made expenditures in excess of the

limitations of Section 441a on behalf of these candidates.

b. 193 , , l otiom le.rl Candidat

During early 1963, the Committee made six expenditures

toti" $14911.12 on behalf of Phil raM, a caidate for the
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expenditures en behalf oft Itr Gram

The W dacl@.ed. total of $3,656 in direct coetritm s to

the Gram committee and a total of $2,045 in coordinated party

expenditures on his behalf for the special election. There is no

evidoace available to this Office to deterime whether the

Comittes a0S1-d its cootdinated party expenditure limitation

to the UMCC.

So e.W "oate mt t spUbamtotod its clai the

above, .aei w n ex, i t apparently should have regot4>

thee '"t~ 1AMP"AftI"m to tbe s t or as coordiet
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to the ta ls the C'. te, hfeerl the .t

IXCF..| 0.5a(l().A tetstthe hco tb tio8 . ,

dicsed melow wire reeied heseatonsW requied p~ofi , !:

71,

the application of the "vlvateor *Sam o t eseO espeaftt*E#

OWd whther the Committe atsigned Its Cootiste farty

expenditure limitation with respect tothe above candidates I

the proposed Interrogatories and requests for docnts to

Comittee.

a. Seceipt of Zupermissible Contributin

Commission regulations provide that for a political

comittee that has established separate federal and nonfederal

accounts, only funds subject to the prohibitions and limitatios

of the Act shall be deposited Into the separate federal accounts.

11 c.F.a. 5 102.5(a)(1)(i). At the time that the contributions

discussed below were received, the regulations required polil q

comittees to either return the contribution(s) to the

contributor or to deposit it In a campaign depository within 1It'

[~. -L
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lb*k

time or t oe 44b ftheiri2glt Mn fn w te record ow ay

In g .epeefts* o to tb* i0to*ln udit Croper the Cimoett"

provided Check Oles or contribuations received ireeter th:a

$50. Those checks constituted only 55 percent of the amount of

the Comittees receipts during the audit period. After

verification with the office of the Texas Secretary of stater the

audit determined that these checks Included I"~ contributions

from apparent corporations, which totaled $194,508. Attachment

Because the Comaittee did not attempt to resolve the

apparent ille"altT of these contributions vithin a reasonable

time or to note their illegality in any written record or

Cepoetst tb*e CqI stto knowingly accepted these apparent

prohiwted cootributioR.

Mco~S~471 4hit (rfii. recomads that the Commission fn
'4
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licessed professiewes t1 t rm such an Ssecistiom. t,

Rev. Civ. Stat. -Ann. Art. ISf (Vernon) Article 152Sf 9 ge~tior

25. Incorporates by reference the Texas Susneoss Corporation Act

and states, in part, that *professional associations shall e*joy

the powers and privileges and be subject to the duties,

restrictions and liabilities of business corporations except

Inioeat as the saes say be limited or enlarged by this Act".

4 ii~ : :
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ptase shlUl
calendar year wkb16'11.Scto

4416 (f) provid1t406mtte~Z .&~ ec t

contributions in os of the l2iitatoms of Section 441. 

3. Traditionally, the loarned professions (e~g., physicians, 4
urgeons and lawr) bave been proibited from forming corporatis

This tradition has O besed on the prode that the practice of I
these professions i personal and confidntial, and a corporationa
cannot be endowed with the required qualifications. In order to
allow these professionals the benefits of the corporate form,
many jurisdictions bave enacted statutes allowing their
formation as a corporation or association. in Texas, the
requirements unique to an association are that the word
*association* or sea abbreviated form of it must be in the
name of the or1aaisatio, only licensed members of the profession .,
may join, end shares shall be transferred only to persons
licensed to perform the same type of service. Otherwise, the
general formation sad benefits of a professional association
paralll them *ik M.paiAoa, su that articles of

asselatg. 2*5 &:o;m ot Directors or Uecutiv9,c.mlltt.#l seit * mmgema oficers are elected, articlee;"
of dissolutM: e"Catied, and an annual statement mst be,
fited. g tstemt ra'aooiation and not the

A o!sevaIly liable tot
eI t. g Art, lS32f 24.

wt this ep01IONe
v~ bat wsh

snet

ta

'tool
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o Isa $4800oin, t be tot AOte
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, ) their contributions should have been allocated betwen spouses. ++.*)

,% The- Co~t'** ~ d ha - had ver/fied 55 of the SOr- ;+  3

contributions. Attachment X123). lawerer, only 48 of such i.

contributions appear to hay, been completely resolved by such +:

verification., .Nest of the verifications substantiated that the .

cOittibution in each instance should have been allocated between '+:+!

-m

t0th 9ma rs atons secifiacallount~ t lM of )-1.07

Follin ay centrbte to a camdidate per election. *+ttee
sogt vriations o tuld also appear tO apply when contributions
"c i pali l o o m thee. The ileagaiage in the current

adom :ses the 1Lai tat Ioas on coutribution
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it n ot kernia whether sS*.smtq tzahs"fogs Wa4.cr~I

te spousal allocations in this matter vae detersoom tol

aporaeapproximately three "eare after the coatributIsse
were1 received. Igose Of these apparent, eXCessive contributions

were resolved In a timely nmane or io accordance with 11 Cer01 -a. 1'
S 103,34b)(1). Therefore, the Committee knowingly accepted tbe*

S. it should be noted that* In compiling the list on excessive
cetributiea~~~s th u i ta f h d o lya Computer printout to

r~1e, Alhe~It, was knowa tbt th printout was sot
V*eVzL*,* Cbmittee'alreG4 to Its use due to a lack of
mgoe w*edtl e mOrds at that tine. in addition to other
disOrC *I** noted further to this resort, the Subsequent

pri.dby thWe hd not inclmie the name
I*~s*.dai the avdtl there

6. mo i ~e ad to ha tVxssfer rd was the total
oE ~~ ~ 0 W1, 40 g Irbtotfm ae ImVIOU0. The re

I~ 4t wy t~ etirW mNunt was to be
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Fuller, W. M.

Ramon . Jake L.

Utwitte Robert J.

Leggett, Marvin

Utsebet, Walter It.

100000

10. 000

51,500

10,5000

1081000

allocation$ $500
excessive

$5,000/Spouse
deceased

cont ribution
made), $5,000
excessive

$5,000 excessive

$500 excessive

$5,000 excessive

$5. 500/Spousal
allocation# $500
excessive

$5.0000
exceeSIVq/ Spouse
deceased
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446kid~e the eh4ton 3I Wta t Io

my VW&W man T-WXU. mw9~or@ this Office ,se o . .I-

eooamondstions with respect to these individuals.

While reviewing its receipt records to address the apparent

excessive 'contributions disctwsed above, the Committee discovered... ;,

four instances not Identified by the audit where funds had to be

transferred to its nonfederal account. These instances involved

funds received from four individuals. The total amount to be

7. The amount 6f this contribution as presented by the audit review'4
does not coioido with the total amount presented by the Commlttee1 i
It m~- az VOW information provided by the Committee that each

..... O * 0@ and that 100 Wes in excess of theli M.* Committee's reptesentatiom has been used hore, ."s. $*oe atatn, iuformntion subsequently provided by the Conimtteidoe t ptclee with that aval able on the computer printout.
Whe ~$tte S ormation is used here.

7
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Ocbr 16, "4 *from ~ m t s' -'i-i oeut to the
GerAd R. Ford ew Leaderohip , o ha ......multi cid , i

political Comittee registered with the ONs 81o. A A fuat c WA
obtained from the Ford CoQWitte. om March 7, 19S7. 5Ie Cowlttee

had re-costributed $SWO@ to the ford Comittee on February 24v i
1987, from Its federal account. Thus, this contribution was not

originally made from the proper account, and corrective action

was not taken within a r o le time.

The audit also identified three additional disbursements N

from the Cemittee's gosderal account that appear to have been

ae, I st -ipo part, ft rion with federal eections:

(1) a*1W* pem a s Septeber 10, 1944, to the MC, which '

the Cmi tt ''I"e6m its Opropottomate share of a-,a



~~ras~st~ W @ o .a. mtti~ ~the Ovictoty I& I,

esrity ispeis~ei- .d (3) paymeats of $31?1 to the WIC fee

t*Mwl aid telate costs to attenI a :..tam vorkshop. Ihe , 4t

found .t t ittee had not doasted that the..

4"Srnmssto vete. solely tor fn"a tivityO nta the. .

I t ceacua that these 16141.0 ew bave aega, at

WOO psx 17l, al~te L--tvoel 00 t s afso
7 77 _ 7 1T -

,A 
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.. '

- ,th* n..

reamoa to believe te, COMIittee and its treatrer violated

11, C.R.a. I 102.S(a).

C) 3. i Itaresn Be a f of aferal Candidates

section 441a(a)(2)(A) of the Act provides that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to

any candidate and his authorized committees with respect to any

election for federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed

$S,000. Section 441a(d) permits the national committee of a

political party to make limited coordinated expenditures in

coniection with the general election campaign of its presidential,

candt te and permits both the national and state committees ofa.

politsloa party o make limited coordinated expenditures in

conneetion with the general election campaigns of their

sonatorial sa-coigressional candidates,
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1. Voter 9"irstieon a"d am

the Act exepts from the definition of contribution and

expenditure the pSYMeAts by a state or local committee of a

political party for the costs of voter registration and

get-out-the-vote ("GOTV') activities conducted by such comittees

on behalf of its noninees for President and Vice President.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(5)(xii) and 431(9)(a)(ix). Nowever, certain

criteria must be net for such paymOnts to qualify for the

exemption. These criteria are:

(a) e paeats are not for the costs incurred in-
lofto with ny broadcasting, nesapetr,

mageslne, billboaed, diret mail, or slmilar type
Of Veal jublic e nicatlon or political
advrtisiW etsiF 9u hee purpeos,r'diCet mail"

~ q ihagb~acoecial Vendor or aMW
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prired for omall e e Old tinn h99e t the ftmittees phone
Centers n h a thet act gt Ir bao eiiti es t-

.77

audi *lo iestg~t4 Ot eepta t the MC totaling

$119 e0 that erte te into the Victory 84 account an
used to make these epnditures. It further noted that Committee
records were inadqut to verify five additional receipts from

the MIC totaling *38.000. The audit noted that the information
provided by- the Comittee showed the use of volunteers in the
Phon* banks and other stages of the Comitteers activities that
may meet that part of the criteria for an exemption. The
question remains whether the payments to consultants for the
ballot security program come within the exemption for voter
registration and GOMV activities in a manner similar to that for
paid supervisors of the phone banks, which are specifically

covered by the Commission's regulations. The present record Is
incomplete regarding whetber the voter registration and GOIY

I . A
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for an exmtion to the e'inition of otit and' ,,-

i: expenditure. Additional information is needed to resolve this ii

, I3. 19g4 leustorial candidate "..

The Act and regulations exempt from the definition of i

contribution and expenditure payments by a state or local ,' i

coaittee of a political party of the costs of campitgn , :i

10. According to docentation received during the audit, the

Celnttoteerilmre4 Wlhite Sos comanications support for

the ditner. Ihe t riabtmrsed was $8 S.39, including . ..
$*1246.70 for a tepop~. The check was forwarded ""to the hite muck litar oftie, other than the

fo nexeoftion t2ote de ftion o arbutohe type
ex.penitre v . nIot raieo Is dtoffice. *thi

Issue

...... ............. a Can~da
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use i .em~Lou with WOlateer '"S" &tC~ it *a ~t.

adequate]Ly domstrated bow these expe"dItures Mooet the 00 04-11!.'

for this exempt Ion.

4. Siftatified ACUtiwity

11th v*Voct to the a.0jority of the CeMAUni9 $2.6 million

In eXpeoditures by the victory 04 account, the audit concluded

that the vendor-gene rated documentation or other information

Pgoeor*4 by the Cmmittee was either not present, or Inadequate

to pft*t%. detorminetion whether theso expenditure ter sade *a'

be",s) of tferal caadidates and, It **I, whether they would

the eAmOs to wdeftImtio, of,

CoattibetAW-e d expenditure. According to the audit, diie)

F*~T,4 y te C itte *response to the Lot", A*
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Costributsma U* a prifft 0"tiswoldb co aitdet6'

msde for tie "Meal election. 11 Cr., 1 l1120() (1) (1944)

I(referencing1lla)).

Section 441a(f) of the Act prohibits an officer or *mpl oyee

of a political comittee from accepting a contribution made for

the benefit or use of any candidate In violation of any

limitation imposed on contributions.

The audit Identified three contributions totaling $10,000

made to two camdidates that appeared excessive. Attachment

1(40)-(42). Seam Soulter and Richard it. Army were both
candidates foc the U.S. Mouse of Representatives In the 1964

eleCtiOS c2Jsle. fte Camn$ttee disclosed a $5.@@ contribution t*e.

t"e Soultto campiaig comitte. mado on June 22# 1984# designated

for the p ms Lctos and a $S, M contribution to this sa1101
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outstndis *t the tise of those comot*1bwat~

Aeoidliay, this office recemedstht th Cisio 681,06

reasosm to belil*" tbo Camitt*. ad Its trasarer violated

2 V.S.,C. *44164a) 12)(A).. This Office also 0cmi thttW

Commission find reason to believe Texas* for Beau Moulter and

Donald U. Wills &a treasurer; and Friends of Dick Arnoy and Rick
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11. Sach candidate's campaign comeittee has changed since the
time the contributions were received. Following changes
in the treasurer and the name of beau Roulter's Congress-
ional cepaia eamittee, that Coemittee was redesignaed .
by a letter dated Uarch 23, 1966, as !Texans for Beau Soulterg" :
it is currently his Senate campaigjn€oinittee. ?he original
Congreseiosai a pn cnte foriPchard K. Armey was
termiste on U 25 1987. At re-elect coitatree was.... isubqumt , Ie current name of that re-elect ?
citg the filing of an ameudmeat to theL~ :.Statemet of , Ae on August 20, 1967. A letter ::
attachedI to:, io report filed by the original ' r:
Ams Co tha t :the sew re-elect aemittee would /::

ebseb it reortig b~gatoss
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$•A wi .- u.s.c. * 441a(li)IS:)(a) .oc. .. e.. i

w itsbed wtpen isa to~tre amk I . s " fo

mmnH tsl sleek to obin ietrmeUe seepded to reoowe issues~i

raised in this metter as they pertain to the Texas Rqsublican *

Congressional Comittee. Zt is noted, hovvr, that theLi

Committee may not be able to provide all of the requested .
inforustia, due to the lapse of time since the events at issue i ,,

ossorred. Therefore, each question includes a request for an i!

explanation of why certain information is not available, in order
that the record be clear about such omissions. .-i

1. riad reason to believe the Texas Republica n Congressional ..Co tteeaiesry a~mtasaria, as treasurer, violated .-
Z#*' ,pC.. US 4(o),4S d), 434(b), 441alall2llA), ...4Et, e)(6) *4at 441b(a) and 11 Co.R. li 102.17(c), .

102.5(a M0).i

?.A*1 ,ree tO believe Texans for Beau Soulter and Donald at. '
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IdtJOSZR V. NUiOuS

AtU?25, 1f88

Nla k998 Qeax.0.0 Coumnl' s Report
SAus 22, 190

*plow --eot 1 1 m- . at12 to

ObJection(s) have been received from the commissioner(a)

as indicated by the name (A) checked below:

Conmissioner

Comissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Comnissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josefiak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for AUDU*T JU J U

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

x

x

x

.... \
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in the gatter of

Texas aepub ican Cogresinal Cmittee
and Uenry Santamazia, as treasurer

Tuxans fcw Beau boulter and Donald N. Wills,
as tkeasncer
lr46o Dick &U and Rick 18olfolk, as

UMl 2598

1988, do hereby certify that the Comission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in 31M 2596s

1. Find reason to believe the Texas Repubibcal n
Congressional Comittee and Henry Santaariat
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)
432(d), 434(b), 44la(a) (2) (A), 44la(a) (8),
441a(f) and 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. SS 102.17(c),
102.8, and 102.5(a).

2. Find reason to believe Texans for Beau Boulter
and Donald H. Wills, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

(continued)

Ask. * 4

ws X
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3. Find reason to believe Friends of Dick Arme
and Rick wmlfblk, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. 441a(f).

4. Approve the letters$ Factual and Legal
Inayee, inteng te-ries and ruee for
lioduction of doammnt as -_--- in
the General ounsol's report dated August 22v19SS.

s5Aih , Sul iott.es

U~Bw am "On"ma voted" t± a t hdss@

AttestS

Date

Ai

Marjorie w.
Secretary of the coimiion

Tl
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_. 19

Rick oolfolk, Treaurer
Friends of Dick Amy
P 4.O. Sot 7SLeiswi3le, Texas 75047

Priems of Diek ""Ie
40.12 14k, WoulfMolk a

tat team to " blle the AA t AM

(Comittee a) and you, as treasurer, V1 tea 2 Ve8, 0 441a(f
a provision of the Federal 3loction c iya Act of 1i6fl o as
amended ('the Act'). fte Factual and Leis LAMlSIS A Ch for a i
a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to 
demonstrate that no i

action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that 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 Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed vith
conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 11.16(d). Upon receipt of the request, the OffYce of the
Gemeal-Cose- l will.make rscomendations to the Commission ei
proposing an agreeumt in settlement of the matter or recom dt
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The +
off ice 1 the General Counsel may recommend that pro-probable
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toO roeeiliaUet ,to the reond eatoenstert
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Requests for 03tOl nS of tlmow ll not be routinely
granted. ots aot'be to 1is, itlilat least five days
prlot to the due dat o tetM peand sp e pood caus t mt
be mesttet!d. Zn aitis. the Ottie o tbe GOeeral Counsel
oc41Titly vill not give extesiess, belyod 20 days.

ifyo itend to. te. *fft"
plese so the Csis h

st~tiag the am.aIeein
a". a'~hrsm ewe ommel
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in this Ater.

£Lotlas sad

rot your informtion, wo haoe attached a brief desclptiion of
the Comissimos prooedures for handling possible violations of
the Act. If you have any questions, please Contact S anra 3.
Robinson, the attorney assigned to this satter, at (202) 376-200.

Sincerely,

Chairman

anclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Forn

cc: The Ronorable Richard K. Arney
U.S. Rouse of Representatives
514 Cannon EOM
Wasbington, D.C. 20SIS-4326
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This matter was generated based on Inforeste ascertained by

the Federal 2iection Commission (*the Cominsion) in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory gaop,.sibilities. so*

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(3)

Section 4416(0)(A) 0-00A" s ~o

Omatlee"idate, $ot""s owt dsi # 9 OO"bttm

which, in te aggregate, exae" $S, , COOf slon regulationS,

in effect in 1984 explained that 'with respeet to any election.

meant that a contribution made after a primary election and

designated for that election could be made 'only to the extent

that the contribution does not exceed net debts outstanding from

the primary election' and that an undesignated contribution made

after a primary election would be considered as made for the

general election. 11 C.F.R. S 110.2(a)(1)(198 4 ) (referencing

110.1(a)(2)).

1. The candidate's campaign committee has changed since the time
the contributions were received. The original Congressional
campaign committee for Richard K. Armey was terminated on
Ray ISO 1T7. A re-elect committee was subsequently formed.
ke curref UaW of that ret-elect committee was made by the
filing of fm t to the Statement of organization on
August 20* IM7. A letter attached to the termination
report filed b tb , Ame1 y Committee stated that
the mew e M oguittee would absorb Its debts and
reporting+ +++o wMS .

44 .81 r..
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linototion i-rc-,d- n  entributioS.

The comission identified contributions made by the Texas

Republican Congresio"l COaMittee ( MCO) to Richard IK. Army's

federal capailgn cemittee that appeared excessive. Richard 1.

Ansmy was a ceaedate for the U.S. Kamm of Representatives in

the 1904 eleeras le. ? ae tw s epeceft contributions of

$2,5 sabte theM bIi$emite sIa 22 aid

444Y 2 X 1 ;4# iat4S th w~~r *esa Uie ?RCC

C..m1i"t" ftIe w 8& Soe"z .21 eignated forthei Ceeal

election. The Armey Comittee# however, designated each

contribution for the general election. These contributions ere

made after the may 5, 1984t Texas primary election and before the

November 6, 1984, general election. There vas insufficient

documentation available to shov that the two $2,S00 contributions

vere designated in vriting for the primary election, although

reported as such by the TRCC, and to shov that the recipient

comittee had sufficient net debts outstanding at the time of the

contributions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe the Friends of Dick

Army and Rick Woolfolk, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

.441a(f).

. . . . . . ..



FEDXftAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Donald g. Wills, Treasurer
Tcnx8s for Seau Soulter
15110 Dallas Parkay
DallaS, TwiM S 75140

YMM for asu $oulter

and .)*Ad 3. ills, aslttreaurer

ht hg sreason to beliv Wezama for a" "Ie('€muittoee) and you, as treasuter, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f),
a provision of the Federal 1ection Camaign Act of 1971, as
amended ('the Act). The Factual and Legal Analysis* which ft d!
a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that you
believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this
matter. Please submit such materials to the General Counsel#sI
Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Whereappropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

in the absence of any additional infornation demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against the Committee and
you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.t.
S 111.10(4). Upon receipt of the request, the Of1rTe of the
General Counsel will make recamendations to the Comission either .
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommendiag
declining that pro-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
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U4i 00 that-It ma, the e e
I to eonoiliatiosI to the respent.

"equess for txemeof turn vii not be routinely
~st~ de n itig t" lea0st five days

p*4 e e d ciftic good caus must
be deionstrail ,t, n 9ivee t6 be*od the General Co0aselord41srlly will not give. 09tiensioma i dayso

to this wtter.W1o"d goes.

of sUch counself i catioss stri

for yu infrenation, .w have at d a brief description of
the Comissimons prcee01es for handling possible violatimm, of
the Act. if you have any questions please contact Sadrca s.
aobinsoV, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-200.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Josefiak
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Porn

cc: The Honorable Beau Boulter
U.S. Souse of Representatives
124 Cannon 30a
Wa*Shington, D.C. 20515-4313
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This mtter was generated based oe lsformation ascertained by

the redel glection Commission ('the CoImission') in the normal

course of Catring out its supervisory responsibilities. Se
2 5.5 .C. I 43!7g(a) (2).

L M UIR
0~ Section 41*4a)(3)t&)of the Sot p~i~ ht

..... d d -0 t f s 41 Ai
.... . .... .... oft e w to

which, in the aggregate, exceed $S,,O0. Commissioe regulation -

in effect in 1904 explained that 'with respect to any election'

Co meant that a contribution made after a primary election and

designated for that election could be made 'only to the extent

that the contribution does not exceed net debts outstanding from

the primary election' and that an undesignated contribution made

after a primary election would be considered as made for the

general election. 11 C.F.R. S 110.2(a)(l)(1984) (referencing

1. The candidates campaign committee has changed since the time
the contributions were received. Following changes in the
trteasurer and the name of Beau Boultor's Congressional
campaign cmittee, that committee was redesignated by a
letter dated march 23, 1988, as "Texans for Beau Boulter;' it
is currently his Senate campaign committee.

I-a
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The Osml-lon smUtied coutributoa l mde by the Texs

Mp SlNo:m :"penIamIs Com.itt.. (W c) to OOMB oultor's

federal pw~aij comiltt thatbt appearet excessie. se Soulter

" a -0M tt the XJ.lou of s:---t-tiWs in the 1914

elec~u £.I* ~me~C iscle4 $~o getributimt t, the

A'..
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for the geseral electiom. These coatribstions were made after

the May S, 1904t Texas primary election and before the

November 6. 1904, general election. There was insufficient

documentation available to show that one of the contributions

was designated in writing for the primary election, although

reported as such by the TtCC, and to show that the recipient

candidatets comittee had sufficient net debts outstanding at the

time of the contribution.

Therefore, there is reason to believe Texans for Beau

Boulter and Donald R. Wills, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f).

. 4



PIODERANA LECTION COMMsN

Weary Sentmpaia, Treasurer
fenXs Republiican Congressional ComLttee
P.O. Box 6s
Austine Tea"s 74767

: 2616 :

os m 30 6 th edral a oo2found

that thlero is recas to believe th wa 3lpbielslm
C oon~oelo Ce minittee ('Caolttee') id as tteasurer, :

v rted2 u.s8. is 432(c). 432(d). 434(bT, 4421(a)(2)(A),
441a(a)(6), 441a(f) and 441b(a)p and 11 C. JR. ii 102.17(c),*/
102.6 and 102.5(a). provisions of the Federal Ilection Campaign-:
Act of 1971, as aamned ('the Act') and the Commission's ,i,
regulations. Yhe Factual and Legal Analysis. which formed a
basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that .
no action should be taken against the Committee and you, as .
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that
you blieve are relevant to the Commissions consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office along with answers to the enclosed
interrogatories and request for production of documents, within
15 day of your receipt of this letter. Where appropriate, '
statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demnstrating ..that so ftheJr action should be taken against the eonmmtee ain6
you, as tr s -rArer, the Commission ma find probable cause to
believe that a violation hs occfni red end proceed rth-
conciliation.



• im~onm i~z; .the comi..,0
lot pvps OrS ii tet of the mtter or
reC adOlIa that pr-probeble cause conciliatiom be
pursued Othe t Ofice of the General Consel may re mend tht
PC 011e1he b 3 a10 # OM i2 attoo not be entered ante at this tie-it O CoMete its invstigation of the matter.

furtheril vUL not entertain requests forgre-Probebk. ews ccwil tation after briefs on probable cause
gave ben "ed to the responent.

Uto e Lmeo ti vll not be routinely
grantd. b 'te Oatt me d. i writIng at least fiv* de
prior tof4q dtss the lwrlmeg e NWeifi 4*~

o~belto reev ay Motlft ia 1m
other co~ctlons from the Comission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. $1 437ga)(4)(9) and 437g(a)(l2)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. if you have any questions, please contact Sandra M.
Robinson, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely, 1

Chairman

anclosures
Factual and Legal Analysisftocedure8s
esigoation of Counsel Form

Interrogetories and Request for Production of Documents
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Pursuant to Seation 430(b) of tI* ederal glection Campaign

Act of..171, as in4 t th. Mt) ~~" . .cssoa conducted am

ezmimt.m Mod audt of 00 -isa, o''ito Csg.ressioeeal

00: :.Fth* infterim report an "~Cab,187 b Caomisalon reviewed te

f inol audit report and On April So 19&60 referred certain 2 tt*r:: '

to the Office of the General Counsel.

The audit examined the Comittee's two principal accounts:

the main operating account and the Victory '84 account. During j
the audit period the Committee had total receipts of

$4,719,686.21 and total disbursements of $4,711,032.36, of which

approximately $3.2 million in disbursements were made from the

Victory '84 account. The Victory '84 account was apparently

established for the purpose of funding volunteer activity in

connection with President Reagan's re-election campaign and the

campaigns of other federal candidates of the Republican Party.
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A. Retdepi ang snd Roarng indings

1. Costribution Necorda

2. ztasatoa of Contributions

3. Joint tundrtiser

-J _4W " uJ~ omtributions

4. Prohibited Contributions

2. Excessive Contributions
C. Federal Activity from Nnfederal Account

D. Ezpenditures on behalf of Federal Candidates

1. Voter Registration & GOTV

2. Presidential Appearance

3. 1984 Senatorial Candidate

4. Unidentified activity

3. Contributions to Federal Candidates

F. Summary

The full factual and legal analysis follows.

A. tec rm*deing and Reporting Findings

1. Contribution Records

Sections 432(c)(1), (2), and (3) of the Act provide that,

:.~2
~
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conattibutt tks Lu ess o. *, @,th vth the. Et and amount

of such coatr leaby. any pm ers sot the idoitification of any

person wbo. mhee a otelbutio or strtibutles Oggregating nore

than $200 duriag a cValendar year, t¥JWr with to date and

amunt of Oliobyt$s. ot the Act defines

id16mtifteatiO' t6o-At1f, iaiudu die OW'
ad~teas* 0% iladividuals I

priesoerve 421 r *13r"rndto Ue kept "by ets 432 and

copies of all eporta required to be filed by the subchaptor for

three years after the report is filed. C iLosi regulations

further explain that such records shall be made available for

audit, examination, and inspection by the Commission or its

authorized representatives during the three-year period.

11 C.F.R. S 104.14(b)(3).

During the examination and audit, the Commission requested

that the Committee provide complete contribution records for all

of the contributions it received during the period covered by the

audit. In response to the interim audit report, the Committee

provided certain records. The Committee, however, failed to

provide recordo relating to approximately $1,500,000 in

contributions received during the relevant period.

Tberefore, thwre Is reason to believe the Committee and Its

'..7'



Alba U4WA'b(A o etreuie the d144seouft
of t6, *dntI94atto*U of each' pe "im (other than a political

omitte) w1o makes 8 caotributio to the reporting committee

ducn the repo04 period, whose coatribution or contributions )
beve m aggreva" amount or value in excess of $200 within the
Calendar yeatr , toMIr lth the dte ami 009"t of any such V

cearibtio. ci 44(b(3)a)of the -Let requires the

"atih~m eie 1431(13s) Of the Act def"ue the term

1dentification.0

The audit found numerous contributions that required

itemization, but had not been itemized in the Committee's

disclosure reports. It was also noted that contributions

deposited into the Victory '84 account had not been aggregated

with those deposited into the Committee's main operating account,

thus indicating that further contributions may have required

itemization. in conjunction with its response to the interim

audit report, the Committee filed amendments to the eight

disclosure reports filed with the Commission that covered the

period of the audit.'  In the amendments the Committee aggregated..

1. The amended reports include the 1983 Rid-Year and Year-end
Repoctsi the 1904 April, July, and October Quarterly Reports;
the 1964 PreoSemeral and Post-General Reports; and the 1984
Yeat-ft po4

~R



docupttn tilsedst, v!ri* ed on Mach

1967, although the caOntributioms i question were received in

1983 and 1984. htrtheruore, the CioWtt** was unable to perform

such mggregation and itesation fto the $1.5 million of its $4.7

million in contributions for which it did not have, or did not

produe, rCord or docmpatait.

Therefore, there is reao to believe the Committee and its

treasurer violated 2 U.oC. S 434(b).

Cg tim. #t 11 . . S10217 set ovt

certain pr~Cer for $eiut fuutaising activity involving botb{

registered political otntrsi n unrcistered political each

orgtniations. in porticularo those regulations require o n
• written joint fundraising agreement, the keeping of contribution.,

records by the joint fundraising representative, and the filing ... :

~of Schedules A that clearly indicate that the contributions

reported represent joint fundraising proceeds. in addition, each '

participating political commtt~ee shall report its share of not

proceeds as a transfer-in from the fundraising representative and

file Schedules A itemizing its share of gross receipts as

contributions from the original contributors to the extent

required by 11 C.i.R. S 104.3(a). 11 C.F.a. I 102.17(c). These

regulations vore in effect during the relevant portion of the

audit period.

the audit identified a joint fundraising event involving
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POOL '".0 * ,wa Wtt*4d v*TI q.
1a~*~*t4 a IO~e ad was, held 0s August 14v*

19 4. The only intonation provided by the Committee about this

event was an internal Ismarmadm that listed expenses, total

Lncome ad each participants share Of the net income. The

Cosmittee did not identify the fundriasing representative or

provide copies of a writtee ftuefi"ag agreest, contribution

records, or edules A t&8t itsmsed the crtributioas.F0O Threforo~ # e is, mees,4o believe the Cimtte e.G it:lii

"Octe* 441(a))(4) of the Act provides that al1

contributions sade by a person, either directly or indirectly, t ,

behalf of a particular candidate, including contributions which
C)

are in any way earmarked or otherwise directed through an

intermediary or conduit to such candidate, shall be treated as 7;

O) contributions from such person to such candidate for purposes of

the limitations imposed by Section 441a. Furthermore, this

section provides that the intermediary or conduit shall report

the original source and the intended recipient of such

contribution to the Commission and to the intended recipient.

Commission regulations at 11 C.F.a. S 110.6 define "earmarked"

to mean a designation, instruction, or encumbrance (direct or

indirect, express or implied, oral or written) which results in

all or any part of a contribution or expenditure being made to,

or expended on behalf of, a clearly identified candidate or a

'I n



PCv~ that emte4CoAttibutleas o Ones of $50 shall I*
passed on to the intended recipiett within 10 days of their

receipt by the conduit or intermediary. 11 C..R. S 102.6.

in respofto to the interim audit reporto the committee 4
provided check cspies for approximately SS percent of the

cotributimn deposited into the Cinsitteoe's two principal

a4onsuts. so"g such checks deposited into those accounts, the

oet 14 -tt d th e following:

*~ t~i.t~~stotaIst: $2340 100 tMmot *ai

(3) 1 contributions totaling $65,300 vith reference
to Retagan-sush on the Soso lie$ and

(4) 9 contributions totaling $2,000 with reference to
Phil GrIn on the memo line.3

According to the audit, the Connittees records did not show

these contributions as being treated or reported as earmarked

contributions, or as having been transferred to the designated

2. The audit found 7 contributions totaling $2,900 on which
William Clements, a nonfederal candidate, was indicated as .

ryee. in additien, the audit found 200 contributions totaling10351 that were apparently signed by someone other than the
account holder. Commission regulations in effect at the tine
these contclbutions were received provided that absent
evidemnee to the contrary, any contribution made by check shall .
be reported as a contribution by the last person signing the
instrument prior to delivery to the candidate or committee.
11 C.F.a. I 104.6(c)(1984).



S. ~~~~t SI actv inq'11f40dre

690441s 434(b)(3) () of the Act provides that a. political

cemittee Mll disclose the name and address of each political

cienittee vkhch aakes a coatribett40 to the reporting oemittee

all"Aw the 9portiAf pertld. ,, ' 4)44W (5# ()AM eotids that
*-e1 9u e81s eimttee shl io*s. he mwadsd of .ach

date, *m to and purpose of such expeaditure.

Sectious 434(b)(4)(a)(i) and 434(b)(6)(3)(i) provide that a

political committee other than an authortied committee shall

report md itemize the name and address of each political

comittee which has received a contribution from the reporting

comittee during the reporting period, together with the date and

amount of any such contribution. Sections 434(b)(4)(I)(iv) and

434(b)(6)(5)(iv) provide that such a comittee shall report and

itemise the name and address of each person who receives any

expenditure from the reporting comittee during the reporting

period in connection with an expenditure under Section 441a(d),

together with the date, amount, and purpose of any such

expenditure, as well as the name of, and office sought by, the

cand, dat* on whose behalf the expenditure is made.

,di" m 43l((A) defines 'contributiong under the Act,

- -" • .?. ' ' , 2 4 : ;.,: ::,"' 1;I € -' _ _ , ; -



!ma ilali usaHd by su h 4l eemaclon vith volunteer

activities on behalf of p0rtp nomiaes are not contributions or

APenndi tCes provided Gertoai criterie are ete. . relevant

criteria includes

too s0o0 t be "t.o.. e.s
La~~~ 61mte thdiect

"It -V 6:90"J, *~•~~ ~~~ .. ... ..+.. . . + +.... '

2 .s.c. sf 43l1111111n) Aud 43119)(l)(viil). Ihe regulations

define Odirect mall' to include any mailing by a commercial

vendor or made from commercial lists. 11 C.i.a.

SS lO0.7(b)(lS)(i) and lO0.8(b)(16)(i).

In addition, campaign materials purchased vith funds from

the national committee of a political party, or campaign

materials purchased by the national party committee and delivered

to the state or local party committee are not qualified for the

exemptions. Instead, expenditures for such materials are subject

to the limitations of Section 441a(d). 11 C.F.a.

SS 100.7(b)(IS)(vii) and 100.8(b)(16)(vii).

The regulations also require that campaign materials paid

for by state parties be distributed by volunteers and not by

comrcial or for-profit organizations, in order to qualify for

the,-'r ex muo It C.i.a. SS lO0.7(b)(lS)(iv) and

Ol



160.6(b)(16) (v).

in the Rouse Report for the 1979 amendments to the Act,

which discussed the volunteer exemptions described in Section

431, it Is stated that the purpose of the section is "to

acutaoe volunteers to whk for and vith local and state

politiCal party organM ties., A test to determine wtfter an

Otivity smati"-, for the, 1V uWreimt~st ie~t

"oeclndeO alo pubic ctiem or political adiertaU6 ," 1*

and further specified that the mere purchase of campaign

materials described in Section 431 does not mean their costs are

exempt. assentially, those same materials must be distributed by

volunteers, such as 'door-to-door* or "at a shopping center.*

H.R. Rep. No. 422, 96th Cong., 1st Sees. at 9 (1979), reprinted

in FEC Legislative Nistory of Federal Election Campaign Act

Amendments of 1979 at 193 (GPO 1983). The Commission has

recognized that materials distributed through the mail may still

qualify for the exemption, provided that the mailing does not

constitute 'direct mail' as defined by the regulations, and the

participation of volunteers in the mailing activity is

significant and substantial.

a. 1962 rederal Candidates

The audit determined that the Committe failed to properly i



dii ewet i~z* e~~st i*IRS fa~edto *tomtae tw

ceipte11 totaliqp 09A477? tras the: sow te'.e ANOUats in IRS,
and failed to itomise aa expenditure of $3,630.77 on behalf of

one of these cadidates in 1964. it also appeared that the

Committee had under-reported total recelptS and expenditures in

1963 by $5,630.77# and under-reported total expenditures in 1904

by $3630.77. tese traeaotiona app to be based on an

arrangemet the Cittoe ad wVith the ropeotive candidates,

coittee to retheo 0"'t for a a'1110Z~er rjet

them Commit~ee ibl:led f r the ca8sts ce~~ iW ~i t " project

The tw cddt s 'ifvolve wifth the Oa"ov tweasatios we".

ratl Jeffrey Weatvorth and Joseph Peyton Wyatt, ir., both

candidates for the U.S. souse of Representatives from the State

of Texas in the 1982 elections. The coordinated party

expenditure limitation for the Texas 1982 general election vas

$16,440. The National Republican Congressional Committee

(NURCCO) expended $35,164 on behalf of Mr. Wentvorth, and $35,439

on behalf of Mr. Wyatt for the 1982 general election. Neither

the Republican National Committee ("RNC") nor the Committee

reported coordinated party expenditures on behalf of either

candidate for this election. The total of expenditures reported

by the 33CC suggests that the IUC and the Committee assigned

their respective coordinated party expenditure limitation to the

K3CC. The Committee did, however, contribute $5,000 to the

Wentvorth campaign caomittee on July 1, 1982, for the primary



*u a , anz,-t ootv.4Cu~e a18 "*.5o tth $,e tii t~h

Wyatt campaign Comittee designated for the general election.
Zn respoMsO to tbe interim audit report, the Committee fIled

comprehensive ame "ots Iotemizing them. receipts and
disbursements. Wheee amendments, hawever, were filed more than
two years after the ouresce of tew.s in question.

fth enmo e the C . t,, . s fort o. _ . .. ..... s . op r t n

meeutre,4b~ tddat'.th~ e M 1e1060d on
o behealf of speet1i fedA I Ls~.lth 4ts

a4e"0e that U~ mps~i.qis~~u 4 to the
definitIon of cestributiOn or eadre, made in cmneetios
with volunteer activities. !he Comttee, however, has not
provided any Information regarding its volunteer activities for

0
these 1982 federal candidates or the basis for treating these

expenditures as exempt.

The Committee tailed to report and itemize the receipts and
INexpenditures discussed above in a timely manner. Since the

Committee has not substantiated its claim that the expenditures

are exempt, it apparently should have reported then as either

contributions to the federal candidates or as coordinated party
expenditures on behalf of such candidates. In addition, the

Committee has apparently made expenditures in excess of the

limitations of Section 441a on behalf of these candidates.

b. 1983 eIal aslection rederl CandId&te
During early 1963, the Comittes made six expenditures



inaca e h~ate tort

~*i ~I~piI *Z0S*~Sheld: on

VTr.t i 1s.1 C ts teeubursemeata a

operating eapenttues, wheh conostod prtarily of payments for

mailing lUsts, stattonoryo prinattg, mad postage for mailing. .

reope&s. to the lmterim "Wit caote the Coma itte asserted tht..

t"se expefditvrAX qal0,11 !d as an emalmpion to the definition of

costcblsetior einte S ateo Tey wa $e soa0 sept oil a

volateir esft, 611sMMSe as behalf of the

omidate.~~ U un the"~~i.i$~ #al nir

the wRCdscoe Ia tota.lr of$9 h i n dirtectLS onrthe s t he ..

Vhin .fatmat at xi Itmitatiom fo thV93~

special election Inm the Stte of Texas was $19,570. The

Committee did not report any contributions or coordinated party

expenditures on behalf of Phil Gram for the special election.

The NUCC disclosed a total of $90 in direct contributions to the

Gramm campaign committee and a total of $506 in coordinated party ~

expenditures on behalf of Mr. Gram for the special election.

The RUC disclosed a total of $3,656 in direct contributions to

the Grams committee and a total of $2,045 in coordinated party

expenditures on his behalf for the special election. There is no

evidence available to this Office to determine whether the

Committee assigned its coordinated party expenditure limitation

to the IRCC.

Since the Committee has not substantiated its claim that the. '

above e d turos are exempt, it apparently should have repor



tc~ tot"4Ca

the cmtt.. did sot ss"In Its pwrty ezpndturo

limltation to the InCC and the expenditures do not qualify for 71

the volunteer exeption, the Committee May avoid a violation by

de$iVatitan these as coordinated expenditures in accordance with

2 .8.C, I 441a(d)(3)(5). if such limitation was assigned to the '

M and': not rC ianed by the Committee, then it may have ade /
such xePndits"s in excess of the limitations of Section 441a o

behalf of PhIl Grem.

go*~r~ thoe"ism . to bellowte t4t" n ito
tweesw v.lO I V.S4C. 44' 434(b) aMd 441a1f) ih qeet l
all1 ofth "W w W a"d 1"i cadidates.

I. foeept of npecassnblo awtriutom.

Commission regulations provide that for a political

committee that has established separate federal and nonfederal

accounts, only funds subject to the prohibitions and limitations

of the Act shall be deposited into the separate federal accounts.

11 C.F.R. S 102.S(a)(l)(i). At the time that the contributions

discussed below were received, the regulations required political

comittees to either return the contribution(s) to the

contributor or to deposit it in a campaign depository within 10

days of receipt. If deposited, the treasurer should have made

and retained a written record noting the basis for the appearance -

of illegality and the deposit should have been properly reported,

A statemont noting that the legality of the contribution was in

question should have been included in the report. The treasurer:



v Eg ~ *it ftorte to detomine th

lowb > C.#. 4 10wflb)(1) (194).

Section 441b(a) of the Act makes It unlawful for any,

corporation to iako a cotribation to a political committee in

connection with any fedeiL election, or for any political

coil ttee to kausiagly accept any contribution prohibited by this

section.

in coee to the Interim audit report, the Comittee

pr7e .0001 oastb m0*libet1one reeved greter than

$5. he *4 em ttte 0&1ly 55 Peoint @1 Whe *umt Of

verifiatAon -itht Offi of the Teas Secretary of State, the

audit determined that these checks included 189 contributions

from apparent corporations, which totaled $194,506.

Because the Committee did not attempt to resolve the

apparent illegality of these contributions within a reasonable

tine or to note their illegality in any written record or

reports, the Committee knowingly accepted these apparent

prohibited contributions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe the Committee and its

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 11 C.r.R. S 102.5(a).

It is further noted that several of the businesses listed

appear to be medical or legal professional associations. The

State of Tez" has enacted a 'Professional Association Act,'

which allows licensed professionals to form such an association.,'

See Teax. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann. Art. IS28f (Vernon). Article



W~tts us~l jq he p~~e~a pt~i.9.and be suhbte
to tbi duties, xestricties aud il abities of business

CO@(portOU5o exSept InsfOar as the sow may be limited or

entirged by this Act.' Ed, S 25.v - t is noted, however, that

altbugh Texas" eeapeiga flaOnce UN prohibits corporations from
riskiag ceepsin ctEr tioS, the AM St tt.~q General issued

""iWon *s1K W thtel~ tmmlaecations

00: L * 1 . ... .... sm *t Utions

calendar year Vwich, in the aggregate, exceed $S,00O. Section

441a(f) provides that no committee shall knowingly accept

contributions in excess of the limitations of Section 441a.

3. Traditionally, the learned professions (e.g., physicians,
surgeons and lawyers) have been prohibited from forming corporattieg
This tradition has been based on the premise that the practice of
these professions is personal and confidential, and a corporation
cannot be endowed vith the required qualifications. In order to
allow these professionals the benefits of the corporate form,
many jurisdictions have enacted statutes allowing their
formation as a corporation or association. In Texas, the
requirements unique to an association are that the word
"association' or some abbreviated form of it must be in the
name of the organisation, only licensed members of the profession .
may join, and shares shall be transferred only to persons
licensed to perform the same type of service. Otherwise, the
general formation and benefits of a professional association
parallel thoee of a corporation, such that articles of
asm eltiou 8t be filed, a fosrd of Directors or axecutive
Committee must govern, managment officers are elected, articles
of dissolution must be executed, and an annual statement must be :
filed. Zn addition, the professional association and not the
individmel uers are jointly and severally liable for
prStM t Z o s.1 neglience. etc. SMe Art. 152Sf S 241



Tong atios. provide that
the limtatis:s on comtrtbutioes shail -gy to eh spouse .

separately evet if Only one poes has In o,mW Section

i10.1(e)(1984) of the regulations provide that a partnership nay 4
make a contribution to a political committee subject to the

limitations of the Act. In the case of an unauthorised committee i
such limitation is $5,000 in the aggregate, in any calendar year.

The contribution shall be attributed to each partner in

proportion to each partners profits or by agreeent. 11 C.F.a.
i.:O S l0.lte) (29041. :

The audit, identified the Comsittooe06s receipto $504. l$0l"
contrib19Mn I # te54idVIdula ttrec isthe rce~ip

excessive Contributions totaling $294,100. fte audit also noted

that $33,425 of the excessive contributions bad been transferred

to the Comittee's nonfederal account.

Following receipt of the interim audit report the Committee 2

sought verification from the 66 individuals to determine whether

their contributions should have been allocated between spouses,

The Committee stated that it had verified SS of the 66

contributions. However, only 48 of such contributions appear to

have been completely resolved by such verification. most of the

verifications substantiated that the contribution in each

instance should have been allocated between spouses in accordance

4. The 1"4 regulations specifically address the limit of $1,000,
an individual a" contribute to a candidate per election.
These regulattoss would also appear to apply when contributions
are aoide, togsltical committees. The language in the current*,
revis ,8 reg oins addresses the limitations on contributions
Ilksal



to ,b be" made..a pestoerebip mm theete, a-l1lo"ebW .

bete~mth patnrs.IS ~t~m.~oof the comtributioOS,.

as represented in the Counitteos reoids, were not excessive.'

The Comittee provided a copy of a letter from one contributor to

verify that his $10,000 contrtibution was not for federal electiol

activity, but for ballot security activity. The Committee had

not deposited this contribution i its federal accounts.

In the iaformation provided ubeesemt to the Interim audit

report, the Cemittee stated Mha 1*s to had &Ilready beenmsp

to the nasfdetal unt, tb 011 statd that a"iti" Z

Was"Ots would be tam erd to th btdrlac t as fund"

became available s.

The audit concluded, however, that none of these apparent

excessive contributions were resolved in a timely manner or in

accordance with 11 C.F.5. 5 103.3(b)(l). Therefore, the

Committee knowingly accepted these contributions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe the Committee and its

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) and 11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a).

While reviewing its receipt records to address the apparent

S. it should be noted that, in compiling the list on excessive
contributions the audit staff had only a computer printout to
review. Although it was known that the printout was not
verified, the Comittee agreed to its use due to a lack of
more credible records at that time. in addition to other
discrepancies noted further in this report, the subsequent
lnformation provided by Cowmittee did not include the name
of one of te contrilbutors identified in the audit, there
Is no explanation for this omission.
6. Included in the amounts to be transferred was the total amount'
of a $10,W coetwibution from one individual. There was no
ez atioe of w y the isu tA o amount was to be tcanfe ried

-.



transferred we $l 00. Uowver, the Comittee did not explain thy suoc to"n its 'MIN 61ui~. ?

cfund lwointeom , rimfurm gvid. that o whtan ,autob

Comml~o o as tsoe, prowlde tfat W"eS an ovianization

finamns ativity in 0o tm with U" fedetal and nonfederal
.J--eotieee end deelies be .. sliah sepere. edr sad

aim*dra am" b ee~e o~~3*nl ergsee

contribumtloa, e4 emtre a tranb*r by the committee in
connection with any federal election shall be made from the
federal account. 11 c.r.a. F 0I.t(a)(l)(i).

o 'N"
The audit identified a $5,000 contribution made on

October 16, 1984, from the Committee's nonfederal account to the

Gerald a. Ford New Leadership Committee, a federal aulticandidate

political committee registered with the Commission. A refund was

obtained from the Ford Committee on March 7, 1987. The Comittee

had re-contributed $5,000 to the Ford Committee on February 24,

1987, from its federal account. Thus, this contribution was not j
originally made from the proper account, and corrective action

was not taken within a reasonable time.

The audit also identified three additional disbursements

from the Committee's nonfederal account that appear to have been

made, at eat in pert, in connection with federal elections:
V.



Ammicsa spport, the' Spuh t e atyg () Paymats of4
approximalely $80,000 Of *q~ s incurred by the "Victory fund

Sedget" hra; ries ,i eettiogo' ht victory party, and ballot

secrity l"ea"; and (3) pamywts of $317.W to the ImC for
travel and rtneatoe- tw ated f.taam@. worksop. The ui

-iebm. ver s.4 *" . at, y n-eadt,

'C sb.il pem sit

Therefore, there is reasn to believe the Committee and its 4
treasurer violated 11 C.F.5. S 102.5(a).

D. Expenditures on Dehaif of federal Candidatso-

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of the Act provides that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to

any candidate and his authorized committees with respect to any

election for federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed

$5,000. Section 441a(d) permits the national committee of a

political party to ake limited coordinated expenditures in

connection with the general election campaign of its presidential

candidate and permits both the national and state committees of 6-

political party to ake limited coordinated expenditures in

connetion with the general election campaigns of their



044t et violati
*E s ~h Itations of Section 443.. Parthermare, Section

90034b)(2) of Title 26 provides that no general election
preiemstiae l cadidate who Is eligible, to receive payments under

the Presidential Election Ca"paign Fund #ct shall accept

contributiens to deffra qumlfited ceagn oxpeses except to the

exteat aeooeay to make up aOW deficiency in fund payments.

11 C~*REI. 10W3.24a)(A).
+ ++ e4tL 4S41t4(4Ril(i) I~d (iv) mmdr 4)4(b)(6l)(l) (1) and

oema -tee + ort and Itese mcotribtimos to other political

committees and expenditure* made pursuant to Section 441a(d).

Sections 431(S)(A) and 431(9)(A) define "contribution" and

expenditure."

1. Voter Registration and GOTW

The Act exempts from the definition of contribution and

expenditure the payments by a state or local committee of a

political party for the costs of voter registration and

get-out-the-vote ("GOTVI) activities conducted by such comittees

on behalf of its nominees for President and Vice President.

2 U.S.C. 5S 431(8)()(xii) and 431(9)(B)(ix). However, certain

criteria must be met for such payments to qualify for the

exemption. These criteria are:

(a) the payments are not for the costs incurred in
connection with any broadcasting, newspaper, magazine,
billboard, direct mail, or similar type of general
public cmmnication or political advertising. ror

;+++ + +++..... +++,+++ *+;+ + • + , + + + ++ , . . ... +• ++ ... ... ++ ++!,+u :+++



ffl 8 ,- a Mailing* by a

the the ' 40"0 activities
frt

6oetrthpuoas to the low and
prohibitions oft ACt

(c) the .94msts are not made free contributions
design ted to e rpest on bablf of a p-rticular
Canda eo . for federal "Mf1e. For these
purposes. a coetributies is not emsidered designated#
if the pay it"S d10  ,Ing the hWs makes the
fiaad sA r +t4 e ot id "4* itiol shall receivt

1the 4-e l * t Sed s doste
bya ddition the reain provid ett tOf a b the

state party of the costs Incurred in the use of phone banks in

connection vith voter registration and GOTV activities is not a

contribution or expenditure when such phone banks are operated by

volunteer workers. The regulations also permit the use of paid

professionals to design the phone bank system, develop

instructions, and train supervisors. 11 C.F.R.

1S lO0.7(b)(17)(v) and lO0.8(b)(18)(v).

The regulations further explain that if such voter

registration and GOTV activities include references to any

congr88ioeal or senatorial candidates, the costs of such

activiti*s shall be a contribution to, or expenditure on behalf

of, such candidates unless the mention of such candidates is

me roly incideStal to the overall activity. 11 COF.R.

t W 'I. ~ A"A& & .wa

yA~



am", to r tS priating, envelopes,

Gow*k reoecadsppaa thrProduction costs for

direct mil pieces, and 13 expenditures totaling $6,720.82 paid
to eoVoes of Reagaa foh e64 for cssulting fees related to

the Committee's ballot security progrmt. The direct sail pieces

Were re"ared fr mall- f:,v -dgm ' to the Committeer's

PheuI ster or tbel C u4 Oei . *be ballot security
pm~p#.vdty;eme ...... +poll vatchers, llsetor.4.+

abmAe muw+ap. ainst * ,m Pribrty precincts +
ins.. ..tpe L k I ot seqh ...t.....e #

.... w -wt s h r, thet tho comittee used a

coinercial vendor in connection with the direct mail pieces. The

audit also identified four receipts from the VNC totaling

$119,S00 that were deposited into the Victory '84 account and

used to sake these expenditures. It further noted that Committee

records were inadequate to verify five additional receipts from

the RNC totaling $28,000. The audit noted that the information

provided by the Committee showed the use of volunteers in the

phone banks and other stages of the Committee's activities that

may meet part of the criteria for an exemption. The question

remains whether the payments to consultants for the ballot .1
security program come within the exemption for voter registration,

and GOTV activities in a manner similar to that for paid

supervisors of phone bankst vhich are specifically covered by the

Commission's regulations. The present record is incomplete



at least .a portion ef the @osts wll mt met the criteria.

2. Preide m l Iwpsaram"

The audit also identified five expenditures totaling

$9,t6.19 made in coaoctioe with an appearance by President

Reagan, then a candidate for re-election, at a dinner in Houston

on October 2, 1964. e purpose of this event was evidently to
rase funds for the Committees volunteer activities on behalf of,-

Prsiet eaa adothes m~bia addtes i ~ ks
eImd icints' ft .tow U.. Treasue. or

and ether expenses. The audit concluded that the solicitation
materials tor this event indicated that these expenses did not
qualify for an exemption to the definition of contribution or

expenditure.

3. 1964 Senatorial Candidate

The Act and regulations exempt from the definition of

contribution and expenditure payments by a state or local

committee of a political party of the costs of campaign

materials, such as pins, bumper stickers, handbills, brochures,

posters, party tabloids, and yard signs, used by such committee

7. According to documentation received during the audit, theCommittee reimbursed White House Communications supportfor costs connected with President Reagan's participation
at the dinner. The total amount reimbursed was $8,955.39,including $1,246.76 for a teleprompter. The check wasforwarded to the White House military office. Other than thementlon of the teleprompter, information about other types
of eeOgt provided is not vaLlable.



1. (4.R -Wu?, .5) A.n order to

for this aemCtoo oVevt such pmsi ist meet certain
criteria. The crt ria for this eemption aore discussed above,

in section U.A.S, pages 9-11v of tita IreOt.

Ihe audit identified three eaoadi-tures totaling $36,535.45

mde on bealf a b r the "-- candidato for the

U.8. Seste in tese in 1M84. I e :yowre mode to a

for ve
P

lgisE go" pii 0 Ml toa

~7 uos~ "0 4 nteia

W in o with glit aw ct tis. it hes Aot

adequately demonstrated how thsee expenditures meet each of the +

criteria for this exemption.

4. Unidentified Activity

With respect to the majority of the remaining $2.6 million

in expenditures by the Victory '84 account, the audit concluded

that the vendor-generated documentation or other information loo,

prepared by the Committee vas either not present, or inadequate

to permit a determination whether these expenditures were made oft

behalf of federal candidates and, if so, whether they would

qualify for any of the exemptions to the definition of

contribution and expenditure. According to the audit, additiona "

information provided by the Comttee in response to the Inteo ltl*

audit report did not adequately resolve these questions.

It is noted that the NC reported spending within $Sll.SO

AL&
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MAN), vthk ii di i4a e61', WOOalthough It

may make uhW tqeiam.a tbo avest at the national
committe. There I. vi:*S.ov e that the Cemmittee sade any of

the sdlo" .to*". as0 the aet Of the inC. AlO, the audit :

nted tt the .. 9idtgj;,t.n, rqpqtq haitg iI~se- ai t ions i

t hereifore, ther IaLR resnt oelie the tht te n t

toa Aslaed 2 .. (ban 4d341a).ot-

cor~le .t 4~t ts e W 4** e ---if f th

3. Cotributioas to Federal Candidates

Section 44(a)(2)() of the Act provides that nothe

aulticandidate political committee shall make any contributions

to any candidate for federal office with respect to any election0

icho, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000. Comission regulations

in effect at that tim explained that with respect to any

election Mient that a c rson ton made after a primary election

and designated for that election could be made only to the

e Rtnt that the contribution does not exceed net debts

outstanding from the primary election and that an undesignated

contribution mde after a primary election would be considered
&441
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hoe asdit kdentifiod thrfo S@Sibt40SS totalin@ A0,0O0

made to two enddates that apipeared Beas. Seu soulter WA:u,

Reicard K. Army wvet both candidateo for the U.S. Souse of

Representatives is the 1964 election cycle. The Committee

disclosed a $5000 contribution to the noultor campaign committee
made om Juneo2 1W04, designatod for the primary election ..

m5e"0 cofttribsts to this Sam committeemd esqetember 16,

MJ4, Io gatod for the gneel -lt , 0 . S tor COmitt

detgat "aot CMtnbtione fto th~e oeenoetes h

Arycmawnc~teon .am* 22 0" 4?uly I6. I"40 and

designated for the primary election. 2Ue Committee disclosed am

additional $5,000 contribution to the &rny Committee made on
C)

November 11, 1964, designated for the general election. The

Armoy Committee, however, designated each contribution for the

Ile general election. These contributions were made after the May S,

1984, Texas primary election and before the November 6, 1984t

general election. The audit determined that there was

insufficient documentation to show that these contributions were

designated in writing for the primary election, although reported..

as such by the Committee, and to show that the recipient

candidates had sufficient net debts outstanding at the tim of

these contributions.

Therefore, there is reason to believe the Committee and Its

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A).

105



t... se*.~i~a *~r7t7sal c t. er

Saa ..n .tnun .il. .... C .f .2. .. (d) for
failing to natain dqueto records of conttIbuttoe roceived

ad for falling to preserve required record4 for throe Ysrsj

2 U.S.C. S 434(b) for failing to file tisely snmdnt to

reoords pertaining to such fundraising activityr and aihtling to

file Schedules A itemizing such contributioesg 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a)(8) and 11 c.i.a. s 102.6 for failing to properly

process certain earmarked contributions; 2 U.8.C. S 441a(f) for

making excessive expenditures on behalf of federal candidates and

for accepting excessive contributions; 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a) for
accepting apparent corporate contributions; 11 C.A.n. S 102.5(a)

for depositing impermissible funds in its federal account and for

making disbursements from its nonfederal account in connection
vith federal elections; and finally, 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A) for

making excessive contributions to federal candidates, authorized
comol ttees.

-7
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16 futhe4. of Ito Ow~Uto~S eabv-eted

matte, the, rerno Ulaecti. C ioiqw. berbt reqwti that you

~bbewwI ~fis a' A ep *~w ~~.i0+'d 11 A i So --1 -7 'n

iciume t spe*Ifid below, in their entlrety. for imIpection and

copying at the Office of the General Counsel, Federal eloction

Co Commission, Room 6S7, 999 3 Street, N.W., Washington* D.C. 20463.

on or before the same deadline, and continue to produce those

documents each day thereafter as may be necessary for counsel for

the Commission to complete their examination and reproduction of

those documents. Clear and legible copies or duplicates of the

documents which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents may be submitted in lieu of the production of the

documents.



eseisos of. m or otAMv&M."; including
dockuota an for= n @aearing ourm cctds.

wacb a r is to be give n_1.y, and
unless OPMOwy Sted in the -0,Mreqes

noswer as r t a*e liap- td e0ef.-. ;44 to anoter

detling s o i natmtngt euefb nnw

o infomation

touns icti ther i tea u o
k nle you have ice ated, Ahadiser requs and
detailing what YOU aid in attempting to seur the unknown
information.

e oShould you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
V comeunicationse or other Item about which information Is

requested by any of the following Interrogatories and requests
for production of documents, describe such Items in sufficient
detail to provide justification for the claim. Bach claim of
privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on which It
rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall
reor to the time period from January 11 1963 to December 31
1984.

The following Interrogatories and requests for production of
documents are continuing in nature so as to require you to file
supplementary responses or amendments during the course of this
Investigation if you obtain further or different Information
prior to or during the pendency of this matter. include in any
supplemental answers the date upon which and the manner in which
such further or different information came to your attention.



'1o"M Shall mea the namd Icepsideat in this aOtion to whomthese di avelry requests ate itessede including aU officers,
employees, aSnts or attorness thereof.

Pe"ss shall be deemd to Include both sinfgular and
plural, amntihll mean any Natural persons part"ership.
comittoe, association, corporation, or any ot type of i .  orgeninstipe or entity.

coe, Setw gdrafts, o9 al rs sa: ttrytSo

teodi~, t~grm t arts,
r diag~rams, lists, computer patsare, l o s r vritiugs and
: other data compilations from which informtion oam be obtained. .. '

o: 0 dentify" with respect to a document shal mean state the ~l~nature or type of document (.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
r if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the docmeont was

prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
7) of the document, the location of the document, the number of

pages comprising the document.

"~Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and
the telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of such '.
person, the nature of the connection or association that person
has to any party in this proceeding. If the prson to be
identified is not a natural prson, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to .
receive service of process for such person.

conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of theseinterrogatories and requests for the production of docuoents any
documents and materials which ay otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope. t



*, l r¢ee ttve for this activity.
*.!0 4v deuments connaeted with this

4. 4hAtaSw ts. t.o~te

a. W ~ th se Iettse~ethreI t

fttal be, tb"t4et*V"MmtioS WaS made.

b. State whether eh earmarked contiribution was transferred
to the designated candidate or committee. State the
date(s) of each transfer. it the contribution was not
transferred, explain the circumstances.

c. State how the Committee reported each of these
contributions to the Commission.

d. if any or all such Information cannot be provided,
explain In detail the reasons why it cannot be provided.

3. Attached is a list of apparent earmarked contributions
received by the Committee which appear to have been signed by
a person other than the account holder. See Attachment 2.
in addition to the information requested it-Equestion #2
above, state whether each contribution was reported as
received by the account holder or the signatory. Describe
the method used foe making this determination. If any or all
such information cannot be provided, explain in detail the
reas why it cannot be provided.

4. in reepoe to, the Iterim Audit aeport the Committee stated
that it conduwted voluntecr activities on behalf of the
reoiaO y canhddtes fout federal office: iarl Jeffrey
Uthmtto ued9b Peyto n Wyatt, Mr., vPhil Gram (1963 special
tt Us It th eSouse of Representatives and 1964 general



folloving ifformations

a* 90"ti I" e "tivity a" AMe 4e) S see

b. pfovideoa , ypr o 1 aIit~ Wtoial Ln in

tva lable, op st e r a s WV a op is t
availablep ad describe the conteat o- aralto .

c. if the activity Included a mailing(s), *tote tbo date(s)
of each maillng.

d. State the original source of the list of ams used in
eahmilingl,

qr vendor and th dte of eah IPt7"Ot.

C) Invoices and other documentation related to the
business transactions with each vendor.

h. State whtther the funds used to pay for the activity
were desgnated for specific candidates and if e p t
identify each candidate.

i. State whether the Committee received funds fron the
Republican National Committee (*RNCO), the National
Republican Congressional Comittee (u"CC) , or the
National Republican Senatorial Committee (NlRSC) in
connection with the activity. State whether these
committees disbursed funds directly to the vendor(s) in
connection with the activity.

J. State whether the Committee assigned its coordinated
party expenditure limitation allowed under 2 U.S.C.
S 441&(d) for each of the above candidates to the N3CC
or the N3C. Provide a copy of the written designation.



,-011fk. I O"morat ' t 8 e8
W~~ YcannSotbO provided oslain in detail the reasons

5. Attac eft a list @f0a9t~~te etiwio
recevedby the Cowt" . ~ MtdstS

a. State Whether the Cmowittoe deotrained the legality of
each contribution. it *tote t e metbed used and
the date(s) such de e "oe ws mad.

b. If the Committee did not determine the legality of a
coautribution listed, ste the ressoat.) why such
detor-iation was noet made.

jil

6. is a O"We ndum dated Cl 31P 1 *70 the Comi tt , vio its
cosulmte, provided lInto stlo about certain appareat
excessive contributions It hod received from Individual
contributors.

a. State whether the C ost ttee has completed the transfer
.of the excessive amounts fro Its federal to its

nonftderal accounts. State the date and amount of each
~trtans fer.

b. The audit identified contributions from John . ulich
~totaling $10,000t however, information about thiscontributor ws not provided in the Committees

response. State the reason(s) or this oission, and
the circumstances and status of these contributions.

C. in the Cowmittees response total of $10,000
contributd by ob sckels was listed to be transferced.

State the reason(s) for this transfer and the date ofthe transfer.

d. The Coittee identified contributions from four
additioal persons that needed to be tCansferrd. state
tae the reason(sr detining that suc t ransfer ter

necessary and the date of each transfer. The persons
and amounts identified were: Mar C. Crowley - $100,
ftlia joes, Matthews - $5,000, Peter O'Donnell $2,500,
and 8ditk J. O'Donnell - $2,500.

A ~ _____o-



. nly ow all
provided$ explain in detail the reasons why it cannot

~~~~W 0O 00. Oft hsbe

.Vit ... and describe the @ asitmoeby
tbis t ntate the reason(s) for a soCbing the

WA W Wo onfederal acemto.i fAny or e1 such
-M=t be provided. explsin t detail the ransons

why it 00aWt be provided.

S. During the 1904 eleetie cyclet t.1e CW'tee IVd~e
set ee west* se to

-e, ert! _ -,

thte,, lor e,#tOe.
on bomki itn miW.Zs14

is e~ ee iliag and th. mamer

all wet mtiond. If ay or all se tsfweeation and
docmmeats cannot be provided, expla i*s detail the
reasons why it cannot be provided. ad describe the
content of each Item.

b. State the date(s) of each mailing.

co State the original source of the list of names used in
each mailing.

d. State whether a commercial vendor assisted with each
activity. If yes, identify the vendor(s) and describe
the services provided. State the amount paid to each
vendor and the date of each payment.

e. Provide copies of all contracts, vouchers, receipts,
invoices. and other documentation related to the
business transactions with each vendor identified in
subsection d), above.

f. State whether the funds used to pay for each activity
were designated for specific candidates and if so,
identify each candidate and the amount designated.

g. State whether the CouaitWgp received funds from the aNC,
the 33CC. or the NISC, in connection with the activity.
State whether these comittees disbursed funds directly
to 08 weeder(s) in connection with the activity.

I
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h. nP #,Ob oid in the teophoe

tbey Wft mmf
taaitsd cot i i Ih~thedy Vera i oed.

1. State wbether the volunteers OW in the activity were
a44id, i so, state the p*t1! 00 d amat of oeh

I. St. hmethec profesionalS wre us.*&to design the

il~~ioi ol I ili

1. f any or WLl such information ;a" doMtS to.~ost"d
above canot be provided. explain in detail the resees
why it cannot be provided.

9. On June 22. 1964, the Committee contributed $5,000 to the
campaign of Beau Soulter and $2,500 to the campaiga of Dick
Army, both candidates for the U.S. Mouse of Representatives.
On July 26. 1964. the Comittee contributed an additional
$2,S00 to Armey*s campaign. The Comittee designated these
contributions for the prinary election, which was held on
Nay So 1964o in the state of Texas. For each of the
contributions, provide the following information and
documents:

a. a copy of a writing that designated the contribution for
the primary election.

b. state wther the Comittee deterained whether the above
recipient comittees had net debts outstanding at the
time the above contributions were ade. if yes,
describe the method used by the Comittee to make such a
determination.

c. I tam or all such information and documents cannot be
provided, explain in detail the reasons why it cannot be
provided.



Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

&TTN: Sandra it. Robinson

RE: NOR 2598
Texans for sees lSoultex
ad 01ald m. Wille 4. . .ftasorer ..

Doee M. Rbinson:

With regard to the above referenced matter, enclosed
please find an amended FEC Report for the period 4-16-34 thru
6-30-84 and a detailed letter of explanation from Joan Schilling
that will substantiate the committee's primary debt status as of
June 22, 1984.

Inasmuch as I was not the Treasurer of the committee in
1984, I have asked that Joan Schilling provide this explanation
to you because she was on the congressman's campaign staff
during the perioa in question.

I am certain that the enclosed materials will answer any
questions you may have.

Sincerely,

Donald H. Wills
Treasurer
Texans for Beau Boulter

3nclosures

(1) Amended FEC Report for 4-16-84 thru 6-30-84
(2) Detailed explanation letter from Joan Schilling
(3) Xerox copies of pertinent invoices
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Box 105
Canadian, Texas 79014
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Keith Adams
2505 Lak evw, Suite 205
Amarillo., Texas 79109

fUlli

.1

Retirtd

0~

~S

6-19-64

~AA f~&i
Ti TT~bWumm1-

Self

-

S-9-64
- uh.O.;.

AUU

C. Pd~ ,dWhq • u... " .'e ,i.

go Pd so

A. C. Baker Self 426-84 300. %w'
Petroleum Butildin4
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

-eop Fm: ., .Rinv ,wj ra,,o =Oil & Gas Pro. .r
F1lOdwe k~m": _____a

1. PM uN . MAl* dbtsdim ZP dOb

Jack E. Bearden
1601 Burlington
Wichita Falls, Texas

l rOther Eweify):
ULIJbm

76302

ki~wsi

P. PFl New^ Ono" dandmi ZIP Go&

Edgar Blair
Box 868
Borger, Texas 79007

I0 f *aer fv): f]Pik" v

D. Phil Bolin
510 Hamilton Building
Wichita Falls, Texas

f m For: I UftMv

ki Gen"

76301

10wrs

Sel of Dwbo

Self

OM. y-M

6- 1- b

Awmut of I
Z Uhei

priller I
A vew-oD.'o 7> S 7- nfl

-I -- p - I
Nwm of Empoyr

Self

dew)-

6-7-b4

Oacuotion Inderoendent
il&Gas ProkiUcar ____

oA S wYdeow enen
-- .. . . . Ilf -- -

14meof I wer

Self

% fi n

dO. ew)

6-13-b4
6-lb-84

Otwslon Inde1 9endent
Oil & Gas PrQ4 ur

AWWW 16542"00" S_M dgrI Cww 6woww 1:

I MISTOTALof SmuWs TWa - ............. .......................... )

Amount of aw
Rteei tow pw4'

.LUUU.-JU

Amountof IW
MfNgp 0q ae

5 $ )

-- my

..............................................................................................................................

I . .. . I III

Indepnden
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Clovis *en
1707 Boyd street
Borger, Texas 79007

rloW M:U

James a. Brandon
1709 S. Avondale
Amarillo, Texas 79106

ONBWPW WVOr:
forI*; I'

aob~rt *0., XPWbXM

102 P&OAA
ri1l*o, Texas 79106

Self

oil & 6as Producer
ftMM Yoiv T7> 1 & .00

6-19-84

I ~~ ~~t- -
muqfe

Nmf S
Self

= P a lo- -

*sber &

IA

4-27-84

4-16-84

Ima Louise Brown . _ W Pi, n 1P **

6202 Calumet mousewife 6-18-84 5Ou.Ou
Amarillo, Texas 79106 _ ____ •0

MusWP : U --MW IXlI.,-
0d, IhesitvI: A O YrW.Oms __0__do

SU.s'p06

AWWAM of gak,Mmlw d*P~

5. - 00

1,000.u* ~

E. AA Nam. &%On am md Zi Cmb
Natalie H. Buckthal
444 First National Bank Bldg.
Amarillo, Texas 79101

Rmlu FOW: U"W
Mj Other (secfy):

bd ww-

NMM of Eloybe

Housewife

O-u-tw

Aggrqm Yww44omt> S

OM 3o0-h.
dw, Vow)

5-30-84

300.00

Dmwf
"4 * 

3uU.uiO

P. d Nm. howu MdM and ZIP Cmi. tMWM of Empor (mot . . Amon of Go I'

Roy L. Bulls Baker & Taylor I. | @W f O

Box 308 :-u,3-84 50U.Uo
Spearman, Texas 79081 1m 6-23-b4 100.00

Me Pmw: kJ Nino fv U cis ---.g
O" Uqiecify: "4FSM -wo-ow 700

Thomas R. Cambridge
216 Texas Coerce Bank Bldg.
Amarillo, Texas 79109

FiR OPeFr: U -IWW
r 1 O~W tspMI:

kj GW

NSo of Empoyer

Self

Dno (month.
d. Vow)

Amount Of no
RMOptOMW s

OM"mInde 1eendent
OilI L r-AS PrneIirifa
A~rwW Yw-o~st _>S 5 11a j d

r;;;;TALIIV
I '~ 1<

xl

-dlSl A n,,

Z.I__ ._ .. ..... . ii_. 'N3i_ . 4

0
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Harry Caapsey
5501 Seymur Highway
Wichita Falls, Texas

nmsw PL.- PMM
r-100W 1081111

76310

8. P M% *ftin d AVGo

J. D. Christy
6500 Fulton
Amarillo, Texas 79109

"si PWr: L 1wv 1Wslo
fl 00W 6MN:

I.Texas Oil & Gas I
O99)50

Texas Oil & Gas _.
_._,___ _._----, __ ' .5-31-84

dW. yMr

500.00

- -w ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ 1~

Western National
Life Insurance Co.

5w. -- )

5-07-b4

___I_~Mi~irnx4va
dlmmm -q * I AA Aft

AmouM of So*
Iftlem 1Mb P"r 6W

C. Pd ea-M *,AmiuntMofVQ o , ,i

David D. Cooper Sbake & Taylor3909 Gatewood .. ... - 7 -8 0 . 0
_______________4-17-84 500.00

arllo, Texas 79109

0. P 0.8M~ftdft dwZGf I-~dW 0mM u -0 dmt. knuIdw.vmi RGOdM Mlof

(P 1 -5 's

0WIIl Frr: Li hlumy [ Gen --.- onh ---- tt -%f a
M O*W poft) AM sla Ye-i*iM

I. Pa NmW MMl n gM Z COO

DeVoe Davis
Drawer 3010
Borger,_Texas 79007

fl1 t0W tWeoify):
X Gw

NW" of Employe

Self

---pIlo Independent
nl L Ga-Q ProditerI
Am .-- a.~A to Yew-W AI

0Mw kmonh,
dW. Vow)

6-18-84 100.uu

P. PM Wio. OWN Mdi ad ZVP OW Nwiw of EYpfoe rOat.(month. AmoMt of r

Mark Davis Self da, Vw) Reo o PV"

P. 0. Box 31928 5-09-84 IU00.00
Amarillo, Texas 79120
Rp op For: imery Gowa Property 14anagement ____

O0, b-mdfyl: . Y.,.o.o s . __.________

6L PW Now^ MO MO d 20Ca

Tom Eonds
P. 0. Box 985
Borger, Texas 79008-0985

j aerd

MM1 tI "A-gmms......

Nne of Omploy

Self

~amw Yw40Oms S ~ ~

Date (month. i
d"v. Vow)

5-01-b4
6-18-84

AmonPA of GoO

300.to *:
2 5. 310. ii

27

V

0

D

ReIptFr ikw

M

mm* *- nrn !

edwft - - --- - - bwAAW w VWMP.M"

M

i
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Calvin H. Ellis
3718 Rutson
Amarillo, Texas 79109

Rogowhpet L
fl Mw.

Self

Landman
~V~am~N £ 7~ 7~A

6-12-84
6-21-64

0ANMl 6f Ih

40.0)I200.00

--1 --- W-- ---- -- w- " )m ~ mmmm
L PW 0109 iAm&Vf WMd Nowef sii4mwj t gmgl Amunt of Gogh

R. Hobart Fatheree Self f.s "00ft

P. 0. Box 559 4-27-84 250.00
Papa. Texas 79065

,flo Is y: f ______

C. mst er AmM of l
D . F.aGhrmke Self mn

4M P'A Ft UklO1 ak14.zou

3408 Olsen Boulevard 4-27-84 200.00
Amarillo, Texas 79109

cu.vw)

obert D. Grace self
P. O. Box 12094 Self 5-14-84 1,20.00
Amarillo, Texas 79101

slomoQ For: LPetPlinim v eoloaioptometrist

P. PMN Me" Addl. nd M COP O None oD aoyr a e. (month. Amount of

day. yw) Reslo *thi

G e o r g e G r a h a m S e l f 5 -1 4 -8 4 1 0% 0 UO L

400 First Wichita Nat'l Bank Bldi 6-19-84 50iJ.00
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

Oeude Por:-I peJrolimto Yw-o- gWk,

F. FV fmA.Md~ Ad~ftowd V Cb Ni o EmlDes.O Innh. Amount of t

C. PO Os. N M Adk adbm WC

Robert Gunn
723 First Wichita Nat'l Bldg.
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

Cwrwwd
lot For 1: bo

NOe of Empow,

Self om Ieemonth.
daw. Yowl

5-24-84

Petroleum Geolohist
Agp-.W W4.t.000>S 1.000.00 0

- U I

.....................-................

. 0 . . .9... . . ...

.2 A-M

#009350

O

Amo.00o tIW

1,?000.00)4

44
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Gone 0. Bill
4021 Mockingbird
Amarillo, Texas 79109

ffiow w -TiF@I~I

Es& Todd Hoover
Box 123
Perryton, Texas 79070

"new was -al

I Awmmwh. WN'

Self

0.Ooem
5-10-84
b-20-84

&.Alp Yw4.t. > 8 _I a
U U ~ U -

umof 6e
Retired

6-17-84

AWW*1;RW"S -2r

100.00
OO.0U

104.u0

Joe and Betty Umell Mareh nter rises
3502 5aIty_________ -09-84 500.06

~tS2Ip %~ 1f096-14-84 200. 01

.. ...j~a$ - -___

Warren J. Kincaid Amarillo Nat'l Bank f.W An

Amarillo Nat1 Bank, Plaza One 6-04-84 300.00
Amarillo, Texas 79101

mw For[: Jotmmv Vice President,
fl,0 O bsw .fy): %__________ 7$ -3 0.'

I. P Nm. iMdk Adbm md ZIP Cob N,w of EM44ow De mnoMh. Anof ol

Chester Lambert dW, YW) Mvpt 00 P~

6710 Gainsborough Baker & Taylor 5-04-84 5UJ-UU
Amarillo, Texas 79106

fhinS" For: kj Prminr Li q-* 
_ __lya ;rin nohw (apseify): ____ ___ ___ ____ __ ___ ___

F. PW fm. MdIt Adm ZIP Cet Niof ewom Date (montlh. o" of am*

Larry Latham Producers Lloyds

2904 Polk Insurance 6-06-84 zO0.U0
Amarillo, Texas 79101 on

lAapte For: GeipopW Offier-a-Oo
nOtba 4lacfyI: AW-PWt Yew-o: S 25____an_

L Pa ne Man *tg m W ZIP Cob

Robert E. Lee
2181 a. Settlers Way
The Woodlands, Texas 77380

Rnd:t or:
fl 01 Iomwm:

NuMn of effloym

Self

Or%&tftj~* _IndependentGas Pfosucer

60 7mnth.
fov. to

6-07-84

P4wrnms ywioows7~g cnn nn
tu" -- 40) - 8 a

AM of 2W

500.00

28604,

C

mYOTAL~f ~n~s Th..................................................

A:

1 0 1 1- - I . 1 1.1-111 ... 1 01, , -- - , , - --- I -

I Amm V kjo~w

7 -7 .. ............... ....
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151W 5O5IIS3~fOI -~

607 Bamiltxn Building
Wichita Falls, Tex&

PA-Nps,. RM

76301

avG~ow

6099 350

Self

IIndependent
01.1 A Gas Producer

6-06-84

s ~wY""40sS75j I-San0.80
JImm , - II

W. L. Livinkann
1411 13th, Building
Wichita Ja 10 it ftas

-w* Up

1-A
76301

l I -

Self

Ou~month.

d6. "o8

6-08-84

A-mo" ift ft

500.00

IAfm of @9 6dat
IRewws "ai P~-A.

250.00

:1,11111:1 Z w j_ __ _ __ _ _

2101 Stbtst 4-26-84 LOOO.0

Norman R. Lytle Self5-1 10000]i
Box 7176 Memo 1,0

Amarillo, Texas 79114 om
flpspaPs: U LPJvmy irtsonracur
• I h ~~I -_:_ ... A.-_ : w 4,_ >S 1-o 5 __o_ ,,.____

U.h . mreA, m ms 1W m of uuio r - (mon. Anmunt@9

T. M. MaysMasnvsetCo
914 Tyler Mays -n4estment Co
Amarillo, Texas 79101 60-4 5i.~

A-ni Ps,: U p'i""', ,,J Sc retary/Treasurer ____

rI-o,'-e (muit: AreW, Yw-Ost> S 500.00o,
p. pqd jN*L Mib Apim ZmlIP C.o Nune of Swploy Doe (,-o-t,. Amont e9 Il -hda. yew) I u lplmetut
W. A. Mays Mays Investment Co.914 Tyler 6-06-84 250.00
Amarillo, Texas 79101

A-je F': U'Xnrh President

Amarilloon Texa 7910

6. FVA NOW. Udb -OO OW d0

Tom B. medders,. Jr.-
414 City Rational Bank Bldg.
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

PA-* For: LjVV Gen"r

twmof a@lyw

Self

Oil & GIndependent

d6. V-)

6-01-84

AuFuswYw4o.Osu7~ZS snn~nn

500.0

........ .............................. ~....

• . .1099350 .

L..

na 114 e~m~*u &%j

1
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A.11*mo_ _

Herbert tr. iloer
1006 city National Building
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

-4i For: _ U LiG
- ~lkf I~~ zt1

DII dAf~r*~r

Edward Morris eo" Wlt"fW

P. 0. Box 15208 Self 5-10-b4 25.00
Amarillo., Tinx~s 79105 ___

40 Aessulep Mat

villis 00 Muallina mil4 Mt
U7 ?aki riOP_________ -06**4 30 a

MmarlQ*a.s 79106

j. G. O'Brien Sl -18 tU-O
Box 9598
Amarillo, Texas 79105 msf

C) Reept For: PU %111 GsnwW ace
MO0W 1000fy): ___40_ _ ______f'0 >8

E. Jay O'Keefe Western National
1228 Austin LieIsrneC. 5-09-84 1,000.00
Amarillo, Texas 79102

Ruesin PM: -- Pwv CW" reidn
Ml Ot"W lqeptfy):AMot aUPM: 201)0-0G

F. PauN Nm, " Msib o ~m d ZIP Cobr Moms of Employs Date ("mh. Amount of IS
dmy. yW) Rci t

Mary Ann O'Keefe Amarillo Independent
1228 Austin School District 5-09-84 1,000.00
Amarillo, Texas 79102

Ruslpe PM: G ray Wour Tekacher ____

Fl-ther 6"pelf: !j=Yew-WUsw 0 ______

a. PtA tam% &%m # ZP wd Nunst"a of 6"lWev 0Mw In"th. Amnjt of*a

R. Earl O*Keefe Self100.
2808 Hayden 5-9u ,00 i.

Amarillo* Texas 79109 awd

Rinslpi PM: Prss ago"________

FlO wn0 *elp OW0k 2

4

~rn

................................................. 4......e .. . . . 4r5',,
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~3 UOUZ*UK rca copems..

Dt. Charles Osborn
3507 Idgewood
Amarillo, Texas 79109

-tf Pon.
flO~sr -.od!

Jack W. Perry
18630 Barbuda Lane
Houston, Texas 77058

IPnmtw I-
JJoemWVI:

U630 Bara Lam
RtQU~~ Txs775

0I
onm4

6*Vw)

6-17-84

:~~~> C.j -:: Ar nn

Student
day. ow )

4-18-84
6-20-84

,VW ',s.>S 2 n A An n

5tt~SRt

0~

4-18-84
6-20-84

AWnMM of 60%,

1,000.00
1,o0-0.so,

1,0000001, .000.0

S. _=m.b. mi W 'mb

Barrett W. Pierce 5e0 8 1,0OO.0*

Route 1 5-30-84 I,000.00
Clarendon, Texas 79226

ftwo Per: J PuMwV on -ach P
nl Odw kgswv 1: _____"~m nnn

I. FM Mm. ** i Oa

Jack and Doris Rediger
13059 Addison Street
Sherman Oaks, California 91403

flOther ImFliv: U-P~M WXJG~M

NO", of EupIs~u

Universal Furniture

Owner
£m Yew-to-& f A | AA

Dine femweuh.
dW. Veer)

6-23-84
6-23-84

230.00
15.00

I I -... ". . ' * ' w -- ---., -.... ..... i " .'J V __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

P. P Now. MdOM MM M ZOP Cats Ntw of Emy Ogt. (month. Amunt of go*

W. Riggs Self i
P. 0. Box 714 Self5-19-84 1,000.00
Clarendon, Texas 79226 omupabn

F1 uip Fw: I jjosn s Farm & Ranch Subj __

fO1.. lowfl: pYar-w-Oew * 1 _"___0Amut1@ E.
L P" mak *A d o

A. L. Sauder, Jr.
202 Hamilton Building
Wichita Falls, Texas 76307

- Per LJk' JGen~

No of Iomfloym

Self

Owmupt Indejendent
Oil & Gas Producer

Oe Imnth.

6-19-84

Affawt tif INU
oo t ft

5i00 .001

AmwtvYw.lm . ll 7' . n nn
I --

j.i.. ............. ................ ......... ..........

M

-- i

A -- J......... i

111 11 Now

LjftwwV N-

I

Gmsm
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John W. Sauder
4515 Ufiversity
Wichita Falls, Texas 76308

ReM6pt Pr1 Uv

Self

O Independent

G I& .an P din r

em.-

6-19-84

Amew~~~ '~

Ainubs ~

500.00

We* Savage Amarillo Nat'l Bank

3504 Carlton . ..... 6-04-84 400.00
Amarillo, Texas 79109 6"

Ai~m 00l
4L 0WNMWfftAdMini3IPft am -ual AWW 440

Self w.. m,) Ob

0 A ., Spradling self
9 6$210 6-19-84 500.Ov**w, ft,,,,. v707_ _ +_

Krs. Elizabeth Swanner Housewife
2315 Bullington 6-05-84 1,000.00
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

"s For: H - xI Gw

1. Po ... , .M. YAddad ZI Cad. Nam. ofo Eployeroo ' . am

John L. Swanner, Jr. SelfdwywS "elp "* PW
3313 Kessler 6-23-84 1,000.00
Wichita Falls, Texas 76309 eowmm Independent

tmt For: LJ[im . jC Oil & Gas Producer
flOther f(aify): _______________0_00

P. Pd Nam. MdN." Adem. d ZIP Cob Nae Of EmploVY Date Imonth. mont of
d", yew) ftip "h POWd

Roger E. Swanner
3501 Copperas Cove 5-01-84 1,000.00
Wichita Falls, Texas 76310 owo Independent

Ieewp For:XJ IXJPrmwv CwOil & Gas Producer ._____
fl00(pely:Wum~wtoOt 11000.00 _______

G. PVN Mwmf, Addm S Zip Cet M of aEmpoe De 4month. AMW" of so

Mr. and Mrs. William S. Thomas Self
4002 Gatew Sel 6-15-b4 160.0(4
Amarillo, Texas 79109 o

Rum* Fr: ... Imu,- Joe Consulting Enjineer ____
fl t0M (alfyt): AMsp w-MAt 2 210.00

SMOTAL o iMdM V* wtV404"d) ...................................................... 4SO
o~~~~~w~~ 50- '- -'.0- -

.... r- - .W I

i ii i

WK



- ~ aoqa~sa ~ -4 *999 350 - - ---

- .-~ U U

owl Kdg . Tutbill,
2412 'eaning
Amarillo, Texas 79106

ftoiut P U -o
flO*W6NWWmq1

Ix go"

ilf .

,oil 4 depedet
Oi & Gasn Producer

1.0,

dwvi - '

6-05-84

DO.00

L,000.00

of SbOO a -a . _ _I . Amorro of I[@

P.- David Walker d.W eo*

3003 S. Kusbes (rear) Baker & Taylor 572-8 25.)s JlN t ;5 -21-84 200

marllo, Twas 79109

7......ptOf

€. -- LM. -"s, l, ver .--u:t: ±

David Wart, 0 4 Tr " 67-84 500.00111",

Amawrlo Tea 7907 oIm ..

D. JohnrG. Whinery nit of

T"07-

Deane C. atson, Jr. Self -2-84 00.00
3537 Marsh Place 62-4 200
Amarillo, Texas 79121

46WFw: LJMWWmeV W~rLgPtoemL
[O b, ,-" fy): AM,,,,M YGW40 U >s 30000

1. P FO. MeoUl Ai4 m f 500 NM Of EWr O hesWIt AMWmn of

Dr. John G. Whiriery Self 4-20-84 100.00V

3207 Hawthorne 42-4 100
Amarillo, Texas 79109 5-0d"2-84 300.00

-A41 Fm: LPrbwv~y LX Guneru Dentist
fl O hIpw~fy: w Au rqt.Otu 42.5 .00... mon fU

P. PW No -. OW" O= uMd ZlP Cob

John Young
3803 Linda
Amarillo, Texas 79109

-FW:
flothur Ibctv):

I jPIANV W Wru

Marvin C. Zeid
P. o. Box 52485
Houston, Texas 77052

Rmip Per: V
ro- , te4,":

~j Gneru

NuWW of Ewpe

First Federal
Savings & Loan

Oftupmln
President I200.0 Ot. , ont
A*8Ms YwOuts@W7 8
NuS of 6eVur

Self

d". VW)

6-23-84

Date *Orad.
dW. vWr

5-18-84

O"WU"tIS Independent
Oil A Ga P~ff ro1,e.ur ____

Agpq~w Y$rw4)eW> $I 0 0 0 0

"=sip tw Pu

200.00

..n.. . 3.. . . .. .. .. . . ... . . .. . .. .....

It

0

I IIII III II III d

11,000.00

3, 550,

)

U-T-vme~m

200.00
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Charles 8"y
6017 Calimt
Amarillo, Texas 79106

okm@ Per: AIU F

Arthur C. Shultz
6509 Kingsbury
Amarillo, Texas 79109

meP:er.flUs POM

o. Ponmino% t

2508 . Parker
a.llor fteas 79109

-.. UU"

Jim Staley
City National Bank Building
Wichita Falls, Texas 76301

nwp Few: PUJ PIMMv

Centaur Uxploratiov

Prsident

Self

I ~~WsrSelf

6.07w84

711fi - DO

I 6 .

6-26-84

423-84

mM 1
-Moo"

U - , m~

Self

Omww§" Inde,)endont

011 flh LO GasUpl

4-26-84

200.04-

AUWNO o M-,muaw *ht-s

1,000.00

2025s.0O

500.0

I. Poll mo w ZIP 0i Otm. of fu1"low Daes Meon. AwMMmIW

Thomas E. Stauder Equitable Life Ins.
P. 0. Box 50120 4-30-84 100.00
Amarillo, Texas 79159 n 6-16-84 40.00' ,

lm Few r: Uj -mv .wem InsuranceA ent
[]O"uw (pastyl: I Anpw Yew--> S 3408; 0A•

P. PW Piio. MKRM~. osead iSP Ceft

P.4891 Pm: Jpkw LGw

"MM of Eewo"

OseupsUso

Y~4O.D~tO Nh 3
MI h (*oo - 4 tosts5V

0. Pul Newm. Mbft Adik an ZIP Co

PAMlpsF:-4 i Pin wv _ wL

NM. of gmwfiyr

I ~ v.a*.rh.. N a
Odw b@Wi- A see YeW404Deft

Otg Imonth.
day, yer)

Dew v th,day. -et

Ammntw Of&
Receipt Me P10

AnAft f440
R-91 "00",

.. ....... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

M 00M. .
o

,,,,, " '* - F ,,- " ; 7 .'[ ' ' -

I M Ad,
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m
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I? ~
surer

4603 West 37th
Amarillo, Texas 79109__

-~wP. tJ^, LT~ow

099350

. Ail

6-23-84

n

41fi

600.00j

Archer County ftpublican Party dI Vw) Reel d"ow
4 W. L. Liodmui~200
1411 13th Street, Building 1-A 6-88 200

*Texas ~ Amun9~'

for Beau .W mig
cQ~hr ~30-84 241.0a

'~ IiS %AAAt 83~ 6-12-84 4 #500.Q

qr Republican National Committee
310 First Streest, S.E.

!K Washington, D.C. 20003 0mdi6-01-84 4,500.00

Texas Republican Congressional Designated for
Committee Primary Debt b-22-84 5,000.00*
P. 0. Box 855 ______

Ausin, Texa 78767

I Otoi supecily): AMW Mh Y - W S _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _

6. PA Nae dmAdiiiio ZIP Caft NUUI of Employer Doe 1inth. Ameww o Bo
daY. vee) Ras d"po

AeMig Pmr: U _____i Gwr

l ow (atyI: YwOt

UWT@TALul ThN ~p ~).

I

...................................... 
.........



~- WOS ~Npm9

501 Church Stt"t

Vieaaa, Virginia 22180

Rmte ~ f'n

OW9

A Ym4.mSoa

4-22-84

1 nnn 

1000. Oo

1LNIsIU"Amdx;fthOf48 Mu am ndt. Amomae~t Of Is*i

Rat w:U -Iw Uftt
so yM:. Ue~~w ii

I 00 Room am" o e1SSf bEmk Ammuf oM f

0 -as o:U o"v Gn
Rm"e NPGr: I AyMer q@enera

I. Pa N .NNM AdiM Md ZIP Cob Neun of Entvk DMte b Dh, Amount of too
v. YeW) Re p thNePSAW

Omtupetien

fI other leperfy): AWqMt Yeer~t-Ote> S _____ ______

P. PuS N. MMdMAdd Md ZIP O Nano of Employe Dote Imonth. Amount @f5In
dey. yMe) nte w OftNsPw

Oecupmion
Receip Few: Ijpvlnev JGneru

Moter ifytl: Anep Yeto-GoeI

4L PN= MIPC mo mIW Dele m. Amount ofdw, ) ROA MO Now

Aeept Pr: U P v Iee _____ ____

__ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ Iw v:A HsVrw-~
i WOT 1%vi . 0...*1 A- 1,00,"

* ~ P 4,4 , A 46 ...

I M 'WI



COMRW5 OwP%
77,

SVu tat 3.aw
6364 OLoUrst
Amarillo,, Thuas 79109

""g.t Fe: kj kw UGeind

I-
090a0"

4-16-84 s0
4-24-84 2,0 00

3.050 .00
j I~- W~WU - -- - -

- -

S.I L~ZI

U.-'a

Umtplsyer

~~~1
~o.m -~ S

dOM ye

... • : . . ....# : W ._ _ _ _

•w "MM ft "b dw tObl o ONOiA

S.. m m .~

-eO For: Li - Li Goo"
rOthr ______________vow

1. Pon Nm. MIwMg Adds md ZiP CeOO

Receit For:
I "-tew (pecifv):

_ ._ --

F. FOR l.. Mmii.. *AibM WA ZIP Cee

Receip For: I ~
0. P.1 Ness MMw^ NAM or ZIP CmNI

Receipt For:
a,,,m *,na h U. .F... ...

Oecupmeton

dov. Vow)

Amount glum.
- o fwI

Amount of~
Receipt thb P"~

_____ I _______
1 -

Novo of Employer

Aeu"ts Yea-toOet 2
No"e of Envioyer

*mmw Yw4..Dmw ~. £

Dote (month.
dev. vow)

Otes (month.
dew. veer)

Amount ot 3m,
Rece tn Pepm

Amount of SI
Reei We,

00 AW"M Yew4*4)*ft

. . . . . .... ....... ... .... .. ......... ,*
VATTALIfwj* W~fW. .......

ReeMip Pw. PII

0

II _ -

g II I I I I nl I I I . " . ..
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o *3)q@ rWI .ft .

oan schilling
3447 Amrsto, 118
Amaillo, Texas 79109

Salary
om.01 xiPbf Om
1~1byIssu~v

d". vow)
4-16-84
4-30-845-15-84

416.59
499.32
5 36. 67

G. PW 0M~ mmO~ist (ROMnh Amoun ofIs
Joan Schillina MY. VW) DkbUNt Is P~m8ch£1£ng slary,
3447 imherst, #118 531-84 536.67
AmaLillo, Texas 79109 - t' UM-- v- W-- -a 6-15-84 536.67

.. .. ... ... ..... .. o f , .*n m b .s A.oun t o

ahlitk J. Caro pam~t Kel .v.m,P O vun lul

6040 94e i, 120SA _________________ 4-16-84 900.80
mar£11o T 79106 m: Lm i o 4-0-44 900.00"

7'T 0 .- -

N y dW. v. OWNa*QI. k CAr8 Girls Snums Dew moun

6040 enpres o20tA l abo )4-30-84 127.82Amarillo, Texas 79106 O_____LJUI _.noI, Ud-" 6-09-84 17.57

F. PW f ,,A, ,d AW Co ,w.m of Mwommt of ".-" r

Valerie Sanders Contract Labor 5-31-84 750.00
2809 S. Polk w XGww 43084 750.00
Amarillo, Texas 79109 5waf:y) 5-15-84 750.00

6. p" 9mo, &%NM 11 OF C Wa NPof isWK Domt tmonth. Amount of
cby. yea) Diubrtuwot T* fto.Valerie Sanders Cenbrc t abo 5-31-84 750.00

2809 S. Polk Contat abor 5-31-84 750.00
Amarillo, Texas 79109 i°wwm tfor: - _XJ 1 6-16-84 750.00

I Otorspefy) 6-25-84 375.00
K .I PI im. MdUS Ad*min md ZV i. PuipMs ofOuwn Do*. (month.- Amount of In%

Valerie Sanders Reimfbursement(Gas, Zip dev. vw) DI*Nwmnt ThSw

2809 S. Polk -Print-.& Meals in W.F.) 5-22-84 134.80
Amaril1lo, Texas 79109 -6bunh-M nfor: U ftwwv LJ Gwlwm 6-25-84 64.38

5-15-84 53 .67

I. Pm: Mdu Aind ZP mi.
Rebecca Boulter
6304 Oakhurst
Amarillo, Texas 791 09

Pupo of actumao

Contract Labor
o fe : W

Ote (month.
cby. veer

4-16-84
4-30-84
5-31-84

Amount ofSe
OiubtantnT, I

106.75
33.25 ,

123. :;

SU TOTA L of Disbu m em w ThisP eg p e ..Io.m.

TOTAL Thk PiWmi M lp Oft .af I ...

M - 1. I - M

0

C)

- k i

............. linD ill II II i L !__N

I d
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M
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Reb~~ Olter
634 Oekhrs t
Amarillo, Texas 79109

cont"a ct ILabor

a I

6-19-'84 92.50

~~~Ow w 04~Wbno Anmont of as*Edust~ial' Tape &Label 5qP.-Da olr da. YwI Olr9w~nft IP

P.O Do 14064-16-84 227.26
Houton, Texas 77021 A -wU

Awow 6Saa

P. 0. 5 2682 ___________ 4-w60084 61.27
.as79105 bi#S K~s44 107.91

708~~~~~ 0alr6228 33

sw ypitday. viny) Diubwaaan Ths
708 oTmayter Stmp6'-19-84 100.003

bK Amakrillo,, Texas 79103 oTjforae Gansal 2584 11.0

') . pa ~M. Aink M ONm ZI Cair upaf lmwn oe (month. AImount of as*

Postmaster Stamps dW yea) ile an TIs Ps
2300 Ross 4 -16-84 10.00
Amarillo,, Texas 79103 Od 6pWv -04-84 151.00

G4. PW Nin, MmvAn WMO& ,pet wolunnen Do"e (month. Amount of Nab

Postmaster Stamps day. yea) Disburuamenthi~v

2300 Ross 6-28-84 200.00
Amarillo, Texas 79103 1wllvw KGh"60-4 110

KIFO Ifto On". Am m ZIP Caft Ppoamwof Oldaummant Dose (month. Amountof geab

P.ostmas-ter Colcttiamps ya) iueaes~sel
2300 Ross 5-28-84 200.00
Amarillo, Texas 79103 Osm~wo:Abl~ -38 11

Odaw hpoa"y)
(w Mm. Amuto%

ONTOTAL ofO10mn .......................................................... \ 1,831.92 ,

I T~A~
.. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .

7 . 1

V.N
-757 7'77177; j

7,17
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A. PO

Postmaster
2300 Ross
Amarillo, Texas 79103

Col lect Mal

r __--;I W p , R E08 -

dv. VI
5-04-84
5-05-845-07-84

ONl sum TW ft
9.12
8.74
1.52

Postmaster . . . . .mai 5 0 ,,.
2300 Ross __________ 5-9-8415-0-42.2b
Amarillo, Texas 79103 U PI U W V b Gm 511084 2.290.C_. _" 0_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __of 1.90 L

&3. Vold;00Postmaster io. am,)
2300 Ross ---- 5-14-84 1____0_:___ 14
Amarillo,, Teas 79103 Wa :UP.1 si0 k- 5-15-64 1.52

5.V, V adhs2~to" ter
2700 Ross 9. 3$
Amrill* Texas "79103

of t *V .bW) --wu l .....

postmaster Postage
2300 Ross _______5__16-84_

Amarillo, Texas 79103 DfeU en~Sr: Uftfnwy -664 18

p. pa avow Mullin A*s au ZW Cob Pwpmel of Duammn A
ftv. vnl OsmmMTiS

Continental Trailways Freight 42 1 8.0 .
700 S. Tyler -- GwuI 4-20-84 18.90
Amarillo, Texas 79101 oW 4-30-84 10.55

0. NAi Mm. Nohms Addm ZIP C@& 'PupM of Olbuansgt Don imnth. Anmu0 111,1 .

Continental Trailways Freight .w ~ uwlu

700 S. Tyler __ _ _ _ _ _ _5-11-84 9.15
Omrlo ea 90 t or: iftow _____________

6e comonth. mmailf 

ui

H. FuN Nine Me" Aimm miIP Cdn
Berneta Communications,
Madison and Park Place
Amarillo, Texas 79101

Pwpass of Didwumnt
Inc.j W Aiim

DOte (month.
d. yw)

4-20-84

I~ Oh (speIfy)
Purpine of Ditprement Do Ite (month.

cloy. yW)

TV Ads 14-20-84o---m-o: JWvw, JLJienv,,1 5-16-84
odw "ij I i 6-14- 8 4

F MOW Amd" niM d Z Go&1
Sand ler-Innocenzi
1511 K, NW, Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005

IMYOTAL of Dtih .40 Thi Pop tlelnwO ...................................

T@oL sote.................................................

Dun2munt .h0

3o932.00 1

AmmfaN of 680
OWunmen Thi 04M
3,932.00
3,070.50
1,685.5

10,526.35

0

i

........... ....... o ~ e.. .
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was ~

Sd*w -Zet aub a i
1511, &* 'lo suite 1100
Washigton$ D.C. 20005

#0993se4

-I u1w; I - xeM
'lop POO

6-2-84 1,56000

3707el Stationery O c ulfs42o 96-,
377Volftn 640.14 2.68

Amarillo, Texas 79102 6,18-64 8.66

C. P0 fm.MiUwst aw~ -~ Amount of 6~

___ ___ ___ ___ __4 4,684.50
NoUIten, *jx&* 77001

Coo --

LaevodO fcePakOffice RenAnarilto 500 So 0
P. 0. Box 31928 0.6
Amarillo, Texas 79120ft w wowIxGd

P. PoN iNw. IUSif A U* 1kW Cabr PwiS @M ofurnrm con g.,wewh. AM of

C.W.L. Dennis office Rent-Wichita F. "i~my

1600 Delair Blvd. ____ia fw 5-01-84 495.00
Wichita Falls# Texas 76310 D~TPVuWY 5-31-84 495.00

a. P" "M. No""M da WCob Ppl of DbuMws DOm (moth. Atmouft of-t

Investment Consultants, Inc. Office Rent-Amarillo ow YMin DbtwMMshW~

3416-B Olsen Boulevard - 5-01-84 100.00
Amarillo, Texas 79109 Dia~w~smwnfw: W "~y ry 6*'Iw j6-13-84 399.25

N. PMI N..Ali M in eal wW Cob PrPoM of Oftbunmnt Out. (month. Amout of ai

Investment Consultants, Inc Xerox Expense - April i.V. -w Oftui..w ThkPuuft

3416-B Olsen Boulevard and may 6-13-84 381.97
Amarllo TeW 79109b m a

Amarillo (Tonts Amou09 69 tm oiy

owP. ft" M"#4M adi =Pas

VISA-Rocky mountain Bankcarj'
P. 0. Box 5952
Denver, Colorado 80217

Purpose of Dkbrw n@t
Travel Expenses - Gas,
Hotels, Meals

706w (lwfv)

dev. yw)
5-01-84
6-13-84

4 2.6
605J.

H@ M; OTA L of 1w 'In! 1 limb POP I0Pelsu ) .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .)

12 4 e815.44"

T@TA~Th~PSNS~
... ... .. ... ... .. ... .. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . .

~V,

a

UMMOMMOMM"M
I wwrow



IDiamotd& Shamrock
Box 300
Amarillo, Texas 79161

0

-. U

Gas

OO& V Ld0W

Ila

6-28-8 4

Ammee *f I
Oisbwu'eM T~

146.82
344.6b

s. P" ~MOWinbsMp W b uE48uu Antift of Ike

Southwvestern Bell Toblphone Aw03ill 880.56wwWeTh 40W
P. 0. Box 90-184 805
San Antonio, Texas 74267 WI1Fii""my u WG 40S4 396.76

C. PONI 11~ m U~ upm i ih ASISUM of

P. 0. am, 2S5211e5* 55.07
Da1la, Texas 75265 t

Iwo-0-3 113NLPWV6.63

Amarillo, Texas 79107 1-194 190

P. PdN Itw. MONg AdMW ZV Po PWrSS of Dibuemft~ lnoath AuuwuM of Go

Pondd Printing Letehed an DdmM vo) uisWO

8711 Burnet Rd, #90-H Printing 5-07-84 487.50
Austin, Texas 78758 Dftbwv~iwmnt fr:WjPirwniv U ii- 6-08-84 1,000.00

rlOther (upeesf)

Kf PdN Nae. Me"1 Addm id 29OK
Southern Political Consult.
6900 Fannin, Suite 622
Hopston, Texas 77030

I. PdA Wftmo. wombn 9

Southern Political Consult.
6900 Fannin, Suite 622
Houston, Texas 77030

Purpogs of Disbursmnt

Consulting Fees

G-fi w -8-1fo:U J OM
Other ISPSWY)

PUWPmsof w W-9u~n

Consultin4 Fees

Olummm0 - er f: Wx Pvm
1 Othe -~I

Dims I(mnth.
dev. vw)

5-07-84
5-15-84
6-04-84

fty. vee)

6-26-84

I SETOTAL ofaOi- n ts U ThisPap lo ' 1is ui

Amount SE Gob

1,987.50
1000.-00 1
1,000.0 OQ f

2,000.00

10r212.

A lOYA ThbP es ..........e~ .............................................

- L -

.1 o
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NAM

Aeri can AiJa
Amarillo Inter. Airport
Amarillo, Texas 79111

Tri-State Fairgrounds
P. 0. Box 31087
Amaniulo, Texas 79120

C P"N now.~u
Beau 3o~L .
6304 Oakhrst
Amarillo, Texas 79109

AfiL iL

C

tu

U#Mwv Lxjowjw

'loom,

0

I I I

rat IOOM Yuner -
Oil .mUrowov wow

Si.aa~ is
~ j~qJ~V6IWV ~

I *. ,w)

5416"84
6-3-84

5215,-84

Amount of , g

150.00
900.00

100.00

ad~~~~ -&IOMVM

1?5 7I m .VI & $4, 1.
-7 1-a~ qil4 2,000,
~al~ft~ia9fl? __w

3. p &mdp1
Cooga Mooga, Inc.
9255 Sunset Blvd , #519
Los Angeles, Calif. 90096

Pat 'Soon* r ftadraiser
Odwft fo: UPSWV %eIm

6-23-84 4,000.00

P. pa nw.n M"mw Mm j Go ammmInms bmoont. ARmo low-
Mike Placko Signs Signs for V.F. '. )
21 Springlake Drive -aia. Nw 5-24-84 250.00
Wichita Falls, Texas 76303 0 1 m hMw :U w:Lrwr

0. Pu N~ Mum..fm A*m od. Cub
First National Bank
P. O. Box 1331
Amarillo, Texas 79181

PWthmef i axes
Withheld Taxes

O WusMet fr: Lxi P'1 ",v
- 00w (m atV

bJG@AwI

___________________________ - I I
0. FtN Man. MMIh Aidn md ub

Valu-Line of Amarillo
P. 0. Box 9677
Amarillo, Texas 79105-9990

. r-d mAu.. An.t *A= OW r I
American Express
777 American Expressway
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33337

Purpm of Dimont

Long Distance

O u6h6 A hM # : f m

0gtw (month.
day. yw)

6-05-84

N~o (month.
day. vow)

6-05-84

DI t (m Ih
Dae (month.

day. vfew

6-09-84

Sandler-Innocenzi
Expenses in Amarillo

0~uow:w*w.UGi@
00mw 11wiI

AmoutM of lob
Dburmmnmt ThtPf

827.13

Amount of Sek
Di00nment Ths ft

1,r0 06 -0O

Amount of go* Y,

Disborwneat TWi POA

4 39. 10

S S TOTAL of esb noum w.Th P p p uw uue. .......................................................... 
12 ,6 10 . S 3

TOTAL 
m PI 

~ 
l
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uAdh OP tu 0Pu

~v - eta

emmwwm

4NOi9 3 SO
a i i Amount of 6mb

A. A*4wob
Barbar and Laa Lyne
3915 Callfield Road
Wichita Falls, Texas 76308

Reibursmht Expenses

1 w :" -o1oW1088 11:

dW,. vow)

6-09-84 219.77

S. Pl ~.~I~ng PmpnmoO~wummsDot(moth. AWmn of 660
Panhandle Presort Stuffing & Mailin my.ru) O ""MO Th POW

1416 West 6th, Suite 113 -A: 6-12-84 700.0
Amarillo, Texas 79101 ftu,. U Poway 700.0O

C.s Paln~ m AinW~ Pusft o__m bIwo AmoOn of So&

Courtesy Sign company Ato Pat Moone d,. VwI 0wIS This

3101 S. Fillmore 61384 183.75
Aarillo, Texas 79110 O

434w Oakht
i10, Txas 79109 ~6-14-64 279.94

a. pa N waibaft lP 01Am
Amarillo Globe News Mvertisement for Pat dW. vw) 1u0nnt

900 S. Harrison Furaiser 6-14-84 628.41
Amarillo, Texas 79101 ONi~ neetr: P, urv Osmerul 6-19-84 328.20

P. Pol am. Minls Ad*Mi a" ZP Cod Pwpum of Oiadwommt Dote (monh. Amount f f

Robert A. Knight Reimbursement-Airfare dw. ObubrW99M'WA htlt

6040 Belpree, #314B frnm D.C. rt Amrillo 6-20-84 202.00
Amarillo, Texas 79106 -- 6-20-84 20.0 0ca

Out. (month) AmJto i
G. PM tm . Min Adgm wM ZIP Cob
Billy's Band Air
150 Hamlet Shopping Center
Amarillo, Texas 79107

Pwnsof of OkwMIMmm
Electronic Equipment-
Pat h n n Funrapier

Cam lawoth.
dav. yew)

6-23-84

Dffoun ofo l h

600.00

H. Fl Nm. Mdit Addmm d ZIP asw Puuom of Ditmoent Doe (month. A munt of Gab

Ernie Houdashell Reimbursement - Food dv. vo) OilbunwM TMP

4207 1-40 East costs Pat Boone FRm~ k ~ m ~ e .: rk .,v Lx l o n 6 - 2 8 - 8 4 7 0 9 . 6 3 i
Amarillo, Texas 79104 k-PAM ofor Ur j( ja

___________________________ m Iftnefw_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

P. FW M MMm m Md M CMi

Sheraton Hotel
3100 1-40 West
Amarillo, Texas 79102

Rpwctof ongPate oont
Reception Pat Boone

Dot Imonth.
doy. yew)

Wwunfras:r pop - 6-23-84
77O Jmwe up :041h __ - o: e f ) j w n

TAL TP

Amown of 60
Dubvnemeiw TMi ft

456.00 -r

4,307.

0

SUSTOTAL of ureounm m ts Thi Pup la ) ..............................................................

wwwAlwav M

............................................................. .



t~~dex-ZnocebsL
1511 K, , iuLte 1100
Wahington, D.C. 20005

._________________________ ... ..

TV d a a o
omD~1iJv

6-06-84
6-14-84
6-21-84

Asiim Ig

590.78
1,500.00
2,500.00

ML a M o yew OAummww Thf lob
w ye Coombe "Fund a I er Pro tio- "1 8 8e. 0L0--- '
75 Malaga Cove Plaza 6-18-84 840.00
Palos Vezdes Estates,

'2f . h 7A _______WN

C Pisa am is to of

8711 burnet Road, #90-H _ __ _-- 6-26-84 5,014.90
An ,A, ?exas 78758

*~~~~1 Ne) O~Wum- Of

tt"

.--..---. Pit--

OdW~ WWvi

P. PO Mau Mi O4 *AdM iO ZIP C Pulrpssof OidtmmmN tO Ooth of*
dy, y w) DWummWnt TIM

mom~ i orllw

Other liq _ _ _ _

0. Pal Mume. Mu" Addm d ZIP Cob Purpoe of Diubur-mt De Imonth. Amount of le. ,

dey. yew) Owburasemus Ths F%

D5ifwumwent for: Limr en&Tlw
7 Other 43pesdy)__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

H. P.S Nem md ZIP Cwd

1. Nd WOw ZI Cub

Purmp of Disburement

Purpose of

Date (month.
day, yee)

Dote (month.
dey, yew)

This P ( p ........................ 
..................... .

Amount of J!St I
DiburueetTi Pse

Amount of
D~wnruent ThisPMM

TW A, u T.t , ,,Oft o *lj rn ov l ............................................................. 86 ,151

: -- , "'J.

Di,--,-,,tt f,: L.. wm,,-' I I -O ther , ...... ,i

0" Upwfll)

10-687.31
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AMN

2,500. 00

0uwi~ 1S~inmw
j U~4~A

395.84 2 ,l04.1

Us . " .AN b.... or.U -  ' --.... ... ., mvw , 0 A

PO law M-0 Ad & Val ad v A

&. Uam MF MM$ m #d M W W ef Co fs

of Lo 'f DAM -h of "Ot

a.P Ofhm OIbWWOW ZWkl bef mbse m Aie :~mh

.... a m e- I OM ig

LUmAN Ses~su Gwwe~us ~my) s se

1. PtA Oft. %%Ag Addm a" ZO Cf. No" of Emoy.v
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pal 16;z INS -b '-Miti ZP s

___Il~iii i _

0



#093 00 NOW *1 _____

2900 It Steet 7,834.35 3,000.00 4,34.'3j
ouston, Texas 77006

Cmuter Services

Southern Political Consulting
6900 Fannin, Suite 622
Houston, Texas 77030 1,967.50 4,131.38 3,987.50 2,131.3#

#IN of co nmep I:

U. PI lIb, MOiM, md lp co of Ow o, cit

Ntum of cat u1:

L Fufdtp, N bfIt Aft m Z30wi of OW or Crlwr -

N eO o O~pm):
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a t 12 1988

Off ice of the General Counsel
Federal Ulection Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

AMT Sandra H. Robinson

it: NER 2598
TwMans for Beau Boulter
and Donald . Wills, asTreaswrer • $

Dear w Robsom

As the only person from the 1,04 campaign with any
knowledge of the NBC reports still with Congressman Beau
Boulter, I have been requested by Donald H. Wills, our present
Treasurer, to gather the pertinent data in response to your
letter dated September 2, 1988. All records pertinent to 1984
are in our Amarillo campaign office, which at present is staffed
only by volunteers.

According to your "Factual and Legal Analysis', the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee made, and the Beau Boulter
for Congress Committee accepted, an illegal contribution, under
2 U.S.C. Sec. 411a (f), in the amount of $5,000 in 1984. This

,is understandable after reviewing our 4BC Quarterly Report for
the period 4-16-84 thru 6-30-84. There are several mistakes on
that report, and an amended report for that period is enclosed
with this response. Please understand that these errors were
not made intentionally but were mainly due to the fact that we
were trying so hard to comply with the law, being very new in
politics, that we made mistakes. Hopefully the amended report
will take care of them.

We were contacted by TRCC in June of 1984 re the status of
our primary debt. When they were told that we had considerable,
they sent us a contribution in the amount of $5,000 which was to
be applied to the primary election cycle. The first mistake was
in the Beau Boulter for Congress Committee reporting the
contribution as a general election donation rather than a
primary election donation, because the contribution was
intended, and m used, to retire primary debt.

L
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In order to accept this contribution, it was necessary forthe Sotulter Comittee to hove hd eufficieft debt, chargeable to
the 6amary election, to justify doing so. This we had. As of
the close of bus ie*4 on Kay 4, 1984, the committee had in Itsbank account the 'amount of *2,873.61. SoNe of the outstanding
larger bills were as follows:

Houston Data Center:
3-31-84
3-31-84
4-09-84
4-11-84
4-24-84

$ 494.52
190.14

1,126.68
1,594.67
4,428.34

TOTAL

Southern Political Consultinq:
5-02-84

TOTAL

Pond Printing ,meny:
3-25-84

4-28-64
TOTAL

4,131.38

201.60
4,825.80

$ 7,834.35

4,131.38 *

5,014.90 **
* (There was evidently another earlier bill from

Southern Political Consulting since we paid
them $1,987.50 on May 7, 1984.)

* (He had been asked to send this check by
Federal Express, which charge of $12.50 was
deducted from the total.)

TOTAL OF ABOVE THREE BILLS $16,980.63

Copies of these bills are enclosed with this response.

After paying Southern Political Consulting $1,987.50 on
May 7, 1984, we had remaining in our primary account $886.31.
This was quickly eaten up with utility bills, postage, gasoline,
office supplies, etc. As contributions came in, we started
retiring these outstanding bills as follows:

Southern Political Consultinq:
5-15-84 $ 1,000.00
6-04-84 1,000.00

Leaving UNPAID on June 22, 1984

Houston Data Center:
5-15-84 1,000.00
6-04-84 2,000.00

Leaving UNPAID on June 22, 1984

Pond Pzlntl Com any:
0.00

0,..W.j.RAtD on Juin 22, Is"

$ 2,131.38

4,834.35

5,014690

.4

r*
M
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HopefUlly this will sufficiently document 
the status of

our debt from too primary election cycle. (Please note that in

the amended report for the period 4-16-84 
thru 6-30-84, there is

included a ScheduLe D# showing the balances still owing on these

three outstanding invoices as of June 
30, 1984.)

We also need to include in the primary 
debt (as a

continuing obligation of the committee) the balance on the loan

from the candidate, which was made on 
April 18, 1982. This

balance of $2104.16 is included on line 10 of the Summary Page

of the Amended Report for the period 4-16-84 thru 6-30-84 as one

of the debts owed by the committee.

We are confident that the enclosed materials 
substantiate

the outstanding debt of the Beau Boulter for Congress campaign

which permitted us to accept the $5,000 
contribution of the

Texas Republican Congressional Committee 
toward retirement of

this primary debt.

sincerely,

Joan Schillinig
Congressman Beau Boulter
Staff

Enclosures

~r*~
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50VT** POLITICAL VQNSMJT1I
690, IN, STV 430
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AWO 0415

-armTEoh SHIRLE GOLDE

TEAMS OUE LOON FCE"T

evLTi CAMWIGH4

MY WM: MCY 188 16,050
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"o" 4.0415

DATE 04/11/84

ST1ENoM SHIMLEY GOLDB4

TER4UE LO" RE(IPT
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- ~ ~ Cm "IM 11 1. 
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SOUTHERN POLITAL. CON UTING
E*04w *AWIN* ST~e.-4 4,
4OSTCO9 TEXAS 7030

ATTN S 4IRLEY GOLDEN

,wvoc 32154

DAT 04/09/84

ArTENTIMI

T E UPO RECEIPT

UOLDA CAPAIGN.,[

ALPMAIST PF IEIC, ITA CTY. 3S0135 4M ,
,TVIA FILE CONVIXZON - 5 C0*I3oIIS I. o $

e Tr178011 tpi,, Flor llxpftr eiiess
TOTAL S 1124
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DATE 03/31/84
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UTERM M UPON RECIPT

I
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t TMUV LIST 38,97 I t.oOm

C
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ba, Vaulter Nay 2, 1984
3416 3 Olsen
Amariflo, Toas 79019 Xnvfice No. 5-123

RE: Services and Expenses Rendered for Congressional Candidacy in Texas

ACCT. wMOUNT

601 Consulting Services $ 3,000.00
April 1984

602 Fm Inraising Fees $ 722.50
$14,450 z .05

ACCT. PFAYE MNURT

Postage
Xerox
Federal Express
Quip
Purolator
Trailvays
Gateway Inn

$ 2.34
3.60

116.50
181.79

$ 31.20
$ 30.65
$ 42.80

$ 4,131.38TOTAL AMOUNT DUE

604

('I

'p
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Company
Wq*~bed

K StS go

3 416-P. Olsen Blvd.

Aarillo. Texas 79109

144

NO. 281

osi 3-25-64

8 m

U

W b er No. Our order No. Salem n

Daft ,-- S,",i,,, VIA F.O.B. TeOMS-

7t Stock NumbelDescription Price Per AmoWn

-1.000 Busisess Cards (3 color) 72

1.000 ]Voting Records .... 120 00

- -

__ __ _ _ __ __ __ _ __ __ __ _ __ __ __ _ __ __ _ Tax 9 6Ei
Total 2nl

0 - - - -
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~ITo BOULTER FOR U.S. CONGRESS

. 3416-Z OLS BLVD

M~> . L0. TEXAS 79109

~331

OD 4/28/84

St. .to

'vMir order No. Owr Orde, No. sma

O"DA Shpd Ship VIA F.O.. Terms

n anit Stock NumelwDescrption Prie Per Amount

31,500 MAIL PACKS:

LETRHEADS ESLPOS (#6-010)

VOTING RECORDS IRPLY CARDS
- ? I -it - - "

TOTAL
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JAN WL SMAN (OM) amS*P@4
WW Oa) 3 of.as I~t m W I6e Its$ YLEX R44@ *TiN" up

Lawrence I. lNoble Zq.

Federalxleotios Commission
999 1 Staeet, W.V.
Washinton, D.C. 20463

Att al sa4ra 3. nobinso

M aetI as" can,

Dbrth , s -bam,- Yeen.rDea or Nauss:

b 1ment o O3A5tsi "the O mi bt j f tho

signmd by ofth 3 , as
ReWi# (NSW) a258 3g SantauiA s o 1mit the
rasiurte of the Comt/ea evtiaoedyche.its antie.

Btt t of O an atiov received by the Tederal lection
ContssLon an August 26 &v 1966.

This Rie arises frme an audit of the Coittees
activities in the 1983/64 election cyci. Substantial
documentation was provided by the Comittee in its response
to the Interim Audit Report in March 1947.* The Commission
has now,. nearly 1 1/2 years later,, issued nmru
interrogatories and made nuceros f indings agai nst the
Comittee, just weeks before the 1988 Consrl Election~. The
Comission requests the Ciunittee to repn to its findings
and answer these interrogatories within 15 days. However,
the Comittee understandably is now focusing its entire
attention on the election just 53 days away. The substantial
research required to respond to the Ccuaission's findings
vithin 15 days is, therefore, not feasible.

Even if the election were not just seven weeks away, the
Comittee would be physically unable to respond to the
interrogatories in the time requested. The Comission has
sole pOSessLon of nearly 400 checks about which it is now
asking qMetons. i~le the audit division has informed
Euckaby and Associates that this documentation is available,,
the Committee requests confirmation that all necessary



- 4 . f % sfea

ftil am nnfyIi a t e l ,,r_ --Uv

* w.

e11 11 11116 O ml t US& to enpu-mtatLbniDma3AMg0 It Ibs q t iii riot x. at w iy
-oe~m 21, 196N5. 5tis qet .,eno viAi not in am wmy
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September 13, 1988

Mr. Thomas J. Josefiak
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2598
Friends of Dick Armey
and Rick Woolfolk, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Josefiak:

In response to your letter dated September 2, 1988, and in
- accordance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, Friends

of Dick Armey would like to take this opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against the committee and Rick
Woolfolk as treasurer.

Documentation has been included to show:

1. that the committee had existing net primary debt of
'$15,500 in 1984, and,

o 2. that the committee did receive two separate contributions
from the Texas Republican Congressional Committee for
$2,500 on June 22, 1984 and again on July 26, 1984, and,

3. that these contributions were designated for the general
election by the committee.

These contributions should have been designated for the
existing 1984 net primary debt. However, the committee's
bookkeeper inadvertently designated these contributions for the
general election in completing the FEC report and this error was
not recognized in the subsequent review.

Since the debt did exist (as documented) and the referenced
contributions were used to retire this debt in accordance with the
Act, the committee and Rick Woolfolk as treasurer believe that no
action should be taken against the committee. Please allow this
letter to serve as an amendment to appropriate reports designating
the contributions of 6/22/84 and 7/26/84 for primary debt
retirement.
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indr esdorvtor t wO and also faor that

avaiabl to e ate*e

because of te G arom e tn rg and that re
geera1election activities, as well as prepering to file a
disclosure report with the Comissiom. Coum8el also meted that
certain docmets required t epm oteCa/ao~

, , h e f fi e o th e G e n r al C o u s el re c o m oe d s th a t the
Caise/saon deny In part the requested extension, and grant a
sixty (60) day extension until November 21, 1908. Respondents
are represented by counsel who also represented then during the
audit process, therefore, he Is failiar with the circumstances
involved in the present matter.

Staff ft= this Office has consulted with the Audit Division
regarding request for Confirmation that domments
requested from the Audit Division will be made available for
their review. Afragme-t 1(l). The Audit Division responded to
a request tep e f oema representative of tuckab and
Associate*.te m ti firm also assisting Respondents in
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In the Matter of )
)
) MUR 2596

Toxas Depublican Congressional ±itt.e
and Martha Weisend, as treasurer )

o I. -itriorie W. Sm"* Esr " Of ti Federal

0 Iectio Comissions do herho r~ heonOt r4

19 *tbe Commion, byi~ a VWt oi-6 to ta

the following action in MR 25 W

1. Deny the Texas Republican Congressional
0) Comittee and Martha weisend the requested

extension of ninety (90) days and approve
an extension of sixty (60) days, as
recomended in the General Counsel's
mewranddm report dated September 30, 1988.

2. Take no further action against Henry Santamaria,
as treasurer of the Texas Republican Congressional
Coimittee, and close the file as it pertains to
him.

3. Find reason to believe Martha Weisend, as
treasurer of the Texas Republican Congressional
Committee, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c), 432(d),
434(b), 441a(a)(2)(A), 441a(a)(8), 441a(f) and
44lb(a)t and 11 C.F.R. SS 102.17(c), 102.8 and
102.5(a).

4,4



-~ ~ ~'

October 49 1986

4. amo th etter, as e e in the
General Counsel's minorapa report to
the Comision dated 8epther 30, 1988.

Camaiss8oners Aikens, 313iott, Josefiak, McDonald,

NoGrry, and Mae voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attesto

Seoretary of the Comnission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary:Fri.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Fri.,
Deadline for vote: Tues.,

...... . . ', ..... ' . . ... , . .i.. ... ,.. , • o •, - .. . . . .;.. i, . ,.,A

9-30-88, 9:58
9-30-88, 12:00

10-04-88, 4:00 4

I



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Jan W. Saran, 8eq.
Wiley, Rein & Vielding"
1774 K Strfet, 'w.V.
Washingtonr D.C. 26W

~s~~ican

em Itths Wisem*, ts

N Dear U. Saras

tis i is in response to yourM letter 4 September 14, 196,
requesting an extension until December 21. 1M , to respond to
commission flndings, interrogatories and request for production
of documents.

0 Considering the federal Election Commissiones
responsibilities to act expeditiously in the conduct of
investigations, the Commission cannot grant your full request,
but can only agree to a sixty (60) day extension. Accordingly,
the response is due by close of business on November 21, 1988.

Based on the amendment of the Statement of Organisation by
the Texas Republican Congressional Committee (*the Committee'),
wherein the treasurer yes changed prior to the Commission's
initial findings in this matter, the Commission determined on
October 4, 1968, to take no further action against Eenry
Santanaria, as treasurer of the Committee, and closed the file as
it pertained to him. On that same date the Commission found
reason to believe Martha Weisend, as treasurer of the Committee,
violated 2 U.S.C. ES 432(c), 432(d), 434(b), 441a(a)(2)(A),
441a(a)(S), 441a(f) and 441b(a); and 11 C.1.R. 5S 102.17(c),
102.8 and 102.5(a).

~*~*i~j~ ~ * -**,' ** '*.



Zn rosp.S to torquet mo a Irmstao that the check
coplos Istratty i0 t omiss Will.a viii be soda
avallablo fo review, the Audit Oivistern b itformnu a
represeative from Eka a sodlo lst that such a review can
be scheduled at their conveoaice, Atramm. to should be msad
With staff of the Aimdt Divisiom for moh espo'os.

If you have any quostion, pleae contact Sandra I.
Robinsos, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-4200.

laserely,

lo

C) qms

0
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AN ~ AIRAN (10) 41"040
O) ,*-330 Ocober 19, 1988 CLCX 314340 wTON UP

Lawenc No Noble

deral KIection Cmission
999 Gtr"et, N.W.
Washingto, D.C. 20463 O '

Attn: Sandra, So abI Iso

Re: UM29 Tm
~ 3aim am Yraia

Dr. : '6ble
so in recallt Ot A m %n * letter

Of Ooow ,im 1ft b ai fthat the11>1era1R1.otfa
C01m0ssim ( C aft "WOieos) has gatdteT2a"
Republican Cmgressoonal Ci-ttee and wtrtha Weisend, as
tresU rr (R--p-nd-uts) a sixty day extisnsion to reso to
the C ission's interrogator s and requests for production
of dom-mntsM in 3UR 2598.

On Se-ptmber 16, 1988 Respodents requested a ninety day
extension of time in which to respond to these

-) interrogatories and requests for production of documents
based on nunerous grounds which remain relevant. The Texas
Republican Congressional ComiittAe 1%as ben and still ib
focusing its entire attention on the upcoming election on
Novembor 8, 1988, just twenty-one days away. The Commission
is now asking Respondents to respond to its interrogatories
and request for documents on November 21, 1988, thirteen days
after that election. A response in that short period of time
is not feasible.

Furthezuore, while Chairman Josefiak confirmed that
check copies in the sole possession of the Commission will be
made available for review, this confirmation came only forty-
five days prior to the due date in this matter. The
Cmission can mot reasonably expect that Rpoents will be
able to obtain onses and compile ir formation from the
over 400 peReoMe isbo they must contact in order to comply
with the Cmission's interrogatories.

L4



7.

Aaus-ao., ms. i f Whi ues ew to our attstien is,
that FrIV V ofu the laumcs Party of Twins,
Vill be cut of the onwtr w fro M 12 to lovmber 25,
it8. Since wo vili .be unable to coantr vith our client
during this pwiod we vill not be able to file a repos to
the interrogatories -and, request for douments on Noveber
21r 1966.

Thusaes~nden. repecfully r.*qumft au~ addical
.hi.ty Jays .o and p-0M ng d ecemble 21, 1988 in order to
respond to thit4q . MUie I recognie the Comision's
r Iespnbility to expeditiously conduct investigations, this
ex _-1l vill not in -y waY pe"Judice the r eolutin of
this maer bft ratper vil rspondents ability to
oqaly with the co.!8s1on's request.

ul TOW fWaWv*ble consideration of this request is

Sincerely, + +

"iB/819

cc: Fred Me~yer"+:,,;
,- Marth Weisend



tRg 1 f

Tot 2

i*F. Cm It~s ft 1 * ws

2*on Oct*.~s 4 . low 0" toeCe~~s
.tt Som of sixty (0) days fo ... ...... to
respoarm. Coisideration was gie0, at tat_ _ _time ' Vs, e w't
of imformatiom requested-,it " espondot ae t rothe r activiti .,
that they mvy be involved at this Um of the year. COUMelI is
his current request. has restated those coneeras, a* be, Wes
stated that the chairman of the state party vii nt be available
for consultation about this matter from November 11 throvgh
November 2S. 1966# because he will be out of the coitry duriog ,
that time.

Respondents were notified by letter dated September 2, 1968,.
of the Commissiones findings and discovery requests in this
matter. Staff of this Office has been informed by the Audit
Division that the consulting firm and a representative fron the
law fir assisting Respondents in this matter have begun to
obtai, copies of relevant documents currently in the pmssesion
of the Audit Division, to assist with preparing a repfe. sp
Respeedento have had sufficient time to begin to prepare their .

i this matter. In addition, as noted above,
Rsosi tS hav been granted an extension of sixty days to

resgi thus ti response Is due In this Off ice by the close
of Uve 21, 198 . The Office of the G.... Ie
Cousel -r mmeds that the Comission deny the request for:
an adit il. rexte"uies for the reasons discussed above.

I



t U ' ?

0I'

3. 4,4f

it 4

,a0 '4"

~'t'.
* '

44

p 2'
Vt A
ti%

'

> A'
-4';?-

it

4

\4~
'It

at

,~

I - I a



q

FEO~ftAL ELECT COMMISSION

TOs

NMI
aSCT;l

w. g/OOcz A N Noma

NADJOSI V.N0 UOS/JO8NUA CFADD~C~liU1S8IO 83N~atiJARY

awaam 2, 1S8

%SJ3CTZF Mi 9)WlE 25 -Gemeral C Aum'es 9

t'tbe ft*A*on dated 4'ct% r 28, 1988

Codssiou ca FtrWay. t he, *,. 1988 a Ze p p.m=.,

ObJection(s) have been received from the Comnitsioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:0

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

xAikens

Elliott

Josefiak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for N2rehS IS. 19.

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Coamision on this matter.



V

SFORE THB -- W* CTOU C OSINISSG 10

In the Matter of ))
Texas Republican Congressional)

Comittee and Martha Weisendl
as Treasurer )

MUR 2598

I, Marjorie W. Zwons, recording secretary for the

Federal Xlection Cmission executive session of November 15,

198, d hereby certify that the Coission decided by a vote

of 6-0 to reject the recmndation in the General Counsel's

October 28, 1988, report on NUR 2598, and instead grant

Texas Repbulican Congressional Comittee and Martha Weisend,

as treasurer, the requested extension of an additional

thirty (30) days in which to respond to Conmtssion findings,

interrogatories and request for production of documents.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date V Marjorie W. Enons
Secretary of the Commission

.~...

A

~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Jan W. Baran, Rsq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, H.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

as: aR 2590
Texas Ieulican
Cmtree osad
cmstte aWe ,

as treeeure.

Deer mr. narant

This is in respoe to your letter dated October 19, 1901,
which we received an October 21, 196, requesting a additional
extension of 30 days to respond to Commission findings*
interrogatories and request for production of documents. After
considering the circum:stances presented in your letter, the
Federal Election Commission has granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by the close of business on
December 21, 1968.

If you have any questions, please contact Sandra a.
Robinson, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.



w I 61m Io .W

JAW W. SAAN DeO 21, 1958 fet 48o.00o
120 4o-7330 VCUr x*0340 WYNN U"

Lawrence . Noable,, Esquire
General Counsl
Poderal Election co iion
990 a street, 3.W.
w lA , D.C. 20463 3
Attn: Sandra Robinson

-- R : 2596

77-7 el' Noble:

bis~ e one ai sbmtted on behalf of the ?xas
RePlublioan cougreieoal Oemittee (tbe i), in reply to
the interrogatories and request for domots issued by the
Federal Election Coission (the fCommissionI') to the TRCC on

o September 2, 19868.

Enclosed are the swrn answers to these interrogatories
and requests, along with their corresponding Exhibits.

-3

Sincerely,

iaanLID aran

&Agj*. >4k.
Carol A. Lahan

Counsel to the Texas Republican
Congressional Comittee

Enclosure
cc: Fred Meyer

338/CAL: co

Ai~~-
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U

On August 14, 4, he 240= J Cogrsional
Comittee (the it ) J.eLoint
fundMIe activity With tU Cty Victory Fund
entitled, lVotft '84 Jam s -oon MaLcheon.

* ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 Ieiyth siesn pm *tve tow this activity.
Pvft IW W bllinItcnaeted with this

a.

IIt

A fundraising event vas held on August 14, 1984 by the

Texas Republican Congressional committee (ThCCo, Othe

.S Party", or "the Comittoee). All of the contributions and

Ol) expenditures for this event were handled by the Texas

Republican Congressional Committee. While it may have been

conteiplated that Harris County Victory Fund (nHarris

County") would receive a portion of the proceeds from this

event, no fundraising aqreement was required between these

two parties. Under the Act and regulations, the TRCC could

voluntarily hold a fundraiser from which it would split the

proce with a county ittee. First, a State party

comittee may make unlimited transfers to "any subordinate

party camittee . . w ther or not such comittees are

> : i: :*: > . :: : ii:: :'



&Wo party oNaite of the ema ps2Sttoal prty, .pne
need not be aLl ated M tbe participa.ts.

Bere, the &W akrs icounty Vr bet party
c~mittees under the Act. As smno, the tc was pemiatted toD make unZlmited trm g t@o SeisTr Coty. livema

trantsferse *A to Earis*t ate thi hmmidpling

aometle M it ab ItI3

exit. $is"e haft Caittes ixvolVe Mo 40seen r
party a-itte-- no fundraising -=---otx--s required, nor
did the Yr no" to kep s t ontibuon xecNds,.

Rather, the TRCC was required by the Act only to report

contributions made in connection with this event as

contributions to the TRCC. The TRCC did not, as asserted by

the Commission, have to report contributions as representing

joint fundraising proceeds. Thereafter, the TRCC was

permitted to make unlimited transfers of its funds to Harris

County without that Party Comittee being required to

identify any contributions. Harris County's only reporting

obligation with respect to this event was to report transfers

from the 22M on line 12 of its FEC Reports. 1  Harris County

1Siace this event took place in 1984, the TRCC is not
(continued...)

mine.V



did in It rePO t we sex* .rem s _ M *, 184 for

$30001 July 12 tee W4.00 4"e 21 for #S@, 00,

8eptber 10 for $30,000, and S--t... 25 for $45,000.

Attaoke is a lisft of contributions receivLd bith Cemmittee
ita.h ear to bsa been ezurk"d for upelc osatdates

For a Int Ion s ltedt
infNot s..out

a. tato Aeth the oXtteo tt Ip of
them ito 7.;

explain n detail h rat cannot be

pro aftd

comite. tafte the date* ) at If
the ntribution Vas not trans fee hoks the
cira-mtancs.

c . State hoa the ratte pote each of these
C) contributions to the ommission.

d. If any or all such information cannot be provided,
explain in detail the reasons why it cannot be
provided.

The Commiss ion has attached 9 pages of checks which it

claims appear to be earmarked to specific candidates or

committees,, as indicated, rather than to the TRCC. Of those

checks only 33 indicated a payee other than the TRCC. The

remaining 109 checks identified the ?RCC as the payee.

ue ... continued)
under any obligation to retain documents pertaining to that
event. ls Act roquires only that trear of political

Mass je.t doomt for a period of three years. US

+ .. +:2 4 : 0,



U~~g~r4IeIWO @2P bow"aPe a. me'eW the party bel Leves
that so" of these 0etlsim 1We maft 14to beaarked.
Da r .~mi ataona on a it-kie we" ade In accordane with
the fudraising dgme by tbe Party. each of its tundraising
ailings attaheo a r ponse devioe and uvelmm vhich the

contributor Va, to ume twnb making a contribution to the
*) 1TRCC. btss, if a cheek vas ailed to the C in response to

one of jto fundrasing maLan, the 2M d"epoited that
mane, In I!1 8 I _1 I n th CC' belief that

no atter toe em the 1* w leared, 1*1Oas see above

Was 43006t uiwalyto t"e MW It listm by the
cotributor as a O=*trbution to the ICC.2  Afttfdavit of

Keith Davis in M 2598 (breinafter Davis Aft.) at 5 5

(Attahmnt 1). By the same token, if money was not received
0

in connection with a solicitation made by the Party, but

r rather was clearly meant for an individual candidate based on

a different response device, that money was forwarded to that

candidate. Id.

2 This practice by the TRCC is consistent with that
adopted by the Comission with respect to 11 C.F.R. §
110.1(b) (4). The Explanation and Justification for this
section states that "the contributor would be able to
effectuate a designation by returning a preprinted form
supplied by the soliciting committee that clearly states the
election to which the contribution will be applied, provided
that the contributor signs the form, and sends it to the
c iUSe together with the contribution. 1 Fed. Election* Cp. Fin. Guide (CCI) 864 (1987). Mere, by sending a
contribution to the TRCC with an attached response device,
the TC was able to establish that the contribution was
dirsted to the T1CC.

.. : i .% = . :; : .' , , ... .. •.J



Own MI~O -" tb0 tes .iIitf

a 1-1i~o *ift the X eqaWIxInts Or the Aft.

2 U,.8.C. 1 434.

U'i) ;. '(-1

ttgb s a list of a w~pt e whd am
restedby th CN te Wkiat to boo, boo..~e by

a p Othe than th ammt 1. 2.

o 0"h. *- .. L - ].

re1W e bett

In reviewing at randem the checks listed on Attachnt 2,

which the Commission states are apparently earmarked, the

Comaittee found that these chocks were not in fact earmarked

but rather issued to the Texas Republican Congressional

Committee or Victory '84, both federal accounts of the Texas

Republican Party. 3 Thus, since none of the earmarking

information requested at question 2 in applicable to these

chocks, the only remaining question with respect to these

3 Some checks were also issued to the Texas Reagan
Cammttee, previously established by the Audit Division to be
a special project of the TRCC. All contributions to the
Texas Reagan Comittee were also deposited into the TRCC's
federal account.



,"Ulm* is vl- to vex * s mO g Weiv by the

a ~ --W ho 0e V t sI t -Ye

As previously indigated by the CaM--tteep Wm*c of the

initial data entry for these contributions m performed by

Karl Rove and my. Davis Aff. at 4. ( explanation

provided by the Coittee at pp. 4-6 of the Cmittoe's

Iespons to the Interim PAport of the Audit Division) While

the committee a this data entry Was done i a ord

with FW I r4zme-too the -ite o t atts to the

mafts Used by Marl Moe for Get--ziMilAg by I~MO the

tha Krl weai s " se the imone Gemets to ans

this determination. If data entry was done by the RM'

directly, it was done by reviewing the check for the account

holder and contributions were reported as such. IA.

In amending the FEC reports, the Consultants to the

Committeo reported the contributions as being from the

account holder. If there was some doubt as to the identity

of the contributor, phone calls were generally made to

determine the appropriate person to whom to attribute a

contribution. Id. at 2.

In 46 MMW IW to the Interim Auit "10o:t the Coumttoo statedthat it conduc volunteer activit em on behalf of the

following candidates for federal office: Earl Jeffrey
Wntworth, Jos" Pey1to Wyatt, Jr. , Phil Gran= (1983 special
election for the nova" Of Repr eentatives and 1984 general

1A



*at mwiM Amt th t .at Vit vide the

a. the atiW.vity Ond the dst(4) of opertion.

be Provide a cop o all a !"t roc
in UUMNietim wift the aivity. f a cot W is not
avlablo, state the re - uty a Loip is not
available, and des-ibe the oosteht of suh
material.

o it the activity a mailing(s), state the
date(s) of sa Mailing.

d. state the l sourze of the List of names used
In each mHa-W

f. State wh o a vMOIe1 s V! asit"d with the

activity. It ye$,"dfiftY th vondor(s) and
describe the sorvitoe . State the amount

paid to each vendor and the date of each payment.

g. Provide copies of all contracts, vouchers,
receipts, invoices, and other documentation related.
to the business transactions with each vendor.

h. State whether the funds used to pay for the
activity were designated for specific candidates
and if so, identify each candidate.

i. State whether the Committee received funds from the
Republican National Committee (ORNCO), the National
Republican Congressional Comittee (ONRCC"), or the
National Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC")
in cannection with the activity. State whether
thes oinmittees disbursed funds directly to the
vendor(s) in connection with the activity.

j. State whther the Coittee assigned its
oox4imatd party epnditure limitation allowed
uder 2 U.S.C. I 441a(d) for each of the above
candidat.. to the XRCC or the NRSC. Provide a copy
of the written designation.



k* t

'K =, ,7=deftail tbi 40 ob *0Ie

EA&ZTh fray Nun, ~ib y~ Wa Jr.

At the time of its 11swe to the MAtwi Audit Report,

the wCtmitte td tbt jp@3s totaln $5,630.77 on

behalt of t"o fterSZ mmi:j V"z , to its b 1e_-Gw ., made

in owith3p l - -tlj.l a1n1 to -1Otua from

the e it oft.* a -'I 3 .SC. 431 (S) (5) (X).

,>. e to 266u69 ef - t {s -

Nmxvell Aft.') at 21 34o2.

Spon further exmmination, h, the facts of this

0 matter indicate that the payments by the TRCC to Karl Rove

and Company for pieces produced on behalf of Jeffrey

Wentworth and Joseph Wyatt do not constitute expenditures by

the TRCC becaU the TRCC had received money from both

Wentvorth and Wyatt to pay for these expense billed to these

two candidates through the TRCC by Karl Rove and Company.

The TRCC was acting as nothing more than a conduit or agent

for payment in these circumstances. It received a payment

from Wyatt in the amount of $2,000 which it in turn paid to

Rove on January 11, 1983 for work done on behalf of Wyatt.

It also received a payment from Wentvorth in the amount of

$3,630.77 which was paid to Praxis List (a Karl Rove vendor)



0 ;14m W k me S *np sack of

thsetesoii bsel reWort *a the COItte's
ame -I repzs A, I e afm t N no mtrtbtlow to

theseoai", am were they "coomrdnated eWxeditures

pursmant to Soctim 442a(d).

22wr appar to be no other reord available other than

what hag z boa tuad over to the Audit Division with

regard to tbo, estivittes Isxl4 ht Use pwoclue

reo~~, ui~i i o b sowtoe Davit Aft, at
11 7,8.

8 e the funm used to pay arl = loe and Ciany, and

its s c t tor Praxis List, actually came frcm Wentworth

and Wyatt they obviously were not desgnated by the TRCC as

being for specific candidates. Further, the Coamittee did

not receive funds from the INC, NRCC or NRSC for this

activity, nor did the RNC, NRCC or NRSC disburse funds

directly to Karl Rove for this activity. The Comittee

assumes that its coordinated party expenditure limitations

were assigned to the 31CC, but notes that whether or not

these limits wer assigned has no bearing on the transaction

in question. The party has not located copies of any written

designatioi with respect to these candidates.

k



UIM26 ps *tis '*60 thms -~eo

up Wietatives In %WM arm eM a* tm Iymation of Phil
Gra& frm his sonme Seat as Dmoat. l is resignation

was subitted on January 6, 1903 and the special election

took place on February 12. 5 un, it is 'so nble to assume

that £U7 ctivity dhiab took pleas in osmotion with that

election ooa ~d vithin this t1e fjres.

uniartauma by tm Pt beulf of t ll 0 for this 1963

Special Blection. John Mam"I previously attested that

"[tjo the best of my knowledge, information and belief, the

Committee organized a volunteer effort, including a mass

mailing of campaign materials, in support of Phil Gramm's

1983 Special Election Congressional Candidacy." Naxwell Aff.

at 26.

The Party is unable to produce copies of campaign

materials used in connection with this activity because it

has not been able to locate any such materials. Both the

Party's files and the files of Karl Rove and Company have

been s for this doCumentation. Davis Aff. at 11 7,8.

As the Coiission is aware, Karl Rove was the primary vendor

used by the Republican Party of Texas to produce its mail

copy. Prexi iIst is a subsidiary of Karl Rove. Further,



AsA

a@~1gto t%*ut~e egev~~ the

Coinmii0m10, esksW -e pmatyi~ to Qulo Print anid

CS!, Whicb the mion has atftibutei to the Phil cram

1983 special election. The CoJ ion was provided with and

has had access to all domt toa whid exist relevant to

this matter. so other aeiaswhich related to Phil Gram

in the relevat time tra a e a bee fm". Zj.

Mtle the Obi"ttee has M- doom ts which satisfy

the 0isa' "11 stop tb ftto, Sa setiy tated

that Ioa]* u attero t ae aw.adp~y te

Cammite dad met" 101masalls ~ V @Uteer. sm

alings. * x l At. at 1 13. "a .- mm...ee e that

this policy was applied to all mailings made on behalf of

Phil Gra for the 1953 Special Election.

Furthermore, the funds used to pay for these activities

vere not designated for specific candidates, nor did the

Comittee receive funds from either the RUC or the NRCC in

connection vith the activity. In addition, those committees

did not disburse funds directly to the vendors in connection

with these activities.

The Coiittee acknowledges in this instance the

difficulty which arises out of the fact that there are no

Comittee personnel from this period of 1983 currently

involved with the State Party. Further, the Commttee

consultants have researched all Comittoe and Karl Rove files

K~



inaneffx to eAMsM A6e I -

coiiesoa ~m -~s~ L VWI At.Ut 9 1 V,8.
JM les, the omitting is mmr 1 it had a

Coordinated ep iue limit of $19,570 MIaiable to it in

connetion with the 1983 special wl iebich it did not

ue. Th expenses inc' in ooumatiou with the volunteer

activity, $14,912.12, fall ftC bem the 000taS'8

ooiatd exp itre 1mIet. It is not t tW.,

therIer. that the U-4it et t t tthSpO lar

actitvity wis eIWaUU-1 est6viOr.waL 1 th

willing, as su keeted hy the eMIssion, to assign these

expenditures to the categor of o iad party

expenditures and ammia its reports aCordingly.

phil Gramm- 19s4 genaral giection for Senate

The Comission has identified three expenditures

totaling $36,535.45 which it alleges were made on behalf of

Phil Gram in connection with the 1984 U.S. Senate race in

Texas. As an initial matter, the Committee would like to

point out that the Commission has documentation for one of

these three expenditures, check number 2099 in the amount of

$7,616.04, which establishes without doubt that this

4 Any time the C-mittee uses the term volunteer, it
means unpaid volunteer. reover, as a rule volunteers were

oible for tasks such as picking up, unpacking,
labeling, sotinMg. Wcking, and delivering the volunteer
mailing to the post oft e.



aquittuw we uns .! La -.. v*"wt ! 0 tt' 9 094

at mit 12 of the OtteeuS March 9, 1 s to

the Interin eport of the Ait Division is psmctiom piece

#1374 an L epeitures made in connetiLoan vth tat piece.

One of the -xiature was for *7,616.04 'Is*U cc check

number 0 I e 20. ". A. -n to in ineIma of the invoice

uhiah shoms that the lsemiture was fOr the piew. _~~od
at :bit 12. PLe pae m not MU ao S

Lt& t t2 tNo "t- -r--Ai t-

iditiie I a it as ai.84 il beMm uj embsha of
Phil fram, the i o n bas already ee urmdthat

tIle Cowitte's t of $37 to !oas Neginnis that is

cited in Attachment 6 of the Audit Report ws to Neginnis in

his capacity as Election Administrator of Williamson County,

Texas for the purchase of a list of registered Democrat

voters in selected precincts in Williamson County.* Maxwell

Aff. at 14. Copies of the invoice and receipt for that

list were also attached to that Affidavit. The remaining

expenditure to Karl Rove and Company was apparently for the

costs of printing an exempt volunteer mailing.

An Attachment 7, p. 8.

Thus, the Comission is questioning the same
expaditure in connection vith this Phil Graa activity and
in oo tinm with -et-ut-hvote activity.

6W ...."A



21 I ON W' AMA h fur the Gim atin incluing

the atul- -.A _r cei6, u4msoti - wth

this activity oontraot, vouchers, r or inoim.

The comittee haas preiouWly d all such aterials,

either in the caurse of the audit, or in connetion with its

ReMponse to the Interi ort of the Audit Division. Davis

*Af. at 7. faat, wever, the list used for the Party's

mailings were Its m, blMIwll Aft. at 13, or as

dmostrated In this cow, a publicly available voter

-0 nFor ar of andur~,utt
Gram in the 1M3 Special 3rafom teart rm ed no

funds fromi the MCI, DM0, or "CC for the purpoe of

conducting volunteer activities nor did these omittes,
0

disburse funds directly to the vendor in onnection with

Sthese activities. In addition, the funds used to pay for

these activities were not designated for specific candidates.

The Party did, however, assign its coordinated expenditure

S limit available to it pursuant to 2 U.S.C. I 441a(d) to the

National Republican Senatorial Committee. A copy of this

designation can be found at Attachment 2.

Finally, it is important to underscore that the basis

for the COmission's belief that the mailing at issue was in

support of Phil Gram's 1984 Senate candidacy was the memo

entry on the check which apparently read "Gram favorables".

Howeer, as discu d belw, the Party was running an

K #, ,



utaste olufter 001sm beak Wit the ONpese of

identlyimg " favehles' 0 aw miii.;. were then

set to toelndiviftals identfid an 'mf tfavorables..

ism

Attached is a list of a aetcoriporate contriuntions
received by the Committee. am Attament0-R 3.,

a. ste te the legality
of seobc .006tribstiom. if otwA,,teinthod

and dat e(s) su w ad*.

bo if th ' t 10tembe "Mh le lity of
a w lSted, et t (a) s W Sch

';Man 3 ho~'ts
*I~nU ~ (1) to itl estiai W 001 wt (a)
!~tiy ech OstribAtce 60 traasftrzed, the date

of each transfer and the reasn(s) for such
transfer.

d. If any or all such nformation r -ted above
o cannot be provided, explain in detail the reasons

why it cannot be provided.

rur

Te Caomittee, in good faith, at.e to determine the

legality of these contributions. Due to the incredible

quantity of checks, literally thousands, received by the

Committee, this determination was generally made from the

face of the checks. Checks received which were readily

identifiable as being from corporations by a "Co." or "Inc."

designati we retune to the contributor. Davis Aff. at

I6. 8Mu, as wlime by the Attach t to these

inte0 Og-a-eies, a sleat n er (a m of 37 out of



t........ eue ~r~ u - .,--S and US ine.ed in the

t_- t to ti e o f0 -c he ks did get
th ts - .Iit

One such contribution, the chak roceived by Franklin

Sylvester and 0o. fo=d at #47 of Attahmt 3 to these

interrogatories was transferred to a nondral accot.

This transFo 'was preViOMIy identified as having taken place

in a way 1, 1967 letter mm 5 d Associats to

Ste n Sa i of the it nisi , Itm . of that

letter s't tta Mo x~r Ws Mde ".0 V10

'e --- at s the oantribution romt the Franhm Sylvestor

compn." sA Attaolb t 3.

- K 'L'O

P In a meora dated April 3, 1987, the Committee, via its
consultants, provided information about certain apparent
excessive contributions it had received from individual
contributors.

a. State whether the C mittoe had completod the
transfer of the excessive amounts from its federal
to its nonfederal accounts. Stats the date and
amount of each transfer.

b. The audit identified contributions from John F.
Zulich totaling $10,000, however, information about
this contributor was not provided in the
Camittee response. State the reason(s) for this
omission, and the circum nces and status of these
contributions.

C. In the Comittee's eronse a total of $10,000
contributed by Bob Eckels was listed to be
ti ezred. State the reason(s) for this transfer
and the date of the transfer.

W

~'



. . ... ., .. ' . . . . ..

met. the & )
Itimmese t wa 0ssy dteutrase. 55e per N1a~d:' :aqw f ied were:

ftry C. fwley - $100, ulue 5UI R -
$5,000, Peter O-meol - $2,500, a* Edith 3.
O'oSelit $25,00.

e.~~Irf a or 4al - iOtior.mte a
C*Mf be provdankeili in detai te reasons
%fy Itaeeteprvi.

a. ',S april 3, 1967 lottx ft-w An 0t

Stm oto the MW t Wv~I ~ iftich 000ff-Isd .,ot; th

transfers to the non-f and corporate aao nts of the

Texas Republican Party had been completed with aheak copies

verifying those transfers. SM Attachmt 3. This letter

states explicitly that '(o)riginal eno and check copies

verifying that the Texas Republican Congressional Committee

has transferred $2,000 to the Republican Party of Texas

Corporate Account and $58,900 to the Texas Republican

Campaign Committee. .0. . the $58,900 represents the amount

from possible excessive donors-" Moreover, attached to that

letter is a memorandum from the Republican Party of Texas

itemizing the dates of the transfers.

b. A letter wa sent to Kr. and Mrs. John F. Eulich on

May 13, 196 asking that they complete an attached allocation

form to verify that the contribution was mmt to be from



both - m e. aa, - M i-. .4. ,ar* *l ,tte

oversi t no foiLo up ftt *US wMet to , It aloas).

mowuver, under 11 C.7,.R. 1 104.70 wbidm zeysix.. either a

written request or an oral request in viting to obtain

requisite information, the sott'o letter to the 2ulich'ae

requestin this 13mation osatiuti b efforts. Thus,

there is no change in stais to thi ast -nition and it

>tiiniz/s as a a5,000 oatsrlI 1t o :tb W g and Mrs.

response to this letter Mr. MUkeos called Jane the

KExecutivo Director of the Toxam Repblican Party at the time

and informed her that he had intended to make his

contribution to the state account of the Texas Republican

Party. Davis Aff. at 3. The entire amount of this

contribution was transferred to the Texas Republican Campaign

Comittee.

d. In reviewing the contribution checks obtained from

the bank, and in filing mndme t to its reports, the

Committee determined that each of these contributors had made

excessive contributions. Attachment 6 consists of the pages

from the ommtteeo' am-nded reports for each of these

contributors which explicitly show that excessive

contributions were apparently received and that the Committee

:4L.

, -;



nt at md 4the oitrtnbtions

iin O ofW Or Ai s) )lsits lnobms bia

Party's non-fedeael eooomt.

In 19641 eMM. 0M d With the Victory Fund DUdgt,"
Vbiob totaed "o$0 000 were absorbed by theCil t... •i 600010t tst. the puriase of the
Wi. de sr ib the eivities funded by

this. tin weeson(s) ft *_Ot_ the"e
In1e1 s, Int.h I-S iomfsWal Im t OT e Or all much

why itoeoth i.

The Victory Fund 9~ is mm as with the Victory

'84 program by the 220C in 1984. This progra has been

0 described in detail by Linden Hock, Executive Director of

Reagan-Bush '84 in Texas during the 1984 election cycle, and

by John Maxwell, Executive Director of the Republican Party

of Texas from August 1983 through February 28, 1985 in their

Affidavits found at Attachmets 8 and 2 of the March 9, 1987

Response to the Interim Report of the Audit Division

(hereafter eHock Aff." and "Maxwell Aff.").

As a preliminary matter, the Commission has apparently

arrived at this $80,000 figure based on Attachment 8 of the

Interim Report of the Audit Division on the Texas Republican

Congressional Comnittee. That a ndu does not establish

that $80,000 in expenses were absorbed by the non-federal

ka~



!hisafi t. was olesrly an est .ate

As Linden Deck stated. ethe Victor '84 progrm s a

Camaittee project to raie and upend messy in support of "".

toevoluntee voe regitration and get-out-the-vote

ativitese ukckstt Snd local party oaitte8 my

lawfully oos on behalf of thi p a Prsidetial, .

~Vice Prz'silinta l and Pe•deoral caddts .'rhe firsmt:

priorty oftheo voluaest was to mmnthe party pum banks.

sucoes. . Ram ey gnn alls wa made by volutesora

wh 4o recorded th repne on individual cad wbida were

D ~incorporate those names onto the voter name file ovned by the i!:

IRepublican Party of Teas. . ... fudising, voter "i

~~registration and get-out-the-vote letters were then prepared i!i

4, by Karl Rove and Company for mailing to the individuals on

D that list. . ... Thes envelopes were forwarded to the phone i

centers where they were addressed andor stamped by :

volunteers and returned to Karl Rove and company or Victory /

D '84 headquarters for mailing. .. • Funds were ratised for

Victory '84 thog several Nethods: volunteer ma s alns,

efforts of the Victory '84 finance Comnittee, and a dinner.,,:,

D attede by the President in Houston on October 2, 1984. ... 0

t WA

il $ "04" .



All protitp from ULUs sumwn me Used -to fina"S the

~itt9's ~tValufteer dativities, such sV~te

identification and ga-ot-the-vo ctivities in support of

the 1984 Republican Presidential ticket.' Neck Li f. at 3

at mm.
John Maxwell eplains in detail that 'the "final month's

* lploymft cosft discussed in paragraph 2 of that randuu

(Audit Report £a-t 6) as thoese which would be absorbed

by the Cnittae' IatO-a mount wer for indviduals

wta bad etd ts work bebalf of ViUtry ,84 4a

on to be isydo4 IS activities reAting-A to &tat* a"d

local elcinI" h ballot security paimsdiscussedl

in the gmmorandum set forth at Atacment a of the Audit

Report benefitted all Texas Republican candidates, whether
0

they were federal, state or local office seekers .... At

the time of the meorandum set forth at Attachment 8 to the

Audit Report the Committee's federal accounts had been paying

all ballot security exn incurred on behalf of Texas

S Republican candidates .... euse the benefits of these

payments were ballot-vide, and the Comnittee's federal

accounts had been making all such payments, the decision was

p made that the Committeees federal accounts had thus paid for

more than its p rtionate share of such expenses. .

Accordianly, the decision was smae that the Coammittee's

* Operating Ao t would pay all ballot security expenses

• ... .... . ..i -... ...... ...



irre ~ lst h O ~hSM4eleqtian cycle."

in reviwng the actuml p03Met of Salarie of those

individuals specificlly vi enI in tb N vll memorandum,

the Party has be able to establish that these individuals

had been paid $55,929 from the PartyOs der account

t r h the - of ct ad a"Wer later paid $16,112 from

the Pr1ty' I mfera aout thr se ervices. This

bre k dU InTo an aLloCatiom of 770.% raN the federa

acomaut vex, 2.4* from t e um-f .. _ t.lS i

alloatio is , ,y -- it', 0 k. t the - - ba

kprev'iOusly le itjhat as so tlon, of n-Otird ftrM

the federal aoint versus two-thirds from the non-federal

account is permissible. Thus, even it we were to assun that

the non-federal account paid $80,000, the federal account

would still have overpaid its share of the e.

OUSION 8.

During the 1984 election cycle, the Conmittee conducted get-
out-the-vote (NGOVT) and voter registration activities on
behalf of the Republican presidential and vice-presidential
candidates. Specifically, the Comittee conducted certain
ailing and operated telephone banks for the benefit of these

candidates. For Ugh activity provide the following
information:

a. Provide a copy of each item mailed. If a copy is
not availablo, state the reasons why a copy is not
available, and describe the content of each item.
Identify all the candides for federal office
mentioned in each mailing and the manner and
contert in which they all were mentioned. If any
or all mw& information and documents cannot be



VOOMW AP it

b. Stae the I () of e,a uSi.

c. State the olal sroe ot the list of names used
in eaft 8 l].

d. State w a e Vend-calV or asisted with
aCh acLivLty. it yes, iIetiy the vendor(s) and
4rioz the serioes p. Stte the amount
paid to eaf "edor am t - eaft paymnt.

of-
en rS 4 ~to relate

g. State loet the CM I toe- received funds ft the
IC', the 3IC, or the laIC, in osumbecltion With, the

activity. State whether these c itteesed
o funds directly to the vedor() in onneion with

the activity.

h. Provide a copy of each script used in the telephone
bank(s). If a copy is not available, state the
Seasons why a copy is not available and describe
the contents of the telephone script*. Identify
all the candidate for federal office mentioned in
each telephone script and the manner and context in
which they were mentioned.

i. State whether the volunteers used in the activity
were paid. If so, state the purpose and amount of
each -ym .

J. State whether professionals were used to design the
telephone bank system, develop the instructions,
and train supervisors for the telephone bank
&ctivi~t1 If yes, state the number of
P26-04' onals used and the services provided by
each. state the amunt paid to each professional
and the date of each payment.



It700£ y, t~d a cam of the wrfitten

1. t any OW all SO i*ZO tis Md
we_--t ebw ous be pr ftoed, explain in
detaLl the I It camft be provied.

A =9oo1lt diarlptm@ tho e Y t her gt-ot-t

vote aolunter t es astlitle s ee prisem to
the~~ Ooi mio thn *a; Zabitmi esm.tp,.315

ZiA Ibt S to tht or asai Ote of stria

used to recrit individeal to volunteer their time to assist

in thes" get-Out tecote and voter registration Mterials.

C) te volunteers used in these activities were precisely that,

-73 volunteers. Exhibit 10 to the e contains sample

telephone scripts used in volunteer phone centers in addition

to directions to the volunteers for keeping records of their

* calls, and a general overview of the program. Exhibit 11 to

the Response contains a report eorializinq the magnitude of

the volunteer effort at one site out of 52 volunteer sites.

Exhibit 12 to the Response contains various get-out-the-vote

and voter registration pieces which were part of the

volunteer effort coordinated by the Texas Republican Party.

*As stated in the Heck Aff. at 1 10, [e]ach day phone

calls were made by volunteers who recorded the responses on



1~i~wia aft" uht -- tho~ theb WN ogt ftrm

voter name fWe OWnei by the 2DqMbican #fet of TasU TWO

LsUms ar resolved by this aft its Firt, the volunteers

ers not paid; 9ecold, the mrce of the list seem quite

obviam, it resulted firo the phone banks. In addition, as

e in the i1vell Aft. at 3 eta]s a matter o

establishe d pra*i amd V*14cy, as dmidte no t use

wo -cial lists for MW Volusto s we uSJmqso'Mhr

"'14'i"I VMS A--1ta M st"tedAhe"' ov tem Vetft

20, 1 "a 1 a1re the oinLy . mtriAl02 In the files .t the

TKo, With the exception of 'ttad t 7 to this -espos,

reslonive to this req.st. A Davis Aff. at 41 7v9. The

Party cannot describe the content of any other items which

may have been sent by the Party with any specificity simply

because it does not have copies of those materials, and has

not been able to obtain copies of those materials. Ia.

Furthermore, because the Party has produced all documents in

its possession with respect to the get-out-the-vote and voter

registration volunteer efforts it cannot identify the date of

each ailing. The materials clearly indicate that Karl Rove

and Company was the vendor used to print the exempt get-out-

the-vote materials.

Professionals were apparently used to design the

teeo bank system as is permissible under 11 C.*R.



j )W*7(b (7)(-V) wVkI* ~~A~ t- (tb Use

ot paid pWt)et Vmials to m theb---

develop oalln im ttIos a" tns"n Jews is

perssible,' Attalc ment 8, obtained from an Brataas, is

the Final uspowt on these volunteer phone baks. he records

shov that arklt 0pinion esearc was apparenty paid on

tbre ocasions in 194 for consultin an s.r.pt and

telepho blak ayss. Payen ft w om" an s 5, 1904

for, $7N00 O pt 17 fot $.500 am, 3.~e 9 for

$,5,------a t a--1 eI 1W 9 $,00

$s,000., 96 4 r t S 90. SW ee 32 t rw#S,0oo.. A

final pay was made on March 11, 1986 in the amount of

$47,800.28. In addition, Nancy 5rataa of Xancy Brataas

Associates, a division of Market Opinion Research, was paid

$95,580 on July 13, 1984 apparently for consulting services

for the phone banks.

As for transfers from the 1NC to the State Party, to the

Party's knowledge, no transfers were made in connection with

this activity nor did the RNC, M SC, or NRCC disburse funds

directly to any vendor in connection with this activity. Any

transfers received from any Party committees were not in

connection with ex"t volunteer activities. Furthermore,

the YC did not authorize the -- i_-e to make expenditures

on behalf of the 1984 presidential candidate pursuant to

Section 441a(d) of the Act.

.. , . ,;. , ' ;,, .. ,. , .... . , ,,



On June 22, 1984v tM Cc--ttf- oiutribs-ed $5,000 to the
campaign of 9em DM-lter ad $2,S00 to the cm 4ain of Dick
Armey, both am o the 0.5. D080 of R-_--taiv@.
On fly 26, 1S84. the _ itt-- o'i-tibst-_ S add4t1i l
$2,500 to AxWmeys dmga gb dsgated those
contributims ftar the MAX elcto, *djh y held on Kay
5, 1964, in the ftate of To=s -fr eaCk of tbe
contrbtos avd h ~vu an.msI m
docmens:

a. [O Writ$ s %Wg~ tme

be *W tbs. the

c. If any or all m* if-tmation and cannot

be provided, euplan in detail the r why it
cannot be provided.

As stated in the Response to Interim Report of the Audit

Division on the Texas Republican Congressional Committee

("Interim Response"), the TRCC unfortunately retained no

copies of the letters which designated the contributions to

Beau Boulter and Dick Armey. Hovever, as stated in the

Affidavit of Kevin Moomaw at 1 3 and 4, found at Exhibit 17

to the Interim Response, O[e]ither I or my assistant

contact telphone each of the campaign committees

identified . . . (and) verified that they had a primary

eleation dsbt, end advised them of the contribution they



ws044 be ~ 1 sfew.A A t sov be

Contribution oeowk and 4. --p atIW eh eti to which

the contributio e o-MM be amfletd.

Both CaiaIgIII ef ler to the IOC'es knowledge had

camaign Gebts at the time of the i tis, rth er,

sice tut time the. to . it. on- sutants, has
ben as thintU" a "inMolpt t" "at his

ornittee 4141 *
' 
.... f tOe to M of the

toward v_ t_ Iavis t. at ' 9.

The above statements are true to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief.

Signed sworn to before me
this day of December, 1988.

My Comission zxpires: P. av- JA-
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A'IDVIT OF 9r1 DAVIS

M D&vRS, being first duly sworn deposes and says:

I. I am Keith Davis, an employee of Mckaby &

Associates, an apooastin, firm. I 1 Sk & Associates

Was retai ned to assist, the kqPublioaa Perw of !0e ($no"

rMe41g to an a itof the a ta 'aoqnts~ 1 40,
Federal U'ection ais ft (the "VW or -th* easinii

Subsequently I was assigned to be the lead acMc tant for

Guckaby & Associates in that project.

2. Part of my responibilities as the lead accountant

for this project was the overnight of amending the TRC's

Federal Election Commission reports. In order to do so, and

in order to comply with requests from the FP's Audit

Division, we obtained from TRCC's deponitory bank copies of

each contribution check over $50.00. I and a staff of

individuals examined each check for reporting purposes. As a

rule, contributions were reported as being from the account

holder. If there was some doubt as to the identity of a

contributor, I or a moaber of my staff, would try to

determine, through phone calls, the appropriate person to

Whom to afttlbst a contribution.



had o..e.. his or h 11 1 ..indt '2 , .....

Y~? stetoI to

gt)j a, a oX Mtribution tcs X r7

teb--4 at G WtoAsaIpt-o bontributione
as~~ ~ ~ 4~j"S ...... Who 5±9364

0O~ PRO 1nta da0a Jnr a efrsdp iyb am

AN'~ fe~a

that he itemsed the comtribwt., to be ae t t e UState

aCunt.

0 4.* Initial data entry was performed primarily by Karl
qW Rove and Company. Data entry done by the Party itself was

apparently performed by reviewing the check to determine vho

the account holder was, and were re rted as such.

5. As lead accountant for the Republican Party of

Texas, I have spoken to many of the principals of the Party

with respect to the activities undertaken by the Party with

respect to the 1984 election. I have learned that if a

contribution was mailed to the Party in response to one of

its futd tasin solicitations, the contribution was deposited

into the Party's federal account, the TRCC. If the

a& 2 me



forwarded to the individual for *m it was apperently meant.

determine the legality Of each ot the @0t Out -m to the

Party. Xf corporate hocks were received, as indicated by a

oCo. or nc. a designation,, the Paty m d totpra the chck

to the contributor. pparenly, however, becuse an

extraordinar -1er of checks are zoived each day, there

wer a d m oame af t-W ed and

ver not so rturned.

7., :I Ouiaimi work an behalft the Me, X

parssell "t On-c all htlsof1 ad

Compny wth to thi :utter 3m fsm, h iles

were devoid of nmaterials. avr , any and a.l materials

relating to this matter have been turned over to the Audit

Division pursuant to the Audit in this matter. aterials

produced for the Audit Division included whatever was

available in Karl Rove's files including copies of campaign

materials produced by Karl Rove and contracts, vouchers,

receipts, invoices, and other documentation.

8. In addition, in conducting work on behalf of the

RPT, I personally vent to the warehouse where the RPT kept

its files and rummaged through all of the Party's files with

respect to this matter. Again, any and all documentation

relevant to the Audit and to this matter was available to and

has been turned over to the Audit Division. Materials

- 3 O
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aailable in the Party's tlOs includtn COOis of aamaign

9. X a also amilaIm With the ta* that the MW made

a contribution to Deau D ta for primary debt retiomnt.

x have been covntated by e tanr's c i-tt-- since

receiving notification of this 5. Me D lte BOWt

asure me that it b" pde at t t 'm o

party** !con-ibution and has a so Atht it ha Vo

"we Above dtteiut a"mre e bee t AW MY

Signed a_ avorn to before
this day of D, 1988.

my commission expires: .I 37

-4 a
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ev this a St, K. Strake. Jr.author z:es the " tioaC
to serve as O*-i fa nt o r e .u t_ R_ Pf te

f.ar e p .4" am akig lo0p O '"e expenaltures allowedw. ..x 44e' (d) (0) in the -.st-O Of Texastot tke |]f4 olect,,on for United States Senate.

9-. /

9 ~ LZ 60 ~r £60
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Ihy 1. LW?

Ur. kophes Sinee
Feerl curim COMMssaA" at Divisios

M9 I Street M. t 1.oo.Veeblmgem. ic U43

Deer Ar. lasford:

a Y" roqueotedo. emlosed aim the i bank seamts and

al low

in~$ 50, he btn. Seeses ntepssitm~ Canues Sjtes The e
Lee ye $ tevis is fris roe e ofe the smult islqer ree Octbe

U r t -n, of Comnyt 4 the T reresex"

tM lges mm -.o poau*g teo8vdoos

1. ChuL -cohehepies vn~stn ht the Uea~ th. sod ey Tesd.

3er Se m C4 wLtsee8 rede $5h uto the 4 2.000
to dh lespabliae farty of Ue .Cerpocate A$eem t and

W sMso to the Teos eblm CaoS aLr--oM fttee. Mh
S2.4 t rame8er represe e the P1estw - tbsol s frm the

Franklin. Sylvester CMP"o s" the $ 54.9m0 represents
the miat from possible excessive domors.

2. Check copies indicating that the Gerald R. Ford Now Lead-
ersrp Cmmittee hee cefunded $ epo s to the Ta" epub-
lice. Cmpign Committees and that the $ S.000 hMs beem
Ieemed from the Texas Republican onressiona Ci ttee.

3. Originsl mo from aneila A. od at Tex"s Conmerce ank
is Austin regarding the request of Jane Mnateson at the
Texas Republican Congressional Comit tee for copies of
contributor checks in excess of $50 deposited Into the
min federal account between January 1 * 1963 and December
31.a 1964.

4. Copies of meo f rom Jane Matheson to Texas Comrce lank
requsting copies of contributor checks in an mnont
greator than $50 deposited into the Victory '64 account
between September 6. 1964 and December 31. 1N4.



Ue/M
*WI.

.4s Jam Moew
JiV. o sa
mettle a, coebsey

a 4mftes WAckaby



April 9. 1987

TO: Keith Davis
Foundation for Election Law gdma aonie

FROM: Mike Davis

U: Traifers of rumed fre the Team- 3-lSA Cearessom

Cemt e, i t" # ce O "mo soft tme ie--. Tomse s _L-e

Cauttee s the Sepc .Um Par f fts 0Ce.r . Aoe . The
det"AI of ec t raner , the first of bIk we made es arceh 18. 197.
are oacled below:

TO: Rm NOW

O

Texas RepublLcan CmpaiLp Cofttee 3/11/87

4/9/87

TOTAL:

Republican Pmrty of Texas -
Corporacte Aocoit

TOTAL:

Copie of each of these transfers are encloed.

$3s000

23.900

$58.900

$ 2.000
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'41 m.Nwa

MarthUa 5. Wood
April 7, 1987
Ptooo-pA, of ab fo" US U-- Party of Texas

31v 1904.

I sent a meo to our Customer Servie Departmnt, out-
lining the request. Th photo= we were made and
delivered to the Republican Party of Texas.

I have attached copies of both He. f4atheson's letter
and my memo. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to call me at 512/476-6611, extension 2326.
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fts. mari.la Vood
Texas Amk s
P.O. l x 550
A&tis, Thas 76789

OIaIart lla:

Thia wiiL cemiLm my requ o r t € .t j c iR an raOr hem $50.00 uhieib w n , 4s .as Lm~e .eeset ,4M 4Ls , e
---- c owt _----.L4 m . ..

SI, 1 .... i

Thanks we, thnenilc *.

bcuctve Director

-JAN: sn

-01 04M.



DATE: uellay* longsaber 6, IM
S rhaAt *1eapes @t cheks deposited to an account of

i; he e tt ha- w-rk csuipletel by January
17.. with which ti r staff can1 begin to work with the twUC,

It you have any questions, please call - at Ext. 2326. "This request was made by phone: a vritten request follows.
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abyou Victor
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d ao bmtat to oatot at(512) 47 2 atte
Republican Party of Texas Wtadq er InAutn

Sincerely:

ive2zctor
Republican Party of Teoas
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Joseph 1. O'SelUl III
410 West Okio
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723 Main Street
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Octoabes 15. 1964u . ., ,.. .,V l,

107 VlleI c t
CatroUton., vefss 750-f

Doar sums Family&

A volunteer ina tho Dalas County cgapaign said you backed
esdeLit Ronald 80490s M Vice President Goeorge Bush in our pho"n

poll and Z Iated to thank you.

2lbsa y ala for s Xprttmg 3W good fried. Phil rm. h o"
d a uoed dI11 o md1t fore: eomic recmvry. Ve neIed .soPhil ia the U.S. Semt to help keep the m Very going. ,.

als wft .,ad 1. O tboal wis fat.b

f tt~l~l._ 1 ivi-m tII

.Is t tb am* t vote. ws

with our s i s aid resoa tax icees
Jtlton' * yo coulde * t go tol the grocery ithout & surprise hmonthly food bill for a family of tr wet frm $272 to $365 uai40

Carter-ondale and would be $580 today if toegam hadn't been ele

m1 er the lines at ga pis and the predictions the price
would go to $2 a gallon? remr when Ncndale said gas rationing
was *civii * zed?

During the Carter-Nondale years the dream of buying a new car olr
a house becm a nightmm. The house you could buy for $39 600
when CartGeOmdale tOOk office was $64,500 by the time they left.
Interest rates hit their highest point since the Civil Var, so the
average mortgage Paymt zoom" from $256 a month to $598.

Its hard to forget the unOeloYment lines. Naybe you feared
for Your Job because of the disastrous Carter-Mondale policies.'

If you had a Job, inflation was kicking you into a hiqher tax bmwoket and gwermment was dipping its hand even deeper into your pockft.
You'd be paying at least $1,293 more a year in taxes now if the
Carter-Mondale Administration had been re-eolected in 1980.

America bad lost respect across the world. Our national defens.:
was nel4eted, our foreign policy was ill-conceived, we had no la
er~ship. 2be result was increased threats to world peace and this
humiliation of our country in Iran.

Yes# it to better today under President Reagan and we all want ,!
S.m e 4 ,,, .,,, , , .aI

7i



Can Oake a 41 fffre am If stay home. as indoae hopes you will

~Iet_ t**id t!eimm 1t Ia et ba.za and tadin
od... o x-- Yule wh p mut o cae MRoatios dtong. ledde

wants PtO tei~tt.u 1 n10 al 4% cut re many f a-Se il~g no = o i taie. noadale would increase
to ale a fami t a bill by at least $1,490 a reati

P esen. oe poli es , yea nes v taike-hor ineome ha s risen
reion, isthr isowe# & of people oaoe jobs., interest
rate axe d re l and Amierica i 6a oatson a stro.ng and respected
Wldl you ee the t o b O uno Reagan d s strong leader-

Mst i a thmte. O s, w u make an yur .eoMplee s confidence.

0e61 D fy 0ingesey? insuring
O h e at psperiy nde wo Ro nA Rtaty for every

B am eurn o hdu Ca -odo yAe as. job onAi

fo hin th' Reagn-Bsh icke. es.

wAA)~~~ 7_" Ltt *osxn~u w r at valUe
~~~' -ita5-a~tl umberof-

..e easilect inl alse conte rboludv ou r nat eal defenses.
Nom"Ies's cuts, w%3. demoralisis our fighting am and v =a and deny
them t10 e s ty need to kee the peace. A d it wold have a
terrible imPact'on our Texas ecRony which would lose 220,.000 Jobs
and nine billion dollars in defense funds if H ondale gets elected.

ondale is just like Carter -he doesn-t have what it takes to be
President. His policies, weakaes and vacillation plunged us into
recession, threw people out of work, led to inflation and high inter-f
est rates and resulted in our humiliation in Iran. we cannot af ford
to go back: Mondale's had his chance.

Will you help the President by volunteering a day to his campaign,
Putting a sticker on your car or making a donation to our effort?
Most important of all, will you make certain your voice is heard on
Election Day by voting early?

Our choice is peace and prosperity under Ronald Reagan and George
Bush .. or a return to the disastrous Carter-Mondale years. Thanks
for choosing the Reagan-lush ticket.

P.S. Texas elections are close and your vote can make the difference. ;,"'
Vote absentee if you will be unable to go to the polls. Callh~
tounty courthouse for information or use this form to request
absentee ballot for you. a relative or a student away at col



ft the U.S. Sam"ooete dI ~ so~ it aw aike
i ate leIm You y with a *1ser ehale. ban" an v&ue mmd

^phi", mo J psaft lbe1s. Na oawl ad I shm very
litle 3 ami Sto as SJOW isms" you in" ater

wlve me

Ia "ix y&ami heUS.U, Iloe fuo a" Menos an 1e

b' . t ~te ppwpgs'm w'v be bn. X Ilate4 rto aions ,

Mm , ohpi level Ri. p m ses oth
U~ is ums~ peeve 1*tern , s~ m need toe bS soe

mov mam- M~*m~ eee~ ~W~

tugsped o Ilantheo prores e've Eri mand I' amto se ing:

You mlpoa scoesfu mlusiesdol to .etweia spad min, b
ca,8ir • toaarmd or~e hakipt bm~i to th

________ o kepi tht .
g mint houd lieO hop a b s ~iUle v famil sa um an

Jew Itin !ims famia"ly.

Y* aeo sqer tr a guestft debwm al om. 224"temwllb
b"Me. X asp yu'll MRb 1a 2m ive roebautugaikr
Cou car givin a* buarmt O rm, rmkngad.tlst

Nov th am to &r your fisIs, family and coWrker to in
Join pa. Thanks soain for your support.
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In t.e uttot of )

Teaas for -Beau Iulter and Donald u. ) 2598Vills, as treasurer )

&L C3L S8an SP8 T SEINI VE

A. Procedural vistory

This matter-was generated by a referral that resulted from
a COMisSIon audit of the Texas Republican Congressional

comittee ('O-3C') conducted pVrsuant to Section 438(b) of the
Federal Ulection Capaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act').

fte audit began I* ly IS and covered the period bet~en

January 1, 1963, and December 31, 1964. The Commission reviewed

the final audit report and, on April S, 1988, referred certain

matters to the Office of the General Counsel. Supplemental

information was referred and forwarded to this Office on

April 29, 1988. It was ascertained during the audit review that

the TRCC had made certain contributions that were accepted by

Texans for Beau Boulter during the 1984 election cycle, which

appeared to be excessive. On August 30, 1988, the Commission

found reason to believe that Texans for Beau Boulter and Donald

H. Wills, as treasurer (nRespondents") violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by accepting such excessive contributions.1

1. On that same date, the Commission made findings of reason tobelieve with respect to the TRCC, and Friends of Dick Armey andRick Woolfolk, as treasurer. Neither of these committees hasrequested preprobable cause conciliation. The alleged violations
that pertain to these committees will be addressed in Briefs
prepared by this Office.

A ~# ~n I-



Repondeets epos to thereso
to Meivefaing is6

attlahed. Attaoh.a Z.
5. Factual RLst €q

Beau soulter was a candidate for the V.S. flose of
aepresentatives from the state of Texas during the 1944 election
cycle. Nis principal caIaIgn comittee at that tine, Beau
Boulter for Congress,2 receved the following contributions from

the M3CC duriag the 104 election cycle, which totaled $10.000.
On June 22* 198 4, the 25CC mde a contribation to aespondents in
the amount of $5,M. 0t Sepe.her 10, 1964, the 13CC ade
another contributio ef $SOM te WOspNmients.3e--'smd--t.
initially reported each of the Cotribuitm. received from the
?RCC as for the general electio in their finacial disclosure
reports filed with the Commission. The Texas primaries wore held
on may 5, 1984.

Although, as noted above, the T3CC designated the first
contribution for the primary election in its disclosure reports,
the audit staff found no written documentation to prove such
designation. In response to the Interim Audit Report issued on
November 24, 1986, the TRCC submitted an affidavit by Kevin

2. By letter dated March 23, 1988, the name of this committee waschanged to Texans for Beau Boulter. It is currently"r. Boulter's Senate campaign committee.

3. The TRCC designated the June 22, 1984, contribution for thegeneral election in its original report dated July is, 1964. The13CC filed an amended report on July 19, 1984, wherein it changedthe designation of the contribution to the primary election. TheT3CC designated the second $S,000 contribution for the generalelection in its financial disclosure reports filed with theComission.

I t- f
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Nsemwe who Set a political director of the t C ,C during the
tlm of the cetfrihtie to 3 ats. in his affidavit,

MC. NOmSW aWarred that it mws his responsibility to advise

candidate committees of contributions they would be receiving

from the TRCC. No stated further that either he, or his

assistant, contacted Respondents (anong others) by telephone to

verify that they had outstanding net debts from the primary

election and to, thus, inform the committee that a contribution

was forthcoming for such election. Mr. Roomaw further stated

that a letter of dOseiat~on accompanied the check sent to the

com0ttee. As noted above, the CtC was m able to produce a copy
i of the letter #1 desiinetIAS, or documentatio that primary debts

had been verified. 4  te lack of such documentation resulted in

this matter involving the Soulter Committee.
II. MBIS

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

provides that no multicandidate political committee shall make

any contributions to any candidate for federal office with

respect to any election which, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(2)(A). Commission regulations in effect in

1984 explained that *with respect to any election" meant that a

contribution made after a primary election and designated for

that election could be made *only to the extent that the

contribution does not exceed net debts outstanding from the

4. In response to the interrogatories propounded during the
investigation of the this matter, the TRCC referred to
Nr. Moomav's affidavit and incorporated it in the response.

S'..;: ,. 4



election, and that a cntibution not designated in
vrliqg as/for the prls ~e on and vaf after that election
would be considered as made for the general election. 11 C.F.a.
S llO.2(a)(I)(1W4) (Referencing 11 c.I.. I 110.3(a)(2).5

Commission regulations at that time did not specify how campaign

debts should be substantiated.

hM Act further prohibits an officer or employee of a
politioiL committee from kNevingLr accepting a contribution made
for the benefit or use of a candidate in violation of any
, limitation iuaed on entributioa under Section 441a. 2 U.S.C.

0O 9 441aq f).

fte Act provides that each report filed by a political
Vcommittee shall disclose the amount and nature of outstanding

S. Although it was not effective in 1984, Commission regulationso now require that a copy of the written designation be retained bythe recipient committee. 11 C.r.a. 5 110.1(1) (incorporating byreference Section 1l0.2(b)(4)1. Furthermore, the Commission haso-) generally required that a copy of the vritten designation be
provided.

6. in Advisory Opinion 1984-32 the Commission stated that "netdebts outstanding" should be determined by finding the differencebetween (i) the total of the committee's debts and obligationsincurred vith respect to the primary election and (ii) the totalof the committee's cash on hand and receivables available to paythose debts and obligations as of the date that a contributiondesignated for the primary election is made.* This formulaallows for the exclusion of contributions designated for thegeneral election, but made before the primary election takesplace. The current regulations provide a method for thetreasurer of a candidate's authorized political committee tocalculate net debts outstanding. See 11 C.F.a.
I ll.l(b)(3)(i). It is noted thilthe onus Is on a candidateosautborised committee to make such calculations with regard to thereceipt of contributions after the date of the primary election,
and not on the donor committee. See the Explanation andJustification for Contributions by-Persons and Rulticandidate
Political eom.ttees, 11 C.F.a. $5 110.1 and 110.2, Federal
ftwfst, 52 1S 760& January 9, 1987.

4 :i :, , "



sut V4,94ke comi ttee. 2 Vl. SC.

* 4 44k (. .C e i v ~ a~ t s t tth t t4p" -Me that
ou~tasa~ deb a G o lig u.* o edby a olitical Comitte

shall be cotiuw.ly reported util extiuguished, and further
that such debts sball be reported on a separate schedule with a
stateAnt eXpinie the circumstances and conditions under which
each debt and obligation was Incurred or extiuuished. 11 C.F.R.

: J~ 104.11.•

Zn their reepee", .e. s e. ts includd an amsedsd 1964 July 1
Qvrtery1 teport c"ver .tae period rgm April 1 thrco :4.'
Jm SeO 1964, aen A latte free loen S.dubwv * smber of the
1M4 stercs e at, f* N.. khi4age lettr g9"s a

retailed "aCouot of R ets" primary election debt status as
of June 22, 1964, the date of the contribution at issue.
Respondents provided copies of invoices and other documents to

support this account.

Ms. Schilling stated that Respondents were contacted by the
TRCC in June 1984 regarding the status of debts incurred during
the primary election. She stated further that, upon being told
that "we had considerable," a contribution of $5,000 was
received from the TRCC. Attachment 1(28)- It appears, however,
that when Respondents filed the original 1984 July Quarterly
Report on July 17, 1984, the committees outstanding net primary
debts were not completely disclosed. That report disclosed only *;

a debt owed to the candidate for a loan in the amount of
$2,104.16, and an ending cash on hand of $3,635.64. Thus, it
appeared from a review of the original 1984 July Quarterly Report

L~iL
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5qtte to pay-oo.e its debt to the

1964 July Quarterly feport present a different status Of primary
debt*. fs. Schilling acknomledged certain reporting errors in

this instance. 14.

According to the amended 1984 July Quarterly Report,
MReapomdents ended that reporting: period owing a total of
$9,09.9 in debts, and ad an ending cash on hand of $3,635.64.
Att&chment 1(2)-(27). t*, total msta of receipts and
dLinmrseftets wet net ca'ged een tost"a eooe in the
origitl report filed, evr the e o deigmatioa for
ertain receipts and disbursement- was changed. any
contributions received prior to the date of the primary election
that had boon previously reported as for the general election 

V

were changed to show that they were for the primary election.
The amended report also changed the election designation for the
contribution from the TRCC to report it as for the primary
election with the notation "Designated for Primary Debt.*
Attachment 1(15). The report also added a Schedule D that listed
debts owed to Houston Data Center and Southern Political

Consulting. Attachment 1(27).

Ns. Schilling substantiated Respondents' net debts
outstanding for the period in question with copies of receipts
from certain creditors. The documentation presented shows that
the debts claimed by Respondents were incurred before the Nay 5o
1984# primry election and are apparently chargeable to that

i~i. ~



eleeti . ot theclose of business on Nay 40 1964,
nso Shi t tt" that ~epeet a L I t the bankIac~o"nt. lW total of three Of the OWtstaad Vn larger bills' onthat date ws $l6.980.43. Attachment 1(29), (31)-(39).

The accounting further shows that payments on the above
noted bills were made after the primary election, and as of
June 22, 1964, the date of reOelpt of the $5,000 contribution

from the INCC, it appears that Meol d-Wnts still owed a total of
$11,980.63 to these creditors, plus a loan repayment to the
candidate in the amnt of *3,104.16. Attaest Z(29)-(3O). It
"aS stated- that as af May 7v 194mtraking a a~y..mt to
southern Plltsal Com tlag, total fuda ins :0 primary account
equaled $4.50, which was apparently used to pay utility bills.

The beginning cash on hand disclosed for the 1964 July
Quarter reporting period was $13,076.4S. The total amount of
itemized contributions designated for the primary election in the
amended 1984 July Quarterly Report was approximately $16,600.

All of these contributions, except the $5,000 from the TRCC, were
received prior to the May 5 primary election date. The total
amount of itemized contributions received between may S, 1984 and
June 22, 1984, was in excess of $39,000, excluding the $5,000
contribution from the TRCC. All of these contributions, except

the $S,000 from the TRCC, are designated for the general election
in the disclosure report. There is no information available to
this Office about whether such contributions were designated in
writing for the general election or whether, in compliance with
the Act and Commission regulations, Respondents reported all

A N k M *4• .-



• ' .. . reotribu ons received after the date Of the primary

eleotteT for Uonti, e1 eetien. It is apparent, however, that
fespondeats *sod some of these fEvde to retire the primary
debts,.7 Adding the beginning cash on hand total of $13,076 with
the approximate $16,600 in contributions designated for the
Primary election (which includes the $5,000 from the TRCC) yields
an aPproximate total of $29,676 available for the primary
election debts, eepondents disclosed making at least $35,500 in
disbursements omected with the primary election. It is noted
that -eapenie- were also engaged in an active campalgn for the

19"4 geonrx election. They disclosed making disbursoments In
S onass o. 4TA" between fay 4, 1-64, and June 22, 1964, tor
general election activity.

Based on the foregoing information provided by Respondents,
CO it appears that they failed to disclose complete and accurate

-)

7. Respondents use of funds derived from contributions for thegeneral election is not problematic in this instance, as itappears that the contributions were lawfully received for thegeneral election. As stated above, there is no evidence thatsuch contributions were designated in writing for the generalelection. in the Explanation and Justification for the currentregulations it was stated in the illustration that undesignatedcontributions made after a primary election count toward thegeneral election "and do not automatically reduce the amount ofnet primary debts. However, the Committee may use such funds topay primary debts if the undesignated contributions are properlyreceived for the general election." See 52 FR 760 (January 9,1967). See also Advisory Opinion 197--0, where a candidate'scommittee"was allowed to transfer a debt incurred by thecandidate during his primary campaign to his general electioncampaignu Advisory Opinion 1966-121 and Advisory Opinion 1960-41,wherein it Is stated that "a candidate and his or her principalcampaign committee have wide discretion under the Act in makingexpenditures to influence the candidate's nomination orelectionm See also 2 U.S.C. S 439a and 11 C.F.R.
S 110.l(b)(3J7(v).



lit te 46bt status followving the 19S4
Pnt14ty oleqtiat n a timely musmr. !herefoMe, this OffIce
feooinsd that the Commission find reason to believe espondents
violated 2 U.S.C. I 434(b)(8).
Kux. inmzm

1. rind reason to believe Texans for Deau Ioulter andDonald a. Wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(8).
2. Approve the attached letter and factual and LegalAnalysis.

sone0ral COM"I,

Attackments
1. Response from Texans for beau loulter
2. Factual and Legal Analysis
3. Letter to Respondents

Staff assigned: Sandra N. Robinson
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In the Matter of

V"a for Uiim blter and Dmald 1.
Will*, as tesmwre

P 3~ 2590
P
)

• c~t "Tzo

I, Marjorie w. nnmosg, Secretary of the rederal
Blection Comissbon, do hereby certify that on October 18,
1969 the Ccisaj_ decided by a vote of 5-0 to take

the following acttog in =a 2598t

1. Find rasmn, to belleove gzans for Beau bolterand asl so Valor, as t ~t~voae2 s.C. S9*434(b)(e, a r-2.. in.
the. ..... -C-----port m6i ftober 12,

2. Wpprove the letter and Factual and Legal
Analysis, as reouded in the GeneralCounsels feport dated October 12, 1989.

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

McGarry did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date

RGceived in the secretariat:
Circulated to the Commission:
Deadline for vote:

AM9

COarjorie V. Eamons
Secretary of the Commission

Friday, October 16, 1989
Monday, October 16, 1989
Wednesday, October 18, 1989

4:56 P.
11:00 a.U
11:00 a.*

e~

AV. 50P&tdao
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAINcI0E. a C XWS

October 31, 1989

Donald H. Wills, Treasurer
Texans for Beau boulter
15110 Dallas Parkvy
Dallas, Texas 75340

IR: RUE 2598

Texans for Beau Boulter
and Donald a. Wills, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Wills:

o Octoer 18, 1909, the Federal tetion Comission found
that there LW reaos to believe Texans for geau Soulter
('Committee') and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.C.5 434(b)(8), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended (the Act*). The Factual and Legal Analysis.which formed a basis for the Commissionts finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thatno action should be taken against the Committee and you, as
treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials thatyou believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration ofthis matter. Please submit such materials to the GeneralCounsel'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 andyou, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause tobelieve that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

~, .~,

t



Page 2

It 9 are LateresU in pu n pre-tvebable cause
S U1111(")0 Uoe sreciptoer9lv"st in 11OO.General Couonl mep of the request, the Of re of theGeneral Counsel will make receIlons to the Commissioneither proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orreeo iending declining that pro-probable cause conciliation bepursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend thatpre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this timso that it may complete its investigation of the matter.Further, the C $issio vill not entertain requests forre-probable caue conciliation after briefs on probable causehave een mailed to the respoadnt.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinelygranted. tequests mest be mde in writing at least five daysPrior to the e date of the response and specific good cause8"t be d otgte Z in addition, the Office of the GeneralCounel ordina ill not give ext lions b d 20 days.

J~ ~prs..e counsel In this matter,pl*~ easee * mmisalon by completing the enclosed formstating the' m , Odroes, and telephone nu r of such counsel,and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications andother communications from the Commission.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with0 2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(5) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notifythe Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to benade public.

For your information, we have attached a brief descriptionof the Commission's procedures for handling possible violationsof the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Sandra H.Robinson, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely,

DannyeZ. McDonald
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Forn

?'i .....- 
-...* 

... '



R3IP01ut Texans for Beau Doulter and NU 2598
Donakd H. Wills, as treasurer

The Federal clection Campaign Act of 19710 as amended,

provides that no multicandidate political committee shall make

any contributions to any candidate for federal office with

respect to any election which, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

2 U.s.c. S 4418(a)(2)(A). Commission regulations in effect in

1914 explained that "with respect to any election" meant that a

contribution made after a primary election and desIgnated for

that election could be made "only to the extent that the

contribution does not exceed net debts outstanding from the

primary election," and that a contribution not designated in

writing as for the primary election and made after that election

would be considered as made for the general election. 11 C.F.R.

S 110.2(a)(l)(1984) (Referencing 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(a)(2).1

Commission regulations at that time did not specify how campaign

debts should be substantiated.
2

1. Although it was not effective in 1984, Commission regulations
now require that a copy of the written designation be retained by
the recipient committee. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(1) (incorporating by
reference Section 110.2(b)(4)]. rurthermore, the Commission has
generally required that a copy of the written designation be
provided.

2. In Advisory opinion 1984-32 the Commission stated that 'net
debts outstanding* should be determined by finding the difference
between (i) the total of the comittee's debts and obligations
incurred with respect to the primary election and (ii) the total
of the committeets cash on hand and receivables available to pay
thoese 0te ond obligations as of the date that a contribution

+ ~;'i~-A ~-v--~ ~bV

N
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The Act further prohibits an officer or employee of a

political committee from knowingly accepting a contribution made

for the benefit or use of a candidate In violation of any

limitation imposed on contributions under Section 4418. 2 U.s.C.

I 441a(f).

The Act provides that each report filed by a political

committee shall disclose the amount and nature of outstanding

debts and obligation owed by such political committee. 2 U.S.C.

I 434(b)(8). Commission regulations further stipulate that

outstanding debts and obligations owed by a political committee

shall be contimously reported until extinguished, and further

that such debts shall be reported on a separate schedule with a

statement explaining the circumstances and conditions under which

each debt and obligation was incurred or extinguished. 11 C.F.R.

S 104.11.

Beau Boulter was a candidate for the U.S. House of

Representatives from the state of Texas during the 1984 election

cycle. His principal campaign committee at that time, Beau

(Footnote 2 continued from previous page)
designated for the primary election is made." This formula
allows for the exclusion of contributions designated for the
general election, but made before the primary election takes
place. The current regulations provide a method for the
treasurer of a candidate's authorized political committee to
calculate net debts outstanding. See 11 C.F.R.
S l10.1(b)(3)(ii). It is noted thathe onus is on a candidate's
authorixed committee to make such calculations with regard to the
receipt of contributions after the date of the primary election,
and not on the donor committee. See the Explanation and
Justification for Contributions by Persons and Rulticandidate
Political Committees, 11 C.F.R. 55 110.1 and 110.2, Federal
Register, 52 F 760, January 9, 1987.



boulter for Congress, received the following contributions from

W. ITc duriag the 19S4 eleeton cycle, which totaled $10,000.

Ow , un 23, 1904, the TICC sade a contribution to Respondents in

the amount of $5,00. On September 18, 1984, the TRCC made

4another contribution of $5,000 to Respondents. Respondents

initially reported each of the contributions received from the

TRCC as for the general election in their financial disclosure

repor filed with the Commission. The Texas primaries were held '

on May S, 1984.

0 September 15, 1968, Respondents filed an amended 1964

Jul.y uarterly Report covering the period from April 16 through

June 30, 1904, and a letter from Joan Schilling, a mber of the

1964 soulter campaign staff. Ms. Schilling's letter gives a

detailed account of Respondents' primary election debt status as

of June 22, 1984, the date of the contribution at issue.

Respondents provided copies of invoices and other documents to

support this account.

Ms. Schilling stated that Respondents were contacted by the

TRCC in June 1984 regarding the status of debts incurred during

the primary election. She stated further that, upon being told

3. By letter dated March 23, 1988, the name of this committee was
changed to Texans for Beau Boulter. It is currently
Mr. Boulter's Senate campaign committee.

4. The TRCC designated the June 22, 1984, contribution for the
general election in its original report dated July 15, 1984. The
TRCC filed an amended report on July 19, 1984, wherein it changed +
the designation of the contribution to the primary election. The
TRCC designated the second $5,000 contribution for the general
election in its financial disclosure reports filed with the
Comission.
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that Owe had considerable, a contributio'i of $We0 "

re*eived ftron the 1tCC. It appears, hwever, that when

Respondents filed the original M94 July Quarterly Report on

July 17, 1984, the comittee's outstanding net primary debts were

not completely disclosed. That report disclosed only a debt owed

to the candidate for a loan in the amount of $2,104.16, and an

ending cash on hand of $3,63S.64. Thus, it appeared from a

review of the original 1964 July Quarterly Report that

Respondents had sufficient funds to pay-off its debt to the

candidate, without receiving additional contributions from the I

TACC or any other donor. Ms. ScbilliSgJs account and the aended 

1984 July Quarterly Report premut a different status of primary,

debts. ]s. Schilling acknowledged certain reporting errors in

this instance.

According to the amended 1984 July Quarterly Report,

Respondents ended that reporting period owing a total of

$9,069.89 in debts, and had an ending cash on hand of $3,635.64.

The total amounts of receipts and disbursements were not changed

from those disclosed in the original report filed, however, the

election designation for certain receipts and disbursements was

changed. Many contributions received prior to the date of the

primary election that had been previously reported as for the

general election were changed to show that they were for the

primary election. The amended report also changed the election

designation for the contribution from the TRCC to report it as

for the primary election with the notation "Designated for

Primary Debt." The report also added a Schedule D that listed



debts owed to Houston Data Center and Southern Political

Consulting.

Ms. Schilling substantiated aespondeats' net debts

outstanding for the period in question with copies of receipts

from certain creditors. The documentation presented shows that

the debts claimed by Respondents were incurred before the May 5,

1984, primacy election and are apparently chargeable to that

election. As of the close of business on Ray 4, 1984,

Ma. Schilling stated that Respondents had $2,873.81 in the bank

0O account. The total of three of the "outstanding larger bills" on

N that date wea $2L8,40.63.

The accounting further shows that payments on the above

noted bills were made after the primary election, and as of

June 22, 1984, the date of receipt of the $5,000 contribution

C) from the TRCC, it appears that Respondents still owed a total of

$11,980.63 to these creditors, plus a loan repayment to the

candidate in the amount of $2,104.16. It was stated that as of

May 7, 1984, after making a payment to Southern Political

Consulting, total funds in the primary account equaled $886.50,

which was apparently used to pay utility bills.

The beginning cash on hand disclosed for the 1984 July

Quarter reporting period was $13,076.45. The total amount of

itemized contributions designated for the primary election in the

amended 1984 July Quarterly Report was approximately $16,600.

All of these contributions, except the $5,000 from the ?RCC, were

received prior to the Ray 5 primary election date. The total

amount of itemised contributions received between May 5,*1984 and



June 22, 1984, was in excess of $39,000, excluding the $5,000

contribotto froa the !UCC. All of then* contributions, except

the $5,000 from the ?ICC, are designated for the general election

in the disclosure report. There is no information available to

this Office about whether such contributions were designated in

writing for the general election or whether, in compliance with

the Act and Commission regulations, Respondents reported all

undesignated contributions received after the date of the primary

election for the general election. It is apparent, however, that

Bespondalts used soma of these fmnds to retire the primary

N debts. Adding the behinnansb en d total of $13,076 with

the apperoximate $26,600 in contribution* designated for the

prima y election (which includes the $5,000 from the TCC) yields

an approximate total of $29,676 available for the primary

o election debts. Respondents disclosed making at least $35,500 in

qW disbursements connected with the primary election. It is noted

S. Respondents use of funds derived from contributions for the
general election is not problematic in this instance, as it
appears that the contributions were lawfully received for the
general election. As stated above, there is no evidence that
such contributions were designated in writing for the general
election. In the Explanation and Justification for the current
regulations it was stated in the illustration that undesignated
contributions made after a primary election count toward the
general election "and do not automatically reduce the amount of
net primary debts. However, the Committee may use such funds to
pay primary debts if the undesignated contributions are properly
received for the general election." See 52 FR 760 (January 9,
1987). See also Advisory Opinion 1971-0, where a candidate's
committee was allowed to transfer a debt incurred by the
candidate during his primary campaign to his general election
campaign; and Avisory Opinions 1986-12, and 1988-41, wherein it
is stated that "a candidate and his or her principal campaign
committee have wide discretion under the Act in making
expenditures to influence the candidate's nomination or
election' also 2 U.S.C. S 439a.



that Respondents were also engaged In an active campaign for the

1904 vo oal .010tlt. fhoy disc.o*d uW nj disbursemets in

excess of $47,0f between may 4, 1914. and June, 22. 194, for

general election activity.

Respondents failed to fully disclose information about the

amount and nature of outstanding debts they owed following the

1964 primary election, in a timely manner. Therefore, there is

reason to believe Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(8).
,i , •

. i. -
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In the matter of

Texans for Beau Soulter and SDonald a. Wills, as treasurer ) MR 2598

Dick Armey Campaign and )
Mike Keeling, as treasurer )

)

al Cfl8 , a JRPIRT
The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to close the

investigation in this matter as to Texans for beau Boulter and
-- Donald K. Wills, as treasurer, and Dick Armey Campaign and Mike
0 Keeling, as treasurer, based on the assessment of the Information

presently available.

3r

Da7. db e
General Counsel



--- =" COU8L' S DEPORT

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to close the
investigation in this matter as to the Texas Republican

Congressional Committee and Martha weisend, as treasurer, based

on the assessment of the information presently available.

tli 1'
Date

eral Counsel

an Unn LLnWCOS"SSIOU IM

In the Matter of )
)

Texas Republican ) HU 2S98
Congressional Committee, )
and Martha Weisend, as )
treasurer )



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W GTCON. D.C. AM

July 6, 1990

Jan W. saran* Esquire
Carol A. Lah&U, zsquire
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: mUR 2596
Texas Republican Congressional
Coittee and Martha weisend,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. saran and Ms. Laham:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course of
qcarrying out its supervisory responsibilities, and information

supplied by you, on August 30, 1988, the Federal Election

Commission found reason to believe that your clients, violatedIf2 U.S.C. 432(c), 432(d), 434(b), 441a(a)(2)(A), 441a(a)(8),

441a(f), and 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. 55 102.5(a) and 102.17(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

recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

that a violation has orcur--d wi"', respect to 11 C.F.R.

S 102.17(c) and that t "- Crnmissi : find probable cause to

believe that violations have occurred with respect to 2 U.S.C.

55 432(c), 432(d), 434(b), 441a(a)(2)(A), 441a(a)(8), 441a(f),

and 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. 5 102.5(a).

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

recommendation. Submitted for your review 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 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.

"o,1e unable to file a responsive brief within 15
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Jan . Saran and Carol A. LahaM
Page 2

you may submit a written request fot an extension of time. All
requests for extensions of time maust 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.

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

Sincerel

~awrence R. b
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



tn the Matter of )

Texas Republican Congressional MUR 2598
Committee and Martha weisend,)
as treasurer )

go3A C-OESEL9L BRIEP

1. STATMMW or T!I3 CAR8

Pursuant to Section 438(b) of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971v as amended ("the Act"), the Federal Election

Commission ('the Commission') conducted an examination and audit

of the Texas Republican Congressional Committee ('the

Committee'). The audit covered the period beginning January 1,

1983, and ending December 31, 1984. On August 30, 1988, the

Commission found reason to believe the Committee and its

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(c), 432(d), 434(b),

0) 441a(a)(2)(A), 441a(a)(8), 441a(f), and 441b(a), and 11 C.F.R.

5S 102.5(a) and 102.17(c) of Commission regulations and

instituted an inves-igation in this matter.

During the period covered by the examination and audit, the

Committee maintained two principal accounts: the main operating

account and the Victory '84 account. During this period, the

Committee had total receipts of $4,719,686.21 and total

disbursements of $4,711,032.36, of which approximately $3.2

million in disbursements were made from the Victory '84 account.

1. The initial findings in this matter were made with respect to
Henry Santamaria, as treasurer. Commission policy provides for
naming the current treasurer in enforcement matters. Ms. Weisend
has been substituted although she became treasurer after the



The Committee established this account for th putpose of funding

volunteer activity, in connection with PrstIdent feagan's

re-election campaign and the campaigns of other federal

candidates of the Republican Party in Texas. During the period

in question, the Comnittee was qualified as a malticandidate

political committee pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(4) and was the

federal account of the Republican Party of Texas registered with

the Commission as a political committee, and thus tumttioned as

the state committee df a political party as defined by 2 U.S.C.

5 431(15).

xU. h0 istS

A. The TeMM as epblian congjressioa 4 te sstiled
To Substantiate its Claim That All-- :t Ditsmeta
Qualify As Exempt Payments Under IM Federal Ulection
Campaign Act Of 1971, As Amended.

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the

"Act"), defines contributions and expenditures to include any

gift, cavmpn-t if money or anything of value for the purpose of

influencina -v election for federal office. 2 U.S.C.

SS 431(8)iA and 431,5i(A)(i). The Act further provides that

no multicand'date political committee shall make contributions to

any candidate or his or her authorized committees with respect to

any election for federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed

$5,000. 2 U.S.C. S 44la(a)(2)(A).

The national committee of a political party may make limited

coordinated expenditures in connection with the general election

campaign of its presidential candidate. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d). The

national and state committees of a political party may make

~,, ,a.



limited coortinated expenditures in connection with the general

election campaigns of their senatorial and congressional

candidates. Comission regulations provide that a political

party comittee may not make independent expenditures on behalf

of its candidates. 11 C.F.R. If 110.7(a)(5) and 110.7(b)(4).

The Act provides that political committees shall not

knowingly make expenditures on behalf of a candidate in violation

of the limitations of Section 441a. 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. SO 434(b)(4)(8)(i) and (iv) and

434(b)(6)(5)(L) and (iv), a political coimittee, other than an

authorized cittee, must report and itemize contributions to

other political committees and expenditures made pursuant to

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d).

The Act exempts from the definitions of contribution and

expenditure the payments by a state or local committee of a

political party for the costs of voter registration and

get-out-the-vote ("GOTV") activities conducted by such committees

on behalf of its nominees for President and Vice President.

2 U.S.C. 55 431(8)(B)(xii) and 431(9)(B)(ix). The Act al

exempts payments by a state or local political party committee

for the costs of campaign materials (such as pins, bumper

stickers, handbills, brochures, posters, party tabloids, and yard

signs) used in connection with volunteer activities. 2 u.S.C.

55 431(8)(B)(x) and 431(9)(B)(viii). :.:ith respect to both

exemptions, the Act and Commission regulations require party

committees to meet certain specific criteria in order for its

paysectts to qualify for the exemption. Several criteria that



apply to both exOmpttos are relevant to -this stter. Ihee

criteria include the requirements that the payments are not for

newspaper, magazine, billboard, direct mail, or similar type of

general public communication or political advertising but instead

the materials are distributed by volunteers not commercial

vendors and the phone banks are operated by volunteers not paid

professionals; the payments are made from contributions subject

to the limitations and prohibitions of the Act and are not made
0

0from contributions designated to be spent on behalf of a

particular candidate; the payments for such mterIals and

activities are not made from funds donated by a national

committee of political party.

1. The Committee made disbursements for general public
political advertising in the form of direct mail for
campaign materials distributed by commercial or
for-profit operations rather than by volunteers.

The ,,otr. registration and GOTT a.d the campaign mater&a

exemptimns ' not apply to payments "for the costs of campaign d

materials or .3ctivities used in connection with any broadcasting,

newsoaper, magazine, billboard, direct mail, or similar type of

general public communication or political advertising." 2 U.s.c.

55 431(8)(B)(x)(1), 431(9)(B)(viii)(1), 431(8)(B)(xii)(l) and

431(9)(B)(ix)(1). Commission regulations define direct mail to

mean many mailing(s) by a commercial vendor or any mailing(s)

made from commercial lists." 11 C.-.R. S l00.7(b)(15)(i),

100.8(b)(16)(i), l00.7(b)(17)(i) and 100.8(b)(18)(i).

Moreover, the Act provides that the campaign materials paid



for by the state and local party committees must be used in

connection with volunteet activities. 2 U.S.C. 1S 431(8)(a)(x)

and 431(9)(B)(viii). In order to qualify for the exemption from

the definitions of contribution and expenditure. Commission

Regulations require that the campaign materials be distributed by

volunteers and not by commercial or for-profit operations.

11 C.F.R. S5 100.7(b)(l5)(iv) and 100.S(b)(16)(iv). Pursuant to 4
these sections, payment by the party committee for travel and

subsistence or customary token payments to volunteers do not

remove thiese individuals from the voluntary cate,"ry,

Commssion Regulations further provide payment of the costs

incurred in the use phone banks in connection with voter

registration and GOTV activities is not a contribution when such

phone banks are operated by volunteer workers. 11 C.F.R.

SS 100.7(b)(17)(v) and 100.8(b)(18)(v). The Regulations indicate

that it is permissible for a party committee to use paid

professionals to design the phone bank system, develop calling

instructions, and train supervisor-. The payment of the costs of .

such professional services is not an expenditure but must be

reported as a disbursement by the committee. The Regulations

further explain that if such voter registration and GOTV

activities include references to any House or Senate candidates,

the costs of such activities shall be a contribution to, or an

expenditure on behalf of, such candidates unless the mention of

such candidates is merely incidental to overall activity.

11 C.F.R. 55 100.7(b)(17)(iv) and 100.8(b)(l8)(iv).



a. 1ar" 1963 8"ei1 "aaction

Duritng the audit period, the Committee made six expenditures

totaling $14,912.12 on behalf of Phil Gram, a candidate for the

U.S. House of Representatives in a special election on

February 12, 1983. The Committee reported these disbursements as

operating expenditures, which consisted primarily of payments for

mailing lists, stationery, printing and postage for mailing. The

Committee has asserted that these expenditures qualified as an

exemption to the definitions of contribution or expenditure0

because they were made as part of a volunteer effort, including

mass mailings, on behalf of Gram.

The Committee states that it has not been able to locate

copies of the campaign materials in connection with this activity

on behalf of G:amm in the Committee's files or the files of Karl

0
Rove. The Cc-littee argues, however, that "[ais a matter of

qW

established oractice and policy, the Committee did not use

commercial L"sts for any volunteer mass mailings." Nevertheless,

the Committoe ias not substantiated its assertion that these

payments qualify for the exemption. Instead, they remain

expenditures -n behalf of Phil Gramm's candidacy in 1983 and

subject to the appropriate limits.

The General Counsel notes that the Committee also states that

it did not use the coordinated party expenditure limit of $19,570

for the 1983 special election in the State of Texas.

Accordingly, the Committee suggests that it assign these

expenditures totaling $14,912.12 to the category of coordinated

4~L~7A



party e enditures ma mend its reports to reflect this change.

By making this ameodmetto its reports, the committee will be

properly reporting these payments as expenditures on behalf of

Gram and within the applicable limitations.

b. MN4 GM and Voter Reistration Activities

The *Victory '84" program was a project to raise and spend

money in support of volunteer voter registration and GOTV

activities on behalf of the candidates of the Republican Party.

According to an affidavit submitted by Linda Heck, all of the

party's organisations were used to recruit volunteers for phone

banks, voter registration and GOTV drives throughout Texas.

The Comittee undertook to raise funds for its activities in

a variety of ways. According to documents submitted by the

Committee, the original strategy was to raise funds through
0
- solicitations in person, by phone, and by mail in an effort to

minimize expenses. This approach ran into difficulty, in part

because of competing fundraising efforts by other party

organizations and candidates, and did not achieve the level of

anticipated receipts. 3 The Committee then decided to use a

presidential dinner as the "major device" to reach its

fundraising goals. That dinner was held October 2, 1984, in

2. The NRCC disclosed a total of $90 in direct contributions to
the Gram campaign committee and a total of $508 in coordinated
party expenditures on behalf of Gramm for the special election.
The RW disclosed a total of $3,656 in direct contributions to
the Gram campaign committee and a total of $2,045 in coordinated
party expenditures on behalf of Gramm for the special election.

3. Tbe Comittee also participated in a joint fundraising
b, . lican Nationsl Convention in Dallas from

09~ 47o .3



Houston av csulted n not procee4 of $1.8 tillion. Ticket

sales were apparently slieted by mail One resmse item

sought to sell tiikets at! f,000 eath for those who would attend

or contributions in other amounts for those who could not attend.

A second response item sought to sell one or more tables at

$10,000 each together with participation in a "private reception"

for the President and with the designation of the cootributor as

a co-chairman of the event. For both respoese iteS, the checks

were to be made payable to 'Victory '84 Fund.'

The Committee also sent direct mail piec". in October that

raised additional funds. One of these datqd Octobet 17, 1984,

was signed by President Reagan and sought contributions for the

"Texas Reagan Team." The funds were solicited to support the

"grass roots volunteer efforts to support the election efforts of

Republican candidates for Federal office, from the state to the

national level." The response item sought contributions from $50

to $100 payable to "Victory "84 Fund."

Volunteers were recruited by word of mouth and by the mailing

of volunteer c-ards to individuals on the state party's

contributor list and the primary voter list. The mailings were

apparently made under the signature of Senator John Tower, who

headed up the victory '84 efforts of the Republican Party of

Texas. The response items contained places for individuals to

indicate how they would like to help (i.e., phone banks, voter

registration, bumper stickers, yard signs, etc.) and contained a

fundraising appeal. According to documents submitted by the

Committee, the state party recruited 35,943 telephone volunteers



who made a total of 1,571,548 completed voter identification
calls and 70,532 GO calls to households supporting President

Reagan's candidacy in 1984.

The volunteers staffed phone banks where they made telephone

calls to identify unregistered voters, registered Republican

voters and potential voters for, against and undecided in the

1964 elections for President and Senate as well as their party

affiliation and whether there were unregistered voters in the

household.4 The voter identification activity began on September

24 and continued through October 26 at 52 sites in Texas. The

Committee providod a copy of a script used for voter

identification calls. The volunteers recorded voter responses to

the questions on preprinted individual cards or to indicate a

voter was not reached or the phone number was out of order or

disconnected. These cards were forwarded to a computer firm to

incorporate those names onto the voter name files of the

Committee. Fundraising, voter registration and GOTV letters were

then prepared by Karl Rove for mai. i to individuals on that

list. Different letters were prepared for "favorable" voters and

unreachable voters, and for GOTV purposes. The letters to the

"favorable" voters also sought to enlist their help as volunteers

and contained a fundraising appeal. After preparation of the

letters by Karl Rove, the envelopes were sent back to the phone

centers where they were addressed and/or stamped by volunteers

and then returned to the vendor or Victory '84 headquarters for

4. The Comtittee notes that the Friends of Phil Gram Comittee
pC s wewrtioeato share of tbpse phoe cwers.
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mailing. The Costtee provde4 a ary prepared by the

volunteer coo rdator At the Austin 9bspx or that stated:

Voluwts stamped 461, 0 ft W o 6 for the
Vietory "eoutreach can, qg addtessed over O15,00
envelopes, stamped 2570000 get-out-the-vote envelopes,
and laboelr stmped aed got ready for mailing 50,000
"Jewish CouitionU miing. ... The job which was most
hated was wstlckinq flap* of envelopes for the stuffing
machines of the milbouses. The Job was tedious and
very timng. We unstuck flaps on 200,000 .
300,000, emvlopes

According to te Cinitteeo olunteers stamped and addressed
envelopes ad participatedin, the preparation of the mailing

lrts for s3.l mil sent out by victory "84. The coordinator's
Z., ary, howavr isdicotes that a substaik l n r of

.... envelopes were stuffed by the "machines of the mailhouses.
The phone bank program was made on behalf of both President

Reagan and Phil Gramm. The audit identified three expenditures .1

C) totaling $36,335.45 made on behalf of Phil Gram, the Republican

candidate for U.S. Senate in 1984. These three expenditures

included check number 1699 dated Octcoer 16, 1984 in the amount

of $28,882.11 to Karl Rove for printing; check number 2099 dated

December 7, 9'q4 in the amount of $7,616.04 to Karl Rove for

printina; and check number 1617 dated October 10, 1984 in the

amount of $37 to Thomas H. Meginnis for a "vote list."

The Committee states that check number 2099 in the amount of

$7,616.04 was made in connection with the Committee's 1984 GOTV

efforts. In particular, this expenditure was for a letter from

Ronald Reagan urging voters to financially support grass roots

efforts such as manning phone centers and organizing voter

registration. , Response to Interim Audit Report - Exhibit 12.
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This letter does At mention Phil agamm. Therefore, this

expenditure is included i the amounts discussed above regarding

the 1984 GOTV activities.

With respect to the $37 check made payable to Thomas

Reginnis, the Committee states that Reginnis is the Election

Administrator of Williamson County, Texas. The check was for the

purchase of a list of registered Democratic voters in selected

precincts in Williamson County. The Comttee further notes that

the remaining expenditure, check number 1699 dated October 16,

1984 in the amount of $38,882.41 to Karl Rove for printing, was

"apparently for the costs of printing an exqmpt volipnteer

mailing."5  The Committee further indicates that the memo entry

on the check stated "Gramm favorables." The Committee states

that it was running an extensive volunteer phone bank for the

purpose of identifying "Gramm favorables." The Committee then

sent exempt mailings to those individuals identified as "Gramm

favorables." To support this -:atement, the Committee refers tc

a thank you letter from Grar ' a hic supporters. Although the

Committee states that it cannot provide any documentation that

the $28,882.41 expenditure was for this letter, its response

makes the implication that the expenditure relates to this, or a

similar type of, letter. The Committee states that it used a

publicly available voter registration list in connection with

these mailings. The Committee notes that it does not have any

5. The Committee did, however, assign its coordinated party
expenditure limit pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d) to the NRSC.
Zt A. fthe Commission with a copy of the written
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produced In 4maotion with this activity, contracts, vouchers,

receipts or !nvoicO&.

In RVU 2377# which also involved volunteer activities by the

Texas Republican CongreSsional Consittee but in the 1986 election

cycle, the Comession determined that 'the scope of volunteer

involvement in these activities satisfied the Act's requirements

that such campaign materials be, used 'in connection with

volunteer activity.'" In that matter, the role of coimnrcial

vendors in distributing Qhe mate.rials was limited to printing and

o0 shipping the materials to the party and assisting in payment to

the post office. The volunteers -wre used to prepere the mail

pieces for distribution by unpackaging, labeling, sorting by zip

code, bundling by carrier route and delivering to the post

office. See Statement of Reasons, MUR 2377, dated March 12,

C)
1990.

Althougn MUR 2377 involved the same committee that is a

respondent here, the extent of the volunteer participation in

mailing for the 1984 general election appears to be significantly

less than such participation for the 1986 general election. In

1984 volunteers were apparently used only to address envelopes or

place a stamp on the envelopes for the mailings. They did not,

for instance, sort and bundle then by zip code. The commercial

vendor then stuffed of the envelopes, sorted then, and delivered

them to the post office. Thus, the level of volunteer

involvement for the 1984 general election more closely resembles

that in RUR 2288 regarding the Utah Republican Party where it was

, , .
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Act's requirements. II5s Conclusioa applies to the Col ttea's

payments relating to the mailings. Conversely, the evidence

supplied by the committee demonstrates that the use of volunteers

in operating the phone banks as part of its Victory '84 voter

identification and GOTV efforts did satisfy the Act's

requirements with regard to volunteer participation.6

2. The Comittee has not established that all of its
receipts came from costributions subject to the
limitations and prohibitions of the Act.

The Act provides that payments for voter registration and

0 OrO? and for campaign materials used in connection with volunteer

activity must be made from coatributions subject to the

limitations and prohibitions of the Act. 2 U.S.C.

S5 431(8)(B)(x)(2), 431(9)(B)(viii)(2), 431(8)(B)(xii)(2) and

431(9)(B)(ix)(2). The Act provides that any person may
contribute up to $5,000 in any calendar year to a nulticandidate

political committee, such as the Texas Republican Congressional

Committee. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(1)(C). The Act prohibits "any,

corporation whatever" from makinic any contribution or expenditure

in connection with any electi-n -or federal office. 2 U.S.C.

5 441b(a). The Act provides that a political committee shall not

knowingly accept contributions in excess of the limitations of

Section 441a or knowingly accept contributions prohibited by

Section 441b. 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(f) and 441b(a). The Act also

6. The Committee spent approximately $3.2 million on its
"volunteer" mailings, phone banks, and related activities. A
breakdown between the mailings and the phone banks has not been
made.
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maintain record$ of all contrib-tons to excess of $S0 for three

years. 2 U.S.C. 11 432(c) and 432(d). The treasurer must al8o

report the receipt of all contributions and aggregate

contributions from the same contributor and itemize the

contributions in excess of $200 in any calendar year from the

same contributor. 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b).

a. The Committee failed to maintain required records
for $1.5 million in contributimos and failed to
itemise and aggregate all of its contributions
requiring itemization and aggregation.

The Act requires the treasurer of a political committee to

keep an account of all contributions received by or on behalf of

such political committee. 2 U.S.C. 5 432(c)(1). The Act

provides that the treasurer must keep an account of the name and

address of any person who makes any contribution in excess of

$50, together with the date and amount of such contribution; and

the identification of any person who makes a contribution or

contributions aggregating more than S200 during a calendar yea:

together with the date and amount of -:ucn contribution. .

S5 432(c)(2) and 432(c)(3). Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(13), the

term "identification" for an individual includes the name,

mailing address, occupation and name of the employer of such

individual; for any other person, the term includes the full name

and address of such person. The Act further provides that the

treasurer shall preserve all records to be kept pursuant to

2 U.S.C. 5 432 and copies of all reports required to be filed for

three years after the report is filed. 2 U.S.C. 5 432(d).

M AA



Comission Regulations explain that such records shall be made

available for audit, euaination and Inspection by the, Comission

or its authorized representatives during the three-year period.

11 C.F.R. I 104.14(b)(3).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. I 434(b)(3)(A)0 the Act requires the

treasurer of a political committee to disclose the identification

of each person (other than a political committee) who makes a

contribution to the reporting committee during the reporting

period, whose contribution or contributions have an aggregate

amount or value in excess of $200 within the calendar year,

together wit#i the date and amount of any such contribution. The

Act futtber Ceq-*res the treasurer to disclose the identification

of each political committee which makes a contribution to the

reporting committee during the reporting period, together with

the date and amount of any such contribution. 2 U.S.C.

434(b)(3)(B).

During the examination and audit, the Commission requested

that the Committee provide complete contribution records for all A

of the contributions it received during the period covered by the

audit. The Committee provided certain records. The Committee,

however, failed to provide records relating to approximately

$1.5 million out of $4.7 million in contributions received during

the relevant period.

With respect to those contributions for which records were

provided (approximately $3.1 million out of $4.7 million), the

audit found numerous contributions that required itemization but

had not been itemized in the Committee's disclosure reports. it

~4~* ~ I



1so determined thM contributions deposited into the Victory '64

*ccount had not bee #9regte: with those dope Ited into the

commttee's main oeating account, thus Indicating that further

contributions may have required iteaisation. The Committee

subsequently filed amendments to the eight disclosure reports

filed with the Commission that covered the period of the audit.7

In the amendments the Committee aggregated contributions

deposited into the two accounts and itemized contributions for
which the Committee had supporting records and documentation.

The amendments, howver, were filed on March 9, 1987, although

the contributions in question were received in 1983 and 1984.

Furthermore, the Committee was unable to perform such aggregation

and itemization for the $1.5 million of its $4.7 million in

contributions for which it did not have, or did not produce,

records or documentation.

Therefore, with regard to approximately one-third of the

Committee', :eceipts, the examination and audit was not able to

determine ,,hether they constituted contributions that met the

limitations 3nd prohibitions of the Act. Moreover, the Committee

was able to crovide check copies for only 55 per cent of its $4.7

million in receipts. This gap in the records further inhibited

the ability of the examination and audit to determine if the

Committee's receipts met the limitations and prohibitions of the

Act.

7. The amended reports include the 1983 Mid-Year and Year End
Reports; the 1984 April, July, and October Quarterly Reports;
the 1984 Pre-General and Post-General Reports; and the 1984
Year and Report.
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tb i kmowta~1y pted nmore than $4668
in inpermissible funds.

Comission Regulationsreirthtaoltclomtte

which has established separate f*ederal and nonfederal accounts,

may only deposit funds subject to the prohibitions and

limitations of the Act into the separate federal accounts.

11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a)(1)(i). At the time the contributions

described below were received, the Riegulations required a

political committee to return all questionable contributions to

the contributor or to deposit them within 10 days of receipt. If

deposited and reported, the treasurer was required to make his or

her best efforts to determine the legaltty of the contributions.

Moreover, if deposited, the treasurer was required to make and

retain a written record noting the basis for the appearance of

illegality. This statement was to be included in the report.

11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(1)(1984).

(1) The Committee knowingly received $194,508 in
prohibited contributions.

The Act prohibits any corporation whatever from making a

contribution to a political committee in connection with a

federal election and prohibits any political committee from

knowingly accepting a contribution from such corporation.

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

The Committee provided check copies for some of the

contributions received greater than $50. These checks

constituted only 55 percent of the $4.7 million in the

Committee's receipts during the audit period. After verification

with the office of the Texas Secretary of State, the audit



determined that "theso checks included 169 contributions from

apparent corportiu,4 Which totol"d $* 506.

The Committee states that the Committee attempted to

determine the legality of these contributions from the face of

the checks. According to the Committee, checks received vhich

were readily identifiable as being from corporations by a *Co.*

or "Inc." designation were returned to the contributor. The

Committee further admits, however, that several corporate checks

did get through the screening process. The Committee notes that

the $2,000 check from Franklin Sylvester and Co. received by the

o Comittee on October 15, 1984 was transferred to the Committee's
nonfederal account on say 1, 1967. The Committee has not

indicated whether the other 168 corporate checks were refunded or

deposited in the Committee's nonfederal account.

Because the Committee did not refund the contributions,

resolve the apparent illegality of these contributions within a

reasonable time, or -nte their illegality in any written record

Ole) or reoorts. :h~e Ccnmittee knowingly accepted these prohibited

corporate tocntributions.

(2) The Committee knowingly received $294,100 in
excessive contributions.

The Act provides that no person shall make contributions to

any political comittee in any calendar year, in the aggregate,

exceeding $5,000. 2 U.s.c. 5 441a(a)(1)(C). The Act further

provides that no committee shall knowingly accept contributions

in excess of the limitations of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a. 2 U.S.C.

S44la(f).



14'4

Conission Regulations in effeat at the time that the

eestributions WeO mO prowfded that even though a spouse in a

single income family has contributed $1,000 to a candidate for

any election, the other spouse may similarly contribute $1,000 to

the same candidate for the sane election. 11 C.F.R.

5 110.1(i)(1)(1984). Although the Regulations are silent, the

sane rule would be applicable to contributions to unauthorized

committees, such as state party committees, where the annual

contribution limitation is $5,000 per calendar year. See

2 U.S.C. 5 44la(a)(1J(C); 11 C.FR. S 110.1(i)(1990). The

SO Regulations further provide that a partnership may make a
contribution to a political committee subject to the limitations

of the Act. Pursuant to Commission Regulations, the contribution

shall be attributed to each partner in proportion to each

C0 partners share of the profits or by agreement. 11 C.F.R.

5 110.1(e)(1984). The rule would also apply to contributions to

a state party committee. See 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(e)(1990).

d The audit'identified the Committee's receipt of $624,100 in

contributions from 66 individuals that resulted in the receipt of

excessive contributions totaling $294,100. A review of a sample

of the response items for the October . presidential dinner

indicates that most of these excessives apparently occurred with

respect to this event. The response items state that tables at

the dinner could be purchased for $10,000 each. They also stated

that federal law limited contributions to $5,000 per person, but

that tables could be purchased by husband and wife. They added

that corporate contributions could not be accepted. The

.2 3



o hose excessives
costrtbatite or m e trafefers of qive amouts to its

nonfederal account. *evertheless,' none of these apparent
excessive contributions were resolved in a timely manner or in

accordance with 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(1). Therefore, the

Committee knowingly accepted these excessive contributions.

c. The Comaitte misreported $10,W35l in contributions
as from the account bolder rather than the person
simsH the checks as required by Comission
regulatio.

The Act provides that the treasurer of a political committee

shall keep a record of the name and address of all persons wbo

contribute more than $50 and the identification of all persons

whose contributions aggregate more than $200 in any calendar

year. 2 U.S.C. S 432(c). Identification is defined by the Act

to include the name and address of individuals as well as they

occupation and employer. The Act requires political committees

to report 'e identification of persons whose contributions

aggregate more than $200 in a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b).

The audi: ascertained that 200 contributions totaling

$106,351 were apparently signed by someone other than the person

identified cn the face of the check as the account holder.8

Commission Regulations in effect at the time these contributions

were received provided that absent evidence to the contrary, any

contribution made by check shall be reported as a contribution by

8. Forty-four of these contributions totaling $22,033 are also
included in the amount of corporate contributions. One
contribution for $500 is included in the amount of earmarked
contributions.
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lthe teon sg g the i nstrUment prior to delivery to the

candidate or committee. 1 C.. . 4S8c)(1914). This

Regulation contemplates that the person signing the check is the

person making the contribution. This interpretation applies

because in the case of joint bank accounts, any signatory on the

account may withdraw all or part of the funds in the account for

his or her own use. Thus, where the person signing the check is

someone other than the person identified on the check as the

account holder and the contribution is intended to be made by

this account holder, a written notation on the check or a

0 separate document explaining this attribution is necessary.

0k with regard to the contributions which appeared to be signed

by a person other than the identified account holder, the

Committee explains that much of the initial data entry was

performed by Karl Rove and Company ("Karl Rove"). The Committee0

states that while it assumes that the data entry was done in

accordance with the Act's requirements, the Committee cannot

attest to the means used by Karl Rove for determining to whom the

Icontribution should be attributed. It further indicates,

however, that the Committee believes that Karl Rove used the

source documents to make this determination. If the data entry

was done by the Committee directly, the Committee reviewed the

check for the account holder and reported the contribution as

such. The Committee also notes that, in amending its reports,

the consultants of the Committee reported the contributions as

being from the account holder. If there was doubt as to the

identity of the contributor, the consultants made phone calls to

.,- ,



I'. 7-to attibute the
contribution.

Nevertheless, the attribution of these contributions to the

account holder rather than the person signing the checks, absent

contemporaneous vritings such attribution, does not conform with

the requirements of the Regulations regarding the identity of the

contributor. Furthermore, this treatment of these checks also

inhibited the ability of the examination and audit to ascertain

whether all contributions received by the Committee met the

limitations and prohibitions of the Act.

3. Althow* the CIt. receied aoetrtAibet designted
tobe spat on bealf ofa pstiufulor @am ...or
ceettes the Com"ttlee fte the ttial pAWiosA A ft

coate ib ts. Uevertheless, the mtt* falled to
forward $110,450 in earmarked contributioms to the
respective federal candidates.

The Act provides that payments for voter registration and

GOTV or for 7ampaign materials may not be made from contributions

designated t3 be spent on behalf of a particular candidate or

candidates. U.S.C. 55 431(8)(B)(x)(3), 431(9)(B)(viii)(3).

431(8)(B)(x:<.(3) and 431(9)(B)(ix)(3). Commission Regulations

provide that a contribution is not considered a "designated

contribution' if the party committee disbursing the funds makes

the final decision regarding which candidate or candidates

receive the benefit of such disbursements. 11 C.F.R.

SS l0O.7(b)(15)(iii), lO0.8(b)(16)(iii), 100.7(b)(17)(iii) and

100.8(b) (18) (iii).

The Act provides that all contributions made by a person,

either directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular

P W.



naddae Valuia otrbuti ich are way earmarlied

or otherwlo directed through an istesdiary a ,oadutt to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate for purposes of the limitations imposed by

2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C. s 441a(a)(8). Moreover, the

intermediary or the conduit must report the original source and

the intended recipient of such contribution to the Commission and

the intended recipient. Commission Regulations define earmarking

as:

a designation, instruction, or encumbrance (including
those which are direct or indirect, express or implied,
oral or written) which reoults in all or any ,art of a
co tribution or expenditure being made to, or expended
on,6beIf of, a clearly identified candidate or a
candidate's authorized comittee.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(b)(1984). The Commission Regulations require

that earmarked contributions in excess of $50 must be forwarded

to the intended recipient within 10 days of their receipt by the

conduit or intermediary. 11 C.F.R. 5 102.8. The Regulations

contemplate that earmarked contributions are either passed on to

the recipient candidate in the form of the contributor's check or

passes through the conduit's bank account and to the recipient in

a check from the conduit. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(c)(1).

As noted, the Committee provided check copies for

approximately 55 per cent of the contributions deposited into the

Committee's two principal accounts. Out of these contributions,

the audit identified:

(1) 23 contributions totaling $22,100 that were made
payable to Reagan-Bush;

(2) 3 contributions totaling $1,050 that were made
payable to Phil Gramm (a 1984 Republican senatorial

...



(3) 100 coetributions totaltny $8,300 vith reierence

to 2a0aan-Susb on the meUo is01 and I
(4) 9 contributions totaling $2,000 with reference to

Phil Gram on the memo line.

(5) 7 contributions totaling $2,900 that wore made
payable to William Clements, a nonfederal
candidate.

According to the audit, the Committee's records did not show

these contributions as being treated or reported as earmarked

contributions, or as having been forwarded to the designated

candidates or their comittees.9

o The Committee argues that although 33 of the above noted

checks indicate a ayee other than the Committee, the Committee

believes that none of these contributions were earmarked for any

particular candidate or committee. In support of this assertion,

the Committee also submitted an affidavit of Keith Davis, an
o

accountant for Huckaby & Associates assigned to the Committee's

audit. :n hiis affidavit, Davis ,t- -es that the principals of the

Committee hiave indicated that if a contribution was mailec -- the

Committee :rn response to one of its fundraising solicitations,

the contribution was deposited into the Committee's federal

account. if the contribution contained a different response

device, it was forwarded to the individual for whom it was

apparently meant. The Committee concludes that since it was the

intended recipient of each contribution, the Committee reported

each contribution in accordance with with the Act.

9. Nine of these contributions totaling $5,450 are also included

in the amount of corporate contributions.

,-6J



regarding these earmarked contrbstimons, Uhenever a person

including a committee receives a contribution check asdo payable

to a particular federal candidate or comittee, the person or

committee receiving the such check must either forward it

promptly to the payee or return it to the payor. See, e.g.,

2 U.s.C. 55 432(b) and 44la(a)(8); 11 C.F.R. SS 102.8 and 110.6.

This procedure is required even if the check is received in

response to a solicitation by the receiving committee on its own

behalf. The check, not the solicitation, is generally the more

important instrument regarding the account into which it may be

deposited and hebtber the contribution is earmarked for a

particular candidate, especially where the check is made payable

to a candidate or candidate's committee. Thus, the Committee

should have forwarded the $23,150 in contributions made payable

to Reagan-Bush or to Phil Gramm to these respective candidates or

their committees or returned them to the contributor.1 0

moreover, the checks payable -c -ne Committee with a clea-I V

identified candidate's name in the memo line also constitute

earmarked contributions undor Commission Regulations. See

11 C.F.R. § 110.6(b). In this case, also, the Committee

10. The General Counsel notes that the Reagan-Bush campaign had
accepted public funding for the 1984 general election and, thus,
could not accept private contributions, except for its legal and
accounting compliance fund. This fact, however, did not relieve
the eommittee of its obligation either to forward or return these
checks.

The checks made payable Lo William Clements are not included
in this discussion because Clements was a candidate for state
office. Thus, the Act and Regulations would not apply to these
contributions.



eposited tie. c6ntibutions Into 4tsown &C an did not

forward the to the recipi*nt ctOr return them to the

contributors.

Nevertheless, with regard to both sets of earmarked

contributions, the Committee made the final decision regarding on

whose behalf these funds would be spent. Therefore, under the

regulations regarding exempt activities, the use of these

contributions would not appear to affect the ability of the

Committee's papments to quality for the exemptions. See, e.g.,

11 C.F.R. 5 100.8(b)(16)(iii)(l984). Nevertheless, the Committee

failed to comply with the Act and regulations regarding the

forwarding of $i10,450 of these earmarked contributions.

4. CampmIs amterials or phone banks may not be paid for
with fNds donated by the national committees for such
purposes.

Commission Regulations further provide that payments made by

the national oarty committee for campaign materials and for voter

registration ind GOTV activities or payments from funds donated

by the national party committee to the state committee for the

purchase -c3mpaign materials or voter registration and GOTV

activities do not qualify for the exemption from contributions or

expenditures. 11 C.F.R. 55 100.7(b)(15)(vii) and

100.7(b)(17)(vii). If funds from the national party committee

are used to purchase campaign materials and voter registration

activities, these payments are subject to the limitations of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(d). The Committee's reports disclose it received

$175,100 from the Republican National Committee in 1984. In

particular, deposits of $17,500 on May 3, 1984, $50,000 on

~A



into the" Victory '84 , accunt As previously noted# this account

was establisbod solely to fund the Comitteeps purported,

*volunteer* activities. Secause all of the funds deposited into

this account were disbursed for theses purposes, the Committee

necessarily had to have used at least $119,500 in national party

funds to pay for these activities. Thus, the evidence shows the

Committee's Ovolunteer" activities were partly funded by

transfers from the aepublican National Committee.

S. Ite Comittee has not establised that Its paymets
'- reltAn to the October 2, 194, Presifmtital Dimmer

qualfy for the party-building tmsLoae4B

Igomiees of the major parties for ]President and vice

, 1President who elect to receive pubic financing for the general 
AW

election may not accept private contributions. 26 U.S.C. S 9003.

As noted, the national committee of the political party that

0 nominates such candidates may, however, make certain limited

expenditures on behalf of its nominees using private

contributions. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d). Commission regulations

explain that the national party committee may make these

expenditures through any designated agent, including state and

subordinate party committees. 11 C.F.R. S 110.7(a)(4).
11

Commission regulations recognize that a party's nominees

often engage in party-building activities while a candidate for

Federal office. Therefore, the regulations provide that a

11. According to the Committee, the RNC did not authorize the

Committee to make expenditures in behalf of the 1984 Presidential

candidate pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d).

• 4:j'j"N"



can7idate who is 417)71 in party bgtg activi tie vi tt

the payment bein; C--*k a contribietl* to the andidate or

an expenditure subject to the candidate's expenditure limitation.

11 C.F.R. 5 llO.8(e)(1). This exemption, however, is premised on

the requirements that the event is a bone fide petty event or

appearance and no aspect of the solicitation for the event, the

setting of the event, and the remarks or activities of the

candidate in connection with the event were for the purpose of

influencing the candidate's nomination or election. 11 C.F.C.

Sll0.6(e)()(i) and (ii).

The regulations also create a presumption that apparances

before January 1 of the election year are presumptively party

building while appearances after January 1 of the election year

are presumptively for the purpose of influencing the candidate's

election. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.8(e)(2). In the latter case, any

contributions or expenditures are governed by the Act's

limitations. The regulations state that the presumption

regarding appearances after January 1 of the election year -';

be rebutted by a showing to the Commission that the appearance or

event was, 3r was not, party-related, as the case may be."

11 C.F.R. 5 1l0.8(e)(2)(iii).

The examination and audit identified $98,806.19 in payments

made in connection with an appearance by President Reagan, then

a candidate for re-election, at a dinner in Houston on October 2,

1984. The purpose of the dinner was to raise funds for the

Committee's victory '84 activities. The payments included: (I)



17~ ) o . sur* for

COMuAnMi©tional (2) $ 17,79.1.09 cbleellkS 1498) to Ogden Food

Service for cateribor (3) a $9,965.91 check (No. 11) Freeuan

Companies for decorations; (4) a $2,000 check (No. 1207) to the

City of Houston; and (5) a $73 check (No. 1296) to Bryan Cain for

travel. Solicitations for this event were apparently prepared by

a commercial vendor and nailed to recipients. The Committee,

however, has not provided ay copies of such solicitations, but

only copies of thw response items.

There appear to have been two basic response items for the

dinner solicitation. One item related to selling individual

tickets at $1,000 each to the "Texas Victory Gala." The other

item sought to sell *one or more tables at $10,000 each together

with the contributor being able to attend a private reception

with the President and being named a co-chairman of the event.

Both of these items asked that checks be made payable to the

"Victory '84 Fund."

The Committee has not provided a script of the President's

speech at this event or other evidence regarding the setting or

this event. Based on a review of News & Views, press coverage of

his speech, however, was limited because on the day of the dinner

the coverage of the President was dominated by his reaction to

the indictment of his Secretary of Labor Ray Donovan. The

Washington Post, in a news article under the by-line of Lou

Cannon, did report that at the Houston fundraiser the President

stated that he had "no apologies" for the successful invasion of

Grenada the previous year. The article also quoted him as saying

q'++



that in dealing vith the iOviet Union, "our opponents...keep

mistaking Vekoesi or .ce0 .

Thus, the Committee ii rnot shown that the event in question

was party related rather than for the purpose of influencing the

election of Ronald Reagan as President of the United States.

Accordingly, the Committee's payments relating to this event do

not qualify for the party-building exemption.

6. Comelusiom

The evidence demonstrates that the Committee received

$488,000 in contributions that did not meet the limitations and

prohibitions of the Act. In addition, it failed to maintain

records for one-third of its contributions and could produce at

the time of the audit check covering only 55 per cent of its

receipts and reported other contributions as from the account

holder rather than the person signing the check. Therefore, the

audit was unable to fully determine the extent to which the

Committee received contributions subject to the limitations and

prohibitions Df the Act. Although the evidence indicates tn.a-

volunteers :tnerated the phone banks, the evidence also shows that

commercial " ndors were extensively involved in the mail

distribution of campaign materials on behalf of federal

candidates. Moreover, the Committee received funds from the RNC

that partly financed its activities. Furthermore, the Committee

paid for expenses related to the appearance of President Reagan

that the Committee has not shown qualify for the party-building

exemption. Thus, the Committee has not established its claim

that all of its approximately $3.2 million in payments for these

rzEase



Accordingly* tiq General Cou recommends that the

CoamisSlo flind pr- cause to belleve the CoNm9tteo Violated

2 U.s.C. I 441a(f) with regard to these payments. The General

Counsel further recommends that the Comission find probable

cause to believe the Commttee violated 2 U.S.C. 51 432(c),

432(d), and 434(b) regarding its recordkeeping and reporting

errors; 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(f)and 441b(a) and 11 C.F.R. I 102.5(a)

regarding its receipt of impermissible funds; and 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(8) and 11 C.F.R. S 110.6 regarding its handling of

earmarked contributions.

3. the Did not *ke 9 a. f rsbureemts l ederal
lcttl" -Activity rrow zts rderal Accomt.

Commission Regulations provide that when an organization

finances activity in connection with both federal and nonfederal

elections and decides to establish separate federal and

nonfederal accounts, the organization must register the federal

account with the Commission as a pc.itical committee. All

disbursements, contributions, expenditures and transfers by -te-

committee in connection with any federal election must be --ade

from the federal account. 11 C.F.R. 5 102.5(a)(1)(i).

Commission Regulations further provide that administrative

expenses shall be allocated between the federal and nonfederal

accounts pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Part 106. Id. Commission

Regulations provide that party committees that have established

separate federal and nonfederal account shall allocate

administrative expenses between the two accounts in portion to

i ' ' * . .. ... . . . . .. .. ... -
.. . .. .. ....
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the anount of tun IMen dd d nonfederal elections

or on ano0therw se1e ja~ MLC9k 0.1e). Althosgh

these regulations do not specglcallyincxwde expenses for

generic GOTV and voter identification activities, such expenses

also require allocation between the federal and nonfederal

accounts on a reasonable basis. Seev e.g. Advisory Opinions

1978-10, 1978-28, and 1978-50.

The audit identified a ,5000 contribution made on

October 16, 1964, from the Committee's nonfederal account to the

Gerald R. Ford New Leadership Committee, a federal multicandidate

political comittee registered with the Commission. A refund was

obtained from the Ford Committee on Rsrch 7, 1987. The Committee

had re-contributed $5,000 to the Ford Comittee on February 24,

1987, from its federal account. Thus, this contribution was not

originally made from the proper account, and corrective action

was not taken within a reasonable time.

'-e aud:- also identified three additional disbursements fr-'m

the Committee's nonfederal account that appear to have been ma"-

at least _: -art, in connection with federal elections: (1) a

$150,000 payment on September 10, 1984, to the RNC, which the

Committee asserted was its proportionate share of a general media

buy made by -he RNC for general advertisements encouraging

Americans to support the Republican Party; (2) payments of

approximately $80,000 of expenses incurred by the "Victory Fund

Budget" for salaries, an election-night victory party, and ballot

security expenses; and (3) payments of $317.88 to the RNC for

travel and related costs to attend a finance workshop. The audit



'ud hot COrn M h thes

disbursements were solely~for nonfoderal activity., Xnstosd, the

audit concluded that tte",disbursements should have been, at

least partially, allocated between the Comittee's federal and

nonfederal accounts in accordance with 11 C.F.R. It 102.5(a) and

106.1.

With regard to the $150,000 payment to the RNC, John Maxwell,

the Rxecutive Director of the Republican Party of Texas at that

time, in an affidavit states:

The Comittee's pameit of $150,000 to the URC...vas for
N the ComMittees proportionate share of a general
-maw* advertising buy made by the USC for advertisements
7 encouraging Americai's (sic) to support the Republican

Party.

The audit noted that the RHC reported the receipt of this payment

as a refund or rebate received. Although it appears this payment
was for a generic GOTV advertisement that was not otherwise

0
allocable to any specific federal candidate, it nevertheless

appears to be a payment to influence federal as well as

__ nonfederal elections. Thus, this payment should have been

allocated on a reasonable basis between the Republican Party of

Texas's federal and nonfederal accounts, and the federal account

should have paid its proportionate share. See 11 C.F.R. 55

102.5(a)(1)(i) and 106.1(e). Instead, the nonfederal account

apparently paid the entire amount allocated to Texas by the RNC.

Regarding the $317.88 in other payments to the RNC, Maxwell

states that these payment "were reimbursements to the RNC for

travel expenses and program costs for a Party employee to attend

finance workshop sponsored by the RNC." He adds that [tjhis

1-41



tkimn~o a r a tddt*

aciiie.'This STAtN bt )IWver don, not prCludA the
likelihood that the worsb was related to federal election

activity other than candidate activities. Therefore, it remains

that, as with other administrative expenses, these reimbursements

should have been allocated between the federal and nonfederal

accounts in accordance with 11 C.F.R. IS 12.5(a)(1)(i) and

106.1(e).

With regard to the approximatoly $OO,00 in expenses incurred

CO by the *Victory Fund Budget," John ?Saxw61 in an affidavit notes

that the "victory Pund Budget" is swous ith the Victory '64

program and that the Victory 184 program was a Committee project

to raise and spend in support of volunteer voter registration and

get-out-the-vote activities on behalf its party's Presidential,

Vice Presidential and federal candidates. These expenses

included salary expenses and the cost of an election night party.

The Committee notes that the $80,000 was not established by the

audit but !ased on an internal memorandum that indicated the

nonfederal .c'-ount would absorb from $65,000 to $80,000 in

expenses. :t describes the $80,000 figure as an estimate.

Maxwell explains that the salaries absorbed by the nonfederal

account were for individuals who had completed their work on

behalf of victory '84 and were to be engaged only in activities

relating to state and local elections. Instead of the estimated

$80,000 figure, the Committee's own calculations determined that

these individuals had been paid $55,929 from the Comnittee's

federal account through the end of October and were later paid

- zg .



$16,112 f rowm I f C am"te oes r f e account fo 'r their

services. According to the Comittee, this breaks down into an

allocation of 77.6% fro* the federal account versus 22.4% from
the nonfederal account. The Committee argues that this

allocation is acceptable since the Commission has previously

acknowledged that an allocation of one-third from the federal

account versus two-thirds from the nonfederal account is

permissible.

According to Maxwell, the ballot security payments benefited

all Texas Republican candidates, whether they were candidates for

federal, state or local office. Prior to the -Sonfederal

account*s payments, the Committee's federal accounts had been

paying all ballot security expenses incurred on behalf of Texas

Republican candidates. The Committee argues that because the

benefits of these payments were ballot-wide and because the

Committee's federal accounts had been making all the payments,

the Committee determined that the federal accounts had paid more

than their proportionate share of the expenses. Accordingly, the

Committee decided that its operating account would pay all ballot

security expenses incurred during the last month of the 1984

election cycle.

As noted, expenses for GOTV activities and administrative

expenses were required to be allocated between the federal and

nonfederal accounts on a reasonable basis. Although the

Commission had approved a variety of different allocation methods

for such expenses, no instance has been discovered where the

Commission approved the method employed here, i.e., for the



IS -or aipro of0 tift

during .the eIotlgn ev Ai then, for the nonfedral account to

pay the entire 0U t tor the cembinder of the election cycle.

Instead, the "~lstioaS and Advisory Opinions appear to be based

on the premise that these expenses will be individually allocated

between the federal and nonfederal accounts as they occur.

Moreover, in this instance the federal account ceased paying

these expenses, and the nonfederal account began paying them,

only shortly before the 1984 general election. Thus, the General

Counsel concludes that the method used to allocate these expenses

was not a reasoeable or approved method, although it appears the

gross amounts allocated-and paid by the federal and nonfederal

accounts were a reasonable allocation of the gross total for the

year.

Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find probable cause to believe the Committee violated 11 C.F.R.

5 102.5(a, v making a contribution to a federal committee from

its nonfeder.l account, by failing to allocate $150,317.88 in

GOTV and dministrative expenses between it-s federal and

nonfederal accounts, and by impermissibly allocating

GOTV and administrative expenses for ballot security and for an

election nignt party between these two accounts.

C. Because The Committee And The Harris County Victory Fund
Were Affiliated Party Committees, A Written Joint
Fundraising Agreement Was Not Required.

Commission Regulations set forth certain procedures for joint

fundraising activities involving both registered political

committees and unregistered political organizations. 11 C.F.R.



1102.17. The ReqIaa n r Ire' a, wrte 0of fnraising,
agreement, the seletiew of. a rftAStlg rpreeoo ative to keep

records of the jot-.t fuladraising, sad the tiling of Schedules A

that clearly indicate that the contributions reported represent

joint fundraising proceeds. In addition, each participating

political committee shall report its share of the net proceeds as

a transfer-in from the fundraising representative and file

Scbedules A itemising it& share of the gross receipts as

contributions from the original contributors to the extent

required by 11 C.Fo 5 104.3(a., 1. CIR. 5 102.17(c).

Comission Regulations at 11 C.f.. 02,6(al(1llii) provide that

a state party comittee may as 4,iiltitd transfers to a
subordinate party comittee whether or not such comittees are

affiliated and at 11 C.F.R. 5 102.17(c)(7)(ii) provide that if

participants in a joint fundraiser are party committees of the

same political party, expenses need not be allocated among the

participants.

The audit identified a fundraising event involving the

Committee and an unregistered political organization known as the

Harris County Victory Fund. The event was entitled "Victory '84

James Baker Reception and Luncheon" and was held on August 14,

1984. The only information initially provided by the Committee

about this event was an internal memorandum that listed expenses,

total income, and each participant's share of the net income.

The Committee did not identify the fundraising representative or

provide copies of a written fundraising agreement, contribution

records, or Schedules A that itemized the contributions.

~ Q



in respnseto the Citrrato ries, the

Cinmittee stat.* thet £b asdled all the contlibutiout ad

expenditures in connection with this event. The Comittee argues

that no fundraising agreement was required between the Committee

and the Harris County Victory Fund because the Committee could

voluntarily hold a fundraiser and split the proceeds with the

county committee. The Committee bases this conclusion on

11 C.F.R.S 102.6(a)(1)(ii) and 11 C.3F.. I 102.17(c)(7)(ii). The

Committee made five transfers to the Harris County Victory Fund

after the fundraising event. The Committee notes that the Barris

County Victory Fund reported five such transfers on June 29, 194

for $2,000, July 11, 1984 for $10,00, .12 September I, 1944 for

$30,000, September 10t 1964 for $30,000 and September 25 1964

for $45,000.13 The Committee further argues that it was only

required to report the contributions in connection with this

event as contributions to the Committee and not as joint

fundraisinq : roceeds. Moreover, the Committee contends that the

Harris Ccunt,! Victory Fund was only required to report its share

of the proceeds from the joint fundraising as transfers from tn

Committee.

The General Counsel agrees that Committee may hold an event

12. These first two transfers were made before the "Victory '84
James Baker Reception and Luncheon", held on August 14, 1984.

13. The Harris County Victory Fund reported a total of $117,000
in transfers from the Committee. The Committee's internal
memorandum indicated that the Harris County Victory Fund's share
of the joint fundraising proceeds was estimated at $120,454.49.
The Harris County Victory Fund is not a respondent in this
matter.



the expenses of t event Ltsel, and tamsufer any, portion of the

proceeds to the affiliatod party committee vithout the need to

comply with the written fundraising agreement and other

provisions of 11 C.F.R. S 102.17. Such an arrangement is

recognized the the Regulations that permit unlimited transfers

between affiliated party committees, while not requiring the

allocation of fundraising expenses between such committees.

Therefore, the General Counsel recom-ads that the Commission A
find no probabl* cause to believe the Committee violated

11 C.P.A. 5 102.17 with regard to the Jam Rtker Reception and

Lunch fuadraising event.

n. The Coamttoe Ebde *5,ff xsmeseiwe Costributies To
The Prtiacipal Campaign Committees Of Dick Arny And Dou
soulter Committee in 194.

The Act provides that no multicandidate political committee

shall make any contribution to any candidate for federal office

with respect to any election which, in the aggregate, exceeds

$5,000. 2 ",.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(Al.. -Cmaission regulations in

effect at that time explained that "with respect to any elect-

meant that a :ontribution made after a primary election and

designated for that election could be made "only to the extent

that the contribution does not exceed net debts outstanding from

the primary election" and that an undesignated contribution made I
after a primary election would be considered as made for the

general election. 11 C.F.R. S 110.2(a)(1)(1984) (referencing

110.11a)(2) ). ,;

The audit identified three contributions totaling $10,000

• .. ... ... . . ..,, . .



Rilhajd Ro &Ace itv IJ oNd~de#*s for the u.8. 3oUse of

R*PIC*G*tatIVeS in *e -,IV*4 Oleotti o yle. The committee
disclosed a $5,000 contribution to the Boulter campaign committee

made on June 22, 1984, designated for the primary election and a
$5,000 contribution to this same committee made on September 18,

1964, designated for the general election. The Boulter Committee

initially reported both contributions for the general election.

The Committee made two separate contributions of $2,500 each to

the Armey campaign committee on June 22 and July 26, 1984,

designated for the primary election. The Committee disclosed an
edditional $5,000 contribution to Friends of Dick Armey (ArueBy

Committee") made on November 11, 194, designated for the general 7
election. The Armey Committee also initially reported each

contribution for the general election.

Accordina to the Committee, its contributions to these 4 1

candidates -ere designated by it for the primary election

election. 7".ey were made, however, after the May 5, 1984, -:aas

primary !iect-Ion and before the November 6, 1984, general

election. 7.he audit determined that there was insufficient

documentatic- (1) to show that these contributions were

designated in writing for the primary election, although reported

as such by the Committee, and (2) even if so designated, to show

that the recipient candidates had sufficient net debts

outstanding at the time of these contributions.

Although the contributions in question were made to Boulter

and Armey after the 1984 Texas primary election and before the



for the prImary electionad r $,@O Lfor the general election to

both Doulter and Arney on its reports filed with the Comission.

in an affidavit, Kevin Nooaaw, who was political director of the

Comittee during 1984, stated that after contacting the candidate

comittees to determine if they had net debts outstanding:

"[l]etters were then written to each comittee forwarding the

contribution check and designating which election to which (sic)

the contribution should be designated.* The Committee states,

however, that it "retained no copies of the letters which

designated the contributions to Beau Boulter and Dick Arney."

Thus, the evidence regarding the designation of those

r- contributions includes only the reports filed by the Committee

and the Noomaw affidavit. The General Counsel concludes that

this evidence is inadequate to establish that these contributions

were designated for the primary election. Because they were made

after the primary election and before the general election, they

remain attributable to the general election and, when aggregated

with the other contributions by the Committee to these candidates

with respect to the general election, result in $5,000 in

excessive contributions to each candidate. In addition to the

question whether these contributions were designated for

the primary election is the question whether the candidates had

net debts outstanding from the primary election at the time they

received these contributions.

The Armey Committee claimed an existing net primary debt of

$15,500 in 1984, but it did not produce any docmnentation in

-



support of to poi o ,han its reports. rn the 1984 July

Quarterly X"prt, cove*t*9 thp 001riod. floe April 14b , ue 30,

1984, the AVmy ComInttee.disclosed debts of $1S, S@0, which

included a $1S,000 bank loan guaranteed by the candidate and $S00

owed for renting a truck. The bank loan was incurred on June 15,

1984, after the primary election. Four hundred dollars of the

truck rental cost was carried over from the previous reporting

period and an additional $100 was incurred dutsg the July

Quarterly reporting period. The 1984 Pr-Priary Report,

%0 covering the period from April 1 to April IS, 1984, disclosed

that the only debt owed at the end of that period was $400 for

truck rental. The 1984 October Quarterly Report, covering the

period from July 1 to September 30, 1964, disclosed full

repayment of the $15,000 loan on August 14, 1984. The remaining

debt owed was $500 for truck rental.
C

Despize -he claim that Armey Committee had net primary debts

of $15,300, --he reports do not support the treatment of the

$15,000 Ican 3s for primary election debts. As noted, the "osn

was not -nc._.,red until June 15, 1984, more than a month after the

Texas primary. No evidence has been presented showing that the

loan was used to pay primary debts. The only debt the Armey

Committee had reported prior to obtaining the loan was the $500

for truck rental. Furthermore, a review of the relevant reports

shows that the Armey Committee had sufficient cash on hand to

retire any reported debts. The Armey Committee reported an

ending cash on hand balance of $12,210.06 in its amended

Pre-Primary Report, which covered the period ending on April 15.

U-"
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194 teamended OU uaterly Report disclosed A" ending cash

on hand balance of $25,21.90. Thus, excluding the $15,00 loan

obtained on June 15, 1"4, and the $2,S00 contribution from the

Committee on June 22, 1984, the Armey Committee would still have

had a cash balance of $7,721.90 on June 30, 1984.

Therefore, the Army Committee does not appear to have had

net debts outstanding with respect to the 1984 primary election

at the time it received the two $2,500 contributions from the

Respondent. Thus, even if the contributions are viewed as

designated for the primary election, they still resulted in a

$5,000 excessive contribution from the Committee with respect to

the general election.

With regard to the Boulter Committee, the General Counsel

notes that when it filed its 1984 July Quarterly Report it

disclosed debts of only $2,104.16 and ending cash on hand of

$3,635.64. Thus, it did not appear that the Boulter Committee

had sufficient net debts outstanding when it received the $5,000

contribution from the Committee on June 22, 1984. In an amended

1984 July Quarterly Report filed in September 1988, after

initiation of this enforcement matter, the Boulter Committee

disclosed $9,069.89 in debts with no change in the cash on hand.

It also amended the designation of the Committee's $5,000

contribution to show it as "Designated for Primary Debt." The

added debts including those owed to Houston Data Center and

Southern Political Consulting.

The Boulter Committee also submitted additional documentation

regarding these debts that showed they were incurred before the



v#8i e on. prmarthersere, the a" tr

COmmittee demestroted tat as of the Close of 0e08180s on May 4,

1984t it had $1,673.81 in its bank account with at least three

outstanding bills of $16,980.63. Payments were made on these

bills after the primary so that by June 22, 1984, the date it

received the $5,000 contribution from the Committee, the Doulter

Committee still owed a total of $11,980.63 plus a loan owed to

the candidate of $2,104.16. Although the Boulter Committee

reported receiving $39,000 in contributions between May 5, 1984,

and June 22, 1984, (not including the $5,000 from the Committee),

all of these contributions were reported as designated. foc the

.. eeral election. Therefore, the evidence shows that a ithe timt e

the Boulter Committee received the $5,000 contribution from the

Committee, it had sufficient net debts outstanding from the

primary election to cover this $5,000 contribution. Both the
0

Boulter Committee and the Committee state that an inquiry was

made whether :he Boulter Committee had sufficient debts at the

time this :ontribution was made. As noted, the Committee has

provided an iffidavit that a letter accompanying this

contribution designated it for the primary election, but it has

not been able to produce a copy of this letter. The Committee,

however, did report it as a primary election contribution, and

the Boulter Committee subsequently amended its reports during the

pendency of this matter to show it as a primary election

contribution. Nevertheless, because the evidence regarding

designation is inadequate,it appears that the $5,000 contribution

to the Boulter Committee on June 22, 1984, should be attributable

1 1......1
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to the gnerai ele cton, resltingin $5', 000 in x3eess*ve

coatrutiosa wi~tht respet to that elOetion.

Accordingly, the General Counsel recommends tiet the

Commission find probable cause to believe the Committee violated

2 U.s.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A).

3. The Committee railed To Report Correctly Receipts From
Two 1962 Federal Candidates That Were made As
SWinbutrements For Payments The Committee d NWade To
The Caudidates, Vendors.

The audit determined that the Committee failed to properly

itemize three payments totaling $5,630.77 on behalf of two

04 federal candidates, Earl Jeffrey Wentworth and Joseph Peyton

Wyatt, Jr., failed to itemize two receipts totaling $5,630.77

from the same two candidates and Eailed to itemize a payment of

$3,630.77 on behalf of Wentworth in 1984. The Committee filed

comprehensive amendments itemizing these receipts and payments as

O operating expenditures. These amendments were filed more than

W two years after the occurrence of the transactions.

An internal committee memorandum to John Maxwell noting the

approval to pay the $3630.77 states in part:

He (Wentworth) and several other Congressional
candidates got together with Wayne, and I'm sure others,
and made the agreement that as part of our volunteer
effort, we would pay for work done at K. Rove's and
Praxis List. The candidates wanted more work done once
the project got underway, and it was agreed that they
would pay the balance. Wayne seems to recall us being
billed instead of the candidates for the sake of
bookkeeping convenience on Mr. Rove's part. We billed
the candidates ourselves.

Early in 1983, Mr. Wentworth struck a deal with Wayne in
that he would pay us what he owed us for the above
mentioned work, if in turn we would turn around and pay
some bills down in San Antonio that he was under a lot
of pressure to pay. We paid these bills as part of the
volunteer effort for his '82 election. There was some

-. A~A



... issuee ae i t r him go 82
as a c~rdinated expenditure but we had reached his

Jobs xaxwell. in 46 aftfifrt, hes Rttd that this memocandum

did "not constitute all of the infornation presented to se

regarding the three Committee expenditures totaling

$S,630.77...." Be does not elaborate, however, on what

additional information wee presented to him. The Committee

further states that therq ,are no records available regarding what

the precise activity was and its dates. ormover, the Committee

dAes not have any copies Of camp"i materials produced by Karl

Rkove on bqIba1f*t 0" W _t1eh Or, Wt"tt.

Al tholdgh th CoUmit# pcavlou# aseert tht these

expenditures qualified as exemptions to the definitions of

contribution or expenditure as made in connection with volunteer

activities, the Committee states that upon further examination

the facts indicate that the payments by the Committee to Karl

Rove for pieces produced on behalf of Wentworth and Wyatt do not

constitute expenditures by the Committee because the Committee

received funds from the two candidates to make these payments.

The Committee argues that it was acting as a conduit for these

14. Reports filed by the various party committees disclose that
the National Republican Congressional Committee had expended
$35,164 on behalf of Mr. Wentworth and $35,439 on behalf of Mr.
Wyatt as coordinated party expenditures for the 1982 general
election. The combined coordinated party expenditure limitation
for the Committee and the Republican National Committee was
$36,880. Thus, there remains $1,716 in coordinated party
expenditure limitation available to the Committee with respect to
Mr. Wentworth and $1,441 with respect to Mr. Wyatt. In addition,
the Comittee m direct contributions to the Wyatt campaign of
$SOOO In 1982 and to the Wentworth campaign of $10,000 in 1962.
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payments between the candidates and the vendors. The Committee

notes that it received a palftnt from Wyatt in the amount of

$2.000 which it in turn paid to Karl Rove on January 11, 1983 for

work done on behalf of Wyatt. The Committee also received a

payment from Wentvorth in the amount of $3,630.77 which it in

turn paid to Praxis List, a Karl Rove vendor, on February 9, 1984

for work done on behalf of Wentworth. The Committee argues that

these payments were not contributions to these campaigns or

coordinated party expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d).

The Committee argues that since the the funds used to pay Karl

Rove and Praxis List we 'eactually funds from Wentworth and

Wyatt, the Committee did not designate these payments as on

behalf of these specific candidates.

Despite the alleged purposes for these transactions, the

Committee should have reported the receipts from the candidates

as contributions and the payments to the vendors as contributions

to the candidates' campaigns or as coordinated party expenditures

on behalf of the candidates. Accordingly, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe the

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) with respect to these

transactions.

Ill. GSKRAL COUNSEL' S RCOMRMNDATIONS

1. Find no probable cause to believe the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.17(c).

2. Find probable cause to believe the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 55 432(c), 432(d), 434(b),
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11 C.F.R. 5 102.5(a).

Genercal Counsel
vat*
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHGTO. 0DC 2SM3

ju11 10, 1990

Texans for Beau Boulter
Donald R. Wills, Treasurer
Box 50908
Amarillo, Texas 791S9

33: MU 2596
Texans for Beau 1oulter and
Donald S. Wills, as treasurer

Dear Nt. Wills:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course of
cartcat out Ip supervisory roaepo ibillUt ",4 e tfederal Ilecti0.
CMaiissi on f404 zesos to believe 'tapti -for 1.1u So1lter log

Donald ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 64. tiol X~e tra1evoae ~U~..94(,fl and
4344b) (6) asn itt~. a m vetities, is thi :61's tt~tf

After UVAW*1IAgA all the evidence &VUilablte to tbe
Commission, the€ Ofice of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
these violations have occurred.

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

-3 file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies if
possible) stating your position on the 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 I
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.

W1
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8bold you havsay questions, lLOOSO 08tct -John Canfleld,
the attocnoy assigned to this umttr, at (202VI-764200.
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Texan for 03au lter and ) 298
Donald N. Will*, as treaVrer )

I. 8* SM r O fal CA

This matter was generated by a referral that resulted from a

CeOsmiat.n audit of the 2xas NRo bliean Cemesesosal Committee
(TCCe) vondutetd rsuant to Uotien 438(b) of the ederal

be~a is~u4 W,.and04,~ kfft perie we Jamery 1,

review that the YC had made Certain contribetions that were

accepted by Texas* for beau Boulter during the 1984 election

cycle, which appeared to be excessive. On August 30, 1988, the

Comission found reason to believe that Texans for Beau Boulter

and Donald H. Wills, as treasurer ('Respondents*) violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting such excessive contributions.

On September 13, 1988, Respondents filed their response to Ii
the Commission's findings. The response included an amended 1984

July Quarterly Report and a letter of explanation from a campaign

staff member. On October 18, 1989, based on the information

submitted by Respondents, the Commission found reason to believe A 7

that Texans for Beau Boulter and Donald a. Wills, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.s.C. S 434(b)(8), in that Respondents failed to

disclose complete and accurate information with regard to their

debt status following the 1984 primary election in a timely



manner. Iespondents have not filed a response to this latest

finding bg the Com ision.r

is. AnaLTMS

The Federal clection Campaign Act of 1971, as amnded,

provides that no multicandidate political coamittee hall make

any contributions to any candidate for federal office vith

respect to any election which, in the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

2 U.8.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). Commission reuatioas In effect in

1984 explained that "with respect to any el*ctiU40 A"t that a

contribution m ae after a priary ectiond deet for

1') that electiom could be made 'ii tq e

contribution does not exceed Iet debtst

primary election," and that a contribution not dest ad ini...

writing as for the primary election and made after that election
would be considered as made for the general election. 11 C.F.R.

Sr110.2(a)(1)(1984) (Referencing 11 C.F.R. I ll0.l(a)(2)).1

Commission regulations at that tine did not specify how campaign

debts should be substantiated.2

l.Although it was not effective in 1984, Commission regulations
now require that a copy of the written designation be retained
by the recipient committee. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.1(1) (incorporating
by reference Section 110.2(b)(4)). Furthermore, the Commission
has generally required that a copy of the written designation be
provided.

2.1n Advisory Opinion 1984-32 the Commission stated that "net
debts outstanding' should be determined by finding the
difference between (i) the total of the committeets debts and
obligations incurred with respect to the primary election and
(Li) the total of the committee's cash on hand and receivables
available to pay those debts and obligations as of the date
that a contribution designated for the primary election is
made.* This formula allows for the exclusion of contributions A

.irgnaed for tUs gneral election but madt before the

JWie



The Act further irohIbits Off eer or mployeeof a

political CeMt"* 40f6 hLy, -**6ptao Utrbst on made

for the beneit ',or us*o% a candidate in violation* of any

limitation Lposed on contributions under Section 441a. 2 U.S.C.

I 441a(f).

The Act provides that each report filed by a political

committee shall disclose the amount and nature of outstanding

debts and obligations eved by such political 4eemitte.. 2 U.S.C.

S 434(b) (6). Comission regulations further stipulate that

out a1it' debts and bUatioas o W b a polit erel committee

Shall be etinuously cepot""unil emtIm ,the, and further .7

that s&4 Wet -7-l be reported Otsk sW-a" ichefe with a
statement explaining the circumstances and conditions under which

each debt and obligation was incurred or extinguished. 11 C.F.R.

104.11.1

Beau Boulter was a candidate for the U.S. House of

Representatives from the state of Texas during the 1984 election

cycle. His principal campaign committee at that time, Beau

(Footnote 2 continued from previous page)
primary election takes place. The current regulations provide a
method for the treasurer of a candidate's authorized political
committee to calculate net debts outstanding. See 11 C.F.R.
5 ll0.l(b)(3)(ii). It is noted that the onus is on a
candidate's authorized committee to sake such calculations with
regard to the receipt of contributions after the date of the
primary election, and not on the donor committee. See the
Explanation and Justification for Contributions by Persons and
Multicandidate Political Committees, 11 C.F.R. 5S 110.1 and
110.2, edera l, S2 FR 760, January 9, 1987.

1-1



Soulter for gress, e trion& from the TRCC

during the l944 oUturtn cyrle, Wh4*k tts0d $l*.0000 On

June 22, 1984. the bCC made a contributn to Respondents in the

amount of $5,000. On September 18. 1984, the ThCC made another

contribution of $S,000 to Respondents.4 The Texas primaries were

held on Kay St 1984. Respondents initially reported each of the

contributions received from the TRCC as for the general election

in their financial disclosure reports filed with the Commission.

In their response,, Respondents included as amended 1984 July

Quarterly Report cve g the period from April 16 through

June 30t 1 4, asta lelter from Jan 844 n100* smer of the

1904 bouter campaWgC sta. Us. Schilliu ' Iter gives a

detailed account of Respondents" primary election debt status as

of June 22, 1984, the date of the contribution at issue.

Respondents provided copies of invoices and other documents to

support this account.

Ms. Schilling stated that Respondents were contacted by the

TRCC in June 1984 regarding the status of debts incurred during

the primary election. She stated further that, upon telling TRCC

that "we had considerable," a contribution of $5,000 was

3.By letter dated March 23, 1968, the name of this committee was
changed to Texans for Beau Boulter. It is currently
Mr. Boulter's Senate campaign committee.

4.The TKCC designated the June 22, 1984, contribution for the
general election in its original report dated July 1S, 1984.
The TRCC filed an umended report on July 19, 1984, wherein it
changed the designation of the contribution to the primary
election. The uhtCC designated the second $5,000 contribution
for the general election in its financial disclosure reports
f iled wit the "m S on*

V ..................
;., -w j



reeitve ter the TOCC. It appears, however, that when

Rionde tile the oriial Z4 i, Quet~tly *ofrt en

July 17f, 1M 4, the coinitt*04s outstanding net primary debts were
not completely disclosed. The original report disclosed only a

debt owed to the candidate for a loan in the amount of $2,104.16,

and an ending cash on hand balance of $3,635.64. Thus, it

appeared from a review of the original 1964 July Quarterly Report

that eo ets bad sufficient funds to pay off its debt to the

candidate, without receiving additional contributions from the

0 TIRCC or any other donor. Me. shilliag's coMet and the amended

1964 July Outerly eport preseet a diffeci f ' status of primary

0*O debts. .. .. 6S. S lliag a."noldgd cetoin s tting errors in

this instance.

According to the amended 1984 July Quarterly Report,

Respondents ended that reporting period owing a total of

$9,069.89 in debts, and had an ending cash on hand of $3,635.64.

The total amounts of receipts and disbursements were not changed

from those disclosed in the original report filed; however, the

election designation for certain receipts and disbursements was

changed. many contributions received prior to the date of the

primary election that had been previously reported as for the

general election were changed to show that they were for the

primary election. The amended report also changed the election

designation for the June 22nd contribution from the TRCC to

report It as for the primary election with the notation

"Designated for Primary Debt.' The amended report also added a

Schedule D that listed debts owed to Houston Data Center and

~ ~ ) $~- -



8outhern Political Consulting.

Men Sobillittag sotattate Reoet*f not dobts

outstanding fot the pewtted In IN'esptios with copies of receipts
from certain creditor*. The dountation presented shows that

the debts claimed by nespondents wore incurred before the Kay 5,

1984, primary election and are apparently chargeable to that

election. As of the close of business on Ray 4, 1984,

ft. Schilling stated that, epondents bad $2#,73.81 in the bank '-A

account. The total of three of the 0outstanding larger bills" on

that date was $16160.43.

The accounting further *ew that pyments on the above

noted bills wre m de aftax to primary election, and as of

June 22, 1964, the date of receipt of the $M,000 contribution

from the TRCC, it appears that Respondents still owed a total of

$11,980.63 to these creditors, plus a loan repayment to the'

candidate in the amount of $2,104.16. It was stated that as of

may 7, 1984, after making a payment to Southern Political

Consulting, total funds in the primary account equaled $886.50,

which was apparently used to pay utility bills.

The beginning cash on hand disclosed for the 1984 July

Quarter reporting period was $13,076.45. The total amount of

itemized contributions designated for the primary election in the

amended 1984 July Quarterly Report was approximately $16,600.

All of these contributions, except the $5,000 from the TRCC, were

received prior to the Ray 5 primary election date. The total

amount of itemized contributions received between may 5, 1984 and

June 22, 1984, was In excess of $39,000, excluding the $5,000

• '..9.. , ; i'" 
* ' * '
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.cont ri ot1 t o0t ribuions, eep

LO, the diseloeutoe ft. he ISteitra available to
this Office *hout whetber such coatributonos were designated in

writing for the general election or Whether, in compliance with

the Act and CeMIssion regulations* Respondents reported all

undesignated outrtibutions received after the date of the primary

oelecttem for thoe gon l election. Zt I's a40 ornt, however, that

pospoadfts Used sm of theso funds to retire the primary

Udet.5  L"ing the' begiamiag cash on bo tetalof *13,076 with,_
Usappeoximes #l44 '1& cestrtbu**w quoa d foar the

~tiwrye2ct~w~(*i ieluesthe 5. fteft te MCC) 0ield
Am &toapproa otal of *29,676 available for the primary

election debts. Respondents disclosed making at least $35,500 in

disbursements connected with the primary election. It Is noted

5.Respondents use of funds derived from contributions for the
general election is not problematic in this instance, as it
appears that the contributions were lawfully received for the
general election. As stated above, there is no evidence that
such contributions were designated in writing for the general
election. In the Explanation and Justification for the current
regulations it was stated in the illustration that undesignated
contributions made after a primary election count toward the
general election *and do not automatically reduce the amount of
net primary debts. However, the Connittee may use such funds to
pay primary debts if the undesignated contributions are properly
received for the general election." See 52 FR 760 (January 9,
1987). See also Advisory Opinion 197"'10, where a candidate's
committee-was allowed to transfer a debt incurred by the
candidate during his primary campaign to his general election
campaigns Advisory Opinion 1986-12 and Advisory Opinion
1988-41, wherein it is stated that 'a candidate and his or her
principal campaign committee have wide discretion under the Actin making expenditures to influence the candidate's nomination or
election,* also 2 U.S.C. 5 439& and 11 CF.Ro.
S ll0.1(b)(3T(Tv).

~~~~~~~~~~~~ : ..........................
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that Respondents vere also on" in an active campaign for the
! 1M4 gaIswral el .im. 0W makin4 disbmsemeats in

exocas of $47,000 betwe 7 ti. 1494, *nd J3Ue 29# 1984, for

general election activity.

Based on the forogoLIg information provided by the
respondents, it appears that the Oulter Committee had sufficient
net debts outstanding from the prcnsry election to justify the
acceptance of the Ano 32MdcstV4hetIon of $S,000 fron the TRCC.
Uowever, neither the IouItet COmMttse nor the Texas Republican

4 Congressional CoL'tte ba Vt 1fficiont evidence that

K 'w this coutsibutti, 9"e demt.~ek mi gfr the primary
electieft at tho. .t~ism tie ca6ttibwt. Was mode. Kevin Nomw,
political director of the !RCC in 1964, has stated in an

affidavit that a letter designating this contribution for the
primary did accompany the check, but no copies of that letter

were retained. The Boulter Committee has also been unable to

produce such a letter. Therefore, this contribution remains

attributable to the general election, resulting in a $S,000

excessive contribution from this contributor with respect to that

election. Accordingly, the Commission should find probable cause

that respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

In addition, the information submitted by the Respondents,

including the amended 1984 July Quarterly Report and the

explanation letter by staff member Joan Schilling, show that the

Respondents failed to disclose complete and accurate information
with regard to their debt status following the 1984 primary

election in a timely manner. Accordingly, the General Counsel

.:A y .O n



reeommends that the Commission find probable cause that the

Ikespondoat v~olatod 2 U.€. S 43R(b)(O).
1?!. 33 ea sls elm

1. rind probable cause to believe Texans for Beau Boulter
and Donald H. wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.8.C. S 441a(f).

2. find probable cause to believe Texans for Beau Boulter
and Donald a. wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b)(8).

1/1Ii
D6at , a-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTOW. IDC 3*)

Muay 10, i90

Dick Armey Caupelgn
luke Keeling, Treasurer
P.O. Sox 8s
Lewisville, Texas 75067

33: RUR 2594
Dick Armewy Cmmign and
Rik* KeelImt as treasurer

Dear Mr. Keeling:

Nr 54ed on JifornUtion ascertained in the seral course of
Cor CIAr" tm.. 1a 8i as

ltesonde t this stutter pursuant to Couiuiaoo +pelt is that .
r they are the successor principal candidate committee and treasurer, .

respectively.

C) After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
S recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

~The Commission may or may not approve the General Counsel's
recommendation. Submitted for your review 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 mayfile with the secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies if
possible) stating your position on the 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 avote of whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has
occurred.

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



A flils, of 040000. CaOMMt believe requite that the
Off i* of tho General Commstl attl, 11o a Period of not, loo than
30, but aot more tha 11 daysm to tle this mtter through a
conciliation agreeaa"t.

Should you have any questione,. please contact John Canfield,
the attorney assigne to this matter, at (202) 3764-8200.

Sincelyp

, Lavrcee M. Noble
I Gemeral Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

0.
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3LCOIS3uLts sam
z. m~i~nin,- Orfm1 cum

This matter was generated by a referral that resulted froa
Commission audit Of the Texas eUlican Congressional Comittee
(1T01C') conducted pres"ant to Section 434(b) of the rederal
UlectionA mPaign ActOt, 1971, as maded ('thg Act'). The audit

beg". In July 1965. a606 vee tkwe utted between January 1,
1W. Veae"O 31, 1984. tt was. asefttie"Id ouring the audit
W evthat the TACC hkd mad* e artata Coattibuti ems that W0re

accepted by the Dick Armey for Congress committee during the 1984
election cycle, which appeared to be excessive. On August 30,,
1988, the Commission found reason to believe that Friends of Dick
Arney and Rick Woolfolk, as treasurer (*lespondents") violated
2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by accepting such excessive contributions.1

On September 19, 1988, Respondents filed their response to
the Commission's findings. The response asserted that the Arney

I.The name and structure of the Armey committee has changedseveral times since the alleged violation in 1984. At the timeof the alleged excessive contributions in 1984, the name of theprincipal campaign committee was "Dick Arney for Congress,' withGerald L. Mitchell as treasurer. This committee was terminatedin October of 1966, and was succeeded by "Comittee to ne-zlectCongressman Dick Armey' and then later=Friends of Dick Arney.'The current name of the committee is the *Dick Arney Campaign 7with Mike Keeling as treasurer.

41 A
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ContrI 41, - that the cet Cr ,.-.. in

been des0i ted as for the existing primety 0ection debt.

The Federal Blection Campaign Act of 1971& as amended,
provides that no multicandidate political comittee shall make
any contributions to any candidate for federal office with
respect to any election which, in the aggregate, exceed $W,000.
V U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). Commission reguletlos in effect in

1964 eaa.-"I ' that *with respect to any eLectiem"t "wot oat a
coatribste made after a pCLmarj election an" desmted for
t1at eleetiss culd be node 'ealy to the. exuten bI
coat ibutlen does not exceed net %lebts 0oUtstandift fr" the
primary election,' and that a contribution not designated in
writing as for the primary election and made after that election
would be considered as made for the general election. 11 C.r.R.
S 110.2(a)(1)(1984) (Referencing 11 C.r.R. S l10.1(a)(2))0 2

Commission regulations at that time did not specify how campaign

debts should be substantiated.3

2.Although it was not effective in 1984, Commission regulationsnow require that a copy of the written designation be retainedby the recipient committee. 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(1) [incorporatingby reference Section 110.2(b)(4)].

3.In Advisory Opinion 1984-32 the Commission stated that "netdebts outstanding- should be determined by finding thedifference between (i) the total of the CoMmittees debts andobligations incurred with respect to the primary election and(ii) the total of the comittees cash on hand an receivablesav&I1a10e to pay those debts and obligations as of the date thata contributton designated for the primary election is made."



t e pr ts y or pot6 tiea

c~aittef .af~rot~~e t political aspitto* f rom
knowingly aceepting a coutbti0o6 usad for the benefit or use of

a candidate in violation Of awy limitation imposed on

contributions under Sectios 441&. 2 U,.SC. S 441a(f).

Dick Armey was a candidate for the U.S. Iouse of

Representatives froM the stat* of Texas during the 1984 election

cycle. ja principal eamprig committeeeat that tias, Dick Armey

for Congress, receivd two cotributios from the ?RCC after the

40U primaw el~tattlu 5~ Um 32 1"4' the

,RVC ina comt~bq~t$m to aspouduts isk he map f$3 50
lif July 26, 1W4, SO*Agm s ptoer A~r~ *41 $2,5O0 to

Afspoud nts. The Texas primaries wre hd on may S, 1984.

Respondents initially reported each of the contributions received

from the TRCC as for the general election in their financial

disclosure reports filed with the Commission. The TRCC made an

(Footnote 3 continued from previous page)
This formula allows for the exclusion of contributions
designated for the general election, but made before the primary
election takes place. The current regulations provide a method
for the treasurer of a candidate's authorized political committee
to calculate net debts outstanding. See 11 C.F.R.
5 ll0.1(b)(3)(ii). It is noted that Etl onus is on a candidate'sauthorized committee to make such calculations with regard to thereceipt of contributions after the date of the primary election,
and not on the donor committee. See the Explanation and
Justification for Contributions by-Persons and Rulticandidate
Political Committees, 11 C.F.R. 55 110.1 and 110.2, Federal
Register, 52 FR 760, January 9, 1987.

4.Tbe TRCC designated both the June 22nd and July 26th
contributions as being for the primary election in its report to
the Comission. This is supported by an affidavit filed by Kevin
Noomaw, political director of the TRCC in 1984. However, both ofthese contributions were reported by the Arney committee in its
1964 October Quarterly Report as being for the general election.

... ~ : .: i~ ' . i . ....A. .M ;.



additional *5,000 contribution to the Priejw of Dick Army an

WowemberWM 11 4i4 smte e h ~ste Ztioa.b
in their response, Respomdeats meintala that the committee

had an existing net debt of $1SS00 *t the time of the
contributions. The response also admits that both contributions

were design"ted as for the general election on its quarterly

report, but stats that this was a bookkeeping error and the

funds should have been attributed to the piary election.

The Armey Co.Littee claims an exist4*g "'t primary debt of

$1SS00 in 1"4, but it We Asot prod e *ci tation in
aupot of its posittoo oither twan it v ept iedwt h

0 Comissim, In the 1*4 July Quart*ly MNMWW*, c oig the

period from April 16 to June 30, 1964, the Army Committee

disclosed debts of SS,S00, which included a bank loan guaranteed
by the candidate and $S00 for a truck rental. The $15,000 loan

was incurred on June 15, 1984, over a month after the primary

election. The 1984 Pre-Primary Report, covering the period from

April 1 to April 15, 1984, disclosed that the only debt owed at

the end of that period was $400 for the truck rental. This $400

was carried over and an additional $100 was incurred during the

July Quarterly reporting period. The 1984 October Quarterly

Report, from July 1 to September 30, 1984, disclosed full

repayment of the $15,000 bank loan on August 14, 1984. The

remaining debt owed was the $500 for truck rental.

Despite the claim that the Arney Committee had net primary

debts of $15,S00, the reports do not support the treatment of the

$1S,000 loan as being for primary election debts. As noted, the

L . .



oantinurred until ne 1 1964, more than a month

a tt the " w WAMM mIy Up 1? t 9"00", by" the Armey
Caftittee prior "toobtaiIning W ., 1.Y the $500 for truck

rental. no evidemee has been presated showing that the loan was

used to pay primary election debts. Furthermore, a review of the

relevant reports shows that the Armey Committee had sufficient

cash on hand to retire any reported debts. The Army Committee

reported an ending cash on hend balwac of $12,210.04 in its

amended Pre-primacyl sport. which coVerd the period ending on

o: April 15& 1964. fte amede JC"W~e~yrprt disclosed an
*ning cash on hand1 beAlanoi 4at $E2.. t eeXCIluding thle
$11.0 is On obtatied on June, 15. 1044p and the $2500
contribution from the TUCC on 41ne 22, 1964, the Armey Committee

would have still had a cash balance of $7,721.90 on June 30,

1964.
O

Therefore, the Armey Committee does not appear to have had

sufficient net debts outstanding with respect to the 1984 primary

election at the time it received the two $2,500 contributions

from the TRCC. Neither the Armey Committee nor the Texas

Republican Congressional Committee has produced sufficient

evidence that these two contributions were designated in writing

as being for the primary election at the time the contributions

were made. Kevin Nooaw, political director of the TRCC in 1984,

has stated in an affidavit that a letter designating these

contributions for the primary election did accompany the checks,

but no copies of the letter were retained. The Army Committee

has also failed to produce copies of any such letter. Thus, the

X A



two $2,500 contributions remain attributable to the general

aggregated with the later gesetal evection conirilbtion made on

November 11, 19S4.

8ased on the foregoing information provided by the

Respondents, the Armey Committee did not have sufficient net

debts outstmading from the primary election to justify the

acceptance of the June 22nd contriution of $2,500 from the TUCC,

nor the July 24th contitbutlm of $2,500. Furthermore, it has

mot been established that tb.CetribUtoms wte designated in

writing as binat tot the prUWCr election at t*e tie the

contributions orte as6e. 2bfe. It aweOMM that the"e two

contributions to the Armey Committee were in excess of the Act's

limitations, and therefore the Comission should find probable

cause that Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

IXI. GI m u3A COINIPSl'8 RzC0O-E lATowI8

1. Find probable cause to believe Dick Armey Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. s 441a(f).

Date Fence M. Noble
General Counsel

r ce .1
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Mr. Lawrence x. Xoble
GeneralCuneFr 1etios Comission
999 3 Street.r X.V.
W ubnagt, D.C. 20463

Atft: Frania Nirska

ft: 33 3596 (Toas~ Loan0mtteean

Dewr ur. Sble:

I am in receipt of yGur letter of Jly 6, 1990 nftitying
as that the offie of ra wumel is r to

e 0 -omend that the ra letim issim fin pObable
cause to believe that the Te as ePublican C resL Noal

C)oiittee and Nartha Weisend, as Treasurer ("----odents o
Ustate Party") violated the Federal Zlection amaign Act of
1971, as amended in Matter Under Review ("WR) 2598, and
enclosing the General Counsel's Brief in this matter.

NIt has been more than a year and a half since
Respne n ts have heard from the Camission with regard to
this Matter, which involves the activity of the State Party
from January i, 1983 through D 31, 1984. Thus,
Respondents must refaliarize themselves with the facts of
this matter which occurred six to seven years ago. Further,

many of the employees of the Party with knowledge regarding
this satter are no longer associated with the Party.

A reoW e brief is currently due on July 26, 1990.
In order to fully confer with our clients in Texas, as well

as to locate the individuals with knowledge of the facts of
this matter who are no longer employed by the State Party,
and to eable I------.s to fully and fairly respond to the
General --- sel's r-oa zootions, we respectf ully request a
sixty fay ewt euio to an including ptmber 24, 1990 within
which to resond. This revst will not prejudice the
resolutim of this matter in any way.
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?inz' tamabe aonsioer'ation of this l vi be
4jqMSCiated*

sincerely,

cc: ~Meer
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July 24, 1990

-'-~&4

John Canfield, Isq.
Office of General Counsel
Fedoral llection Comission
999 3 8treet# 1.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Res RUE 2598

Dear Mr. Canfield:

As I told you on the phone, I will be representing the
Dick Arney Campaign and Mike Keeling, as treasurer, in MUR 2598.

o) A Designation of Counsel form is enclosed.

I

As we agreed, the Respondents will have an extension of time
to August 3, 1990, within which to respond to the general counsel's
probable cause brief.

I appreciate your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Frank M. Northam

FKN: dla
Enclosure

v~.
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The Qaf ice at the 'Gmeral Counsel ciends'.thet the
:;tj~mPet the 9%---- extension 'We mot. that, thl s

Sas wall as elat 1. t O*m t s
~ y~~9O ~ e~elilCoufelw 4no itel 9vred 48
"Met, commels request for this extension it We. mattei

.oot wireasonabl.

~. Grant *a iateasiof 006 days to the Texas Republican
catw*s~ia-m C6it** and IMNara weisend, as treasurer,

10. Aprw the &'arpiate lettex.,
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in the natter of

Texas aepublican Cmgoessional
Comittee ad Martha Weisend,
as treasurer.

MM 3596

CUT! FC&TI

IV Marjorie W. ma.n, Secretary of the Federal

81action Commission, do hereby certify that on

July 30, 1990t the CimL"I. deded by a vote

of 5-0 to take the folloving ScUons in m a"

1. Grant as etenston of " dMS to the Issasaepblca ConresS il C¢m.tten
Martha Weisend, as treasurer, as
recomened in the General Counsel's
memorandm dated July 25. 1990.

2. Approve the letter, as recoimnded in the
General Counsel's memorandum dated July
25, 1990.

Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioner Aikens did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Se

Received In the Secretariat:
Circulated to the Secretariat:
Deadline for vote:

dr

MarjoriemW"mons

Wed., July 25, 1990 3:41 p.m.
Thurs., July 26, 1990 11:00 a.a.
Non., July 30, 1990 11:00 a.m.
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July 26, 1990

mr. rrank Northr, Isquire
Webster, Chamberlain and Sean
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20006

22t NU 259S
Dick Armey Campaign
and Mike Keeling, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. forthami

ThiS Is iL oe to your pho"e call Of July 19, 1"0,
with John Casfti*ldO this office, rqe ng an extension of
time to respond to the finding of PTobe0e Cause by the
Commission. As discussed during your phone conversation, the
requested time extension has been granted, and your response is
now due by the close of business on August 3, 1990.

If you have any questions, please contact John Canfield, the
attorney assigned to this natter, at (202)376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel

At ')



~: j -' -

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
I WMHIWCTG& D.C. Ja3

gn-4' ' 'C

kagut 2, 1990

Jan W. Baran, Rsquire
Wiley, Rein a Fielding
1776 K Street, 3.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

3Z: M 2S96
Texas Republican Congressional
Comittee and Rartha Weisend,
as treasurer

Dear Mr. aran:

This is to roesp to your letter dated July 19. 1990,
which we recelvd on July 19, 1990, requesting an extension of 60
days until septemer 24. 1990, to respond to the General
Counsel's Brief. After considering the circumstances presented
in your letter, the Federal lection Comission has granted the
requested extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the
close of business on September 24, 1990.

If you have any
attorney assigned to

questions, please contact John Canfield, the
this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: n r
Associate General Counsel

;,' • .' '. ,. • :--: , ', . . .. . . , .. . . , " :4* *z
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August 3, 1990

VIA HAND DBLIVERY

0 Secreta
?.4dera ect ion Cammission) 999 3B reet U.N.

Nash toe. D.C. 20463

Re NUR 2598j In the Ratter of
Dick Armey Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as Treasurer

Gentlemen:

%J Please find enclosed 10 copies of the Respondent's Brief
qw Concerning Probable Cause in the above-referenced MUR.

Sincerely,

Frank M. Northam

FM!4:dla
Enclos res

cc: 1ffice of General Counsel
ederal Election Commission

x



)
In the Matter of )

DICK ARNIT CA1PAIGN AD )
MIKE KEELING, as Treasurer )

)

KUR 2598

RESPONDENTS ' BRIEF
CONCRNING PROALI CA SE

This brief is sutmitted on behalf of the Dick Armey

CAmPaign and Mike Keeling, as treasurer ('the Respondents') in

response to the Genral Counsels probable cause bcief dated

July 9, 1990.

The General Counsel has recommended that the Commission

find probable cause that the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S441a(f)

based on transactions and events that occurred over six years

ago. In so doing, the General Counsel has attempted to foist

upon Respondents the burden of presenting records that no longer

exist in order to refute the General Counsel's allegations. This

is unreasonable in light of the Commission's own record retention

regulations and the Respondents' inability to retrieve records

that would support its defense.

The General Counsel contends that Respondents received

excessive contributions from the Texas Republican Congressional

Committee ('TRCCO) during the 1984 election cycle because,

according to the General Counsel, there is insufficient evidence



were designated a being for the primary election and that

Respondents had not debts outstanding fram the primary election.

The General Counsel bases his allegations on the reports filed by

Respondents and contends thatp since the Respondents are unable

to provide any documentation other than those reportse it must be

concluded that the General Counsel's analysis of what those

reports reveal demonstrates a violation of 2 U.S.C. S441a(f).

In their September 19# 1990 response to the Coumission's

reason to believe finding, Respondents admitted that they had

0 inadvertently reported two $2,500 contributions from TRCC as

being for the general election. Respondents also asserted that

they had net debts outstanding from the 1984 primary election but

were unable to provide any records, other than FEC reports, to

substantiate their assertion.

The General Counsel acknowledges that the TRCC designated

the two contributions as being for the primary election in its

reports to the FEC. The TRCC has also filed an affidavit stating

that a letter designating the contributions for the primary

election accompanied the contributions. However# because neither

TRCC nor the Respondents are able to produce a copy of that

letter, the General Counsel maintains that there is insufficient

evidence to show that the contributions were designated for the

primary election.

_ V6
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copy of the letter does not form a ree., bst i for the

General Counsel's conclusion. Rdth the Federal gloction Campaign

Act and the Commission's regulations require comittee treasurers

to maintain records for no more than three years. See, 2 U.s.C.

S432(d)u 11 C.F.R. 102.9(c) and 104.14(b)(3). in light of these

record retention requirements, it is inappropriate for the General

Counsel to draw an adverse inference from a respondent's inability

to produce records that are more than three years old.

pV) Yet, that is precisely what the General Counsel seeks

0 to do in this NOR. In rejecting the TUC's worn affidavit, the

General Counsel Is recomending that the CoiMsia adopt a rule

of law that there is an irrebuttable presumption adverse to a

respondent whenever a respondent cannot produce the documents

that the respondent asserts would support the respondent's

position. Such a rule might well be acceptable were the missing

documents, on which a respondent sought to rely, less than three

years old. However, where the documents are no longer required

to be maintained under applicable statutory and regulatory

provisions, it is unconscionable to draw an adverse inference

from a respondent's inability to produce them.

The TRCC's reports and affidavit establish that the two

$2,500 contributions made to Respondents in June and July, 1984

were designated for the primary election and that Respondents

made an inadvertent record-keeping error in showing them as for

the general election on its FBC reports.

..i.



reflecting receipts, disbursomentsp etc., during the 1984 election

cycle and, therefore, cannot reoonstrict the debt posture of
Respondents following the May S, 1984 primary election. Moreover#

as the General Counsel concedes# there was no definition of "net

debts outstandingm at that time. (Advisory Opinion 1984-32, to

which the General Counsel refers, was not issued until August 17,

1984).

Because Respondents have no records, they cannot

determine what methodology they used to determine *net debts

outstanding' after the primary election, what the actual cash on

hand balance was after the primary election, or what accounts

payable were owed after the primary election. The fact that

Respondents had cash on hand as of June 30, 1984, establishes

nothing as to what the positive or negative balance was on

May 6, 1984. Contrary to the General Counsel's assertion, the

fact that the Respondents found it necessary to take out a $15,000

loan shortly after the primary election tends to demonstrate that

there were outstanding debts after the primary election. That

being the case, the contributions from the TRCC, designated for

the primary election, were legitimate and permitted under governing

law at the time.

Conclusion

This HUR involves transactions that took place over six

years ago and involves legal issues (e.g., interpretation of the

4- ....



the Comission, either through regulations or advisory opinions#

at the time of those transactions. it also involves Ofacts' that

cannot be established either by the General Counsel or by the

Respondents because of a lack of records. The only relevant fact

that can be established is that TRCC's contributions were designated

for the primary election# based on TACC's tiC reports and affidavit.

The General Counsel has chosen to reject the evidence supporting

that fact and to reject any other explanation (if not supported

by original documentation) that would lead to any conclusion

other than that a violation of 2 U.S.C. S441a(t) occurred.

The General Counsel aust bear the burden of establishing

that a violation of law has occurred. He cannot satisfy that

burden by rejecting evidence that does not favor the conclusion

he wishes to reach nor by reliance on an irrebuttable presumption

that a respondent's inability to produce supporting documents

requires that factual issues be resolved adversely to the

respondent.

The General Counsel has not carried his burden in this

MUR and, therefore, the Commission should make a finding of no

probable cause that Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S441a(f).
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Respectftully submitted,

Bya

WIBSTBRO CUANBRLAIN & BEAN
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 7S-9SO0

Attorney of record for Respondents,
DICK ARMr CAMPAIGN and MIKE KRUJLIUG

as Treasrer

0
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JAM WYOLD SARAN
(ao0 400 -330

Sept-er 24, 1990

(soa) 400-7040
TCLrX 346340 WvON U

The uMadble 1. . zmm

999 3 tz o, 3.1.46
wombqtg~ bC 20443

Dear mais Smtey:

Mn0lcee" pleasm find Mumetfl's frief and tAu oVa*in the above-ationd atter .filed purmuant to 11 C. .R.
S111. 16 (C).

Sincerely,

Encl.
cc: Ms. Martha eisend

Lawrence N. Noble, Esq. (3 copies) -j
Mr. Fred Meyer

i24( :4.
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*~ ~BFOR THE EL, ELCTIOIO COKNISSION

In the Matter of )
)

11Tea Republican Congresional ) UR 2598
Committee and Martha Weisend, )
as Treasurer

REBPOMDENrS' BR?

The undersigned 0ounsel, on behalf of the Tems

Republican Congressional Co- itt_- and Martha Visend, as

Tremasure ('State Party") hereby file thie et brief

in r-e-ft to the G e Osel's arief of July 6, 1990,

in Ratter Under Review ('wN=) 2596. 2be Genwal Counel*s

Brief r ecmmeds that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that Respondents violated the Federal Xlection

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the ActO). Respondents

urge the Commission to reject this re ommdation, and find

in lieu thereof no probable cause to believe.

I. STAT OF THE CASE

This matter began as an audit of the State Party's

federal accounts and involves activity undertaken by the

State Party in the 1983-1984 election cycle. Because this

matter arose as an audit, every aspect of the State Party's

activities have come under scrutiny. The General Counsel's

Brief Adrtee the folloving types of activity:

recordkeeping and reporting; receipt of allegedly



impermissible contributions; alleged federal activity from

the Stat Party's nomfederal aooot expeltu'si on behalf

of federal candidates; and oontributios to federal

*candidates. Due to the breadth and scope of this matter,

each activity viii be addrssed in the order that it appears

in the General co "sel's Brief. (ThMs Indt'm Brief

viii attempt to follow the General Counells Brief's Headings

when possible.)

II. a~LU1A

A. a Activity in Georal

0 1. TActivity an Debaif of specific

a. Phil Gram, 1983 Special Election

IThe General Counsel's first finding involves

o expenditures of $14,912.12 for exempt volunteer activity on

behalf of Phil Gram during the 1983 Special Election for

United States House of Representatives. The 1983 Special

Election arose upon the January 6, 1983 resignation of Phil

Gramm from his House Seat as a Democrat, and took place on

February 12, 1983.

As attested to by John maxwell, former Executive

Director of the Texas Republican Party N[t]o the best of my

knowledge, information and belief, the Comittee organized a

volunteer effort, including a mass mailing of campaign

* materials, in support of Phil Gramm's 1983 special election

Congressional candidacy.0 maxwell Affidavit at Exhibit 2 of

L,
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the March 9, 1967 Resp to Interim Report of the Audit

Division (hereinamter uaxvell Aft.' ) at 1 26. Furthermare

as recognied in the General Counsel's Brief, p. 6, (a]s a

• matter of established practice and policy, the Committee did

not use omerial lists for any volunteer mass mailing."

Naivell Aft. at 13. Thus, in light of the fact that

* volunteers distributed this mailing using the State Party's

list, the evidence Indicates that these eipes were for

exempt volunteer activity.
.0 Nonetheless, because the State Party did not use its

coordinated apendlture limit of $19,570 available to it in

og connec6ion with the 1983 special election, the State Part

has offered to amend its reports to assign tbese expenses to

the category of coordinated party expenditures. AM Response

C) to the Interrogatories of the Federal Zlection Comission in

NUR 2598, dated December 21, 1988, at p. 12. The General
Counsel's Brief has accepted this proposal and states (b]y

making this amendment to its reports, the committee will be

@ properly reporting these payments as expenditures on behalf

of Gram and within the applicable limitations." Brief at 7.

Thus, as the State Party understands it, we are in accord on

* this matter.

b. 1984 GOTV and Voter Registration

Activities

* The General Counsel's Brief's discussion of the 1984

GOTV and voter registration activities conducted by the State



Party a to deal with two distinct activities, but does

not itmise the ammt of s erun" ded ea h activity.

Woethelesso in an attempt to review the brief#s findings,

these activities sill be discused separately.

(i) Volunteer Phone Banks

The State Party conducted a volunteer phone bank effort.

This effort has been fully described in the OoLttees

O to the n Rport of the Audit Division on the

Txas Republican sional 0ittee (hereinafter

'Response to the Audit Meport'). The General

e sl Brief ommds that 'the evi~e supled by the

Cemittee d--m-strates that the use of volunteer in

operating the phone banks as part of its Victory '84 voter

identification and GOTN efforts did satisfy the Act*s

requirements with regard to volunteer participation." Brief

at 13. Thus, as we understand it, the State Party need not

further address this issue in that this activity has been

found to be in compliance with the Act.

(ii) Volunteer Exempt Mailings

The State Party also conducted volunteer exempt mailings

on behalf of the 1984 candidates for election. While the

General Counsel's Brief details the fundraising activities

undertaken by the State Party so that it could raise funds to

engage in ept volunteer activities, the Brief identifies

only three payments believed to be "made on behalf of Phil
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! Grams,", and possibly subject to exyaination. 2 /' Since these

are the on1y en tures atually addilesed in the Brief,

each wll be discussed below.

* The first of these three payments of 0$7,616.04 was made

in cnection with the Cocmittees 1984 GOTV efforts" and

"does not mention Phil Gramm.0 Brief at 10 and 11. This

* expeniture, therefore, is clearly permissible under 2 U.S.C.

I 431(9)()(ix) which exts

the payment by s tate or local camittee
of a polltiotal srt of the Costs of

! vote and A-o -he-ve
T%. ectIml.ets awt ",., by suh omitt--

on bIal of m.Aes of =a* party for
Presd~mt and Viae ftesidamt.

The General Cousel's Brio does not question the

legitimacy of this expenditure.

The second payment addressed in the Brief was for
0

$37.00. This payment vas made to the Election Administration

7) of Williamson County, Texas for a list of registered

Democratic voters and vas properly treated as an operating

expenditure. Again, the Brief does not question the

appropriateness of treating this payment as an operating

expenditure.

1/ The General Counsel's Brief engages in a lengthy
discussion of the volunteers participation in the State
Party's GOTV mailing and fundraising mailings despite the
fact that there is no legal requirement for volunteers to
participate in thase activities. However, this discussion
does prove the Integral role volunteers played in the success
of the Victory '64 program.
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ltathor, the General Counsel'a Brief appears to focus

solely on the payment of $28,0S2.41 for a mailing to

individuals identified trough the volunteer phone bank as

S"Gram favorables. . The General Counsel's arief concludes

that nthe extent of the volunteer participation in the

mailing for the 1984 general election appears to be

* significantly less than such participation for the 1986

general election," Brief at 12. Hoever, the level of

activity engaged in by the State Party in 1986 is not the

stadard.3 ' The staard is derived fram the Act LAelf and

the legislative history with regard to volt activities.

The Act states that:

The payment by a state or localmittee
of a political party of the costs of
campaign materials (such as pins, buper
stickars, handbills, brochures, posters,

0 party tabloids, and yard signs) used by
such committee in connection with

0 4W volunteer activities on behalf of
) nominees of such party . . .

do not constitute expenditures under the Act. 2 U.S.C.

§ 431(9)(B)(viii). see also 2 U.S.C. I 431(8)(B)(x). The

2/ The only conclusion to be drawn from RUR 2377 as a
matter of law is that amount of activity in that Matter was

*sore than sufficient to satisfy the Act. However, that
matter does not stand for the proposition that only the
volunteer activity that was engaged in by the State Party in
that Matter will suffice under the Act. If the Commission
were to decide that it does stand for that proposition, th n
the Commission should proslgate regulations specifically

* idenitifying sufficient volunteer activity, as discused
above. in any event, the State Party could not possibly have
been on notice that its activity in 1984 did not meet 1986 st



Commission has issued a Regulation with regard to this

volunteer activity e ptjLios Which states in pertinent part:

Ike payment by a state or local
cmittee of a political party of the
costs of caMpaign materials (such as
pins, bumper stickers, handbills,
brochures, poeIrs, party tabloids or
nwsletters, and yard signs) a hi such

ajUx1&1m On behalf Of any s of
such party is not an expenditure,
provided that the following conditions
are met.

(ii) 2be portion of the cost of such
materials allocable toFdrlcniae
is paid from ctribu ons mabject to the
limitations and prehibitimas of the Aft.

(iv) Such amteri are distributed
by volunteers and not by camecial or
tor-profit operations ....

C) 11 C.F.R. 1 100. S (b) (16) (emphasis added). 11M JaMs 11 C.y.R.

Sloo.7(b) (15).

The regulations do not state that a specific number of

volunteers are required for an activity to be considered

volunteer activity; or that a specific quantity of time must

be spent by volunteers on that activity to be considered

volunteer activity; or that a specific type of activity be

engaged in by volunteers in order to be considered volunteer

activity as "envisioned" by Congress. To the contrary, both

1~
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Sthe Regulations and the legislative history of the Act, are

silent as to these tactos.2/

2/ The Comittee on House Administration Report
specifically addressed this exemption. The Report states in
full:

The purpose of this section is to
encourage volunteers to work for and with
local and state political party
organizations. Tie cost of campaign
materials prchased a State or local

part oraniationwhctFeea
candidates who have been nted by a
political party ar not cioitim to

* ~~the Federal candidates it theamag
materials are usedA by the Sta8teo local
party oransation In DOOMeOtioN wIM

CK ~Volunteer actIvIties. TO be 6.1g1bl. for
the eu~ton the cmag aeil

mmst be purch ae by the state or local
party ccmittee. Cmpaign materials
purchased by the national oinitte of a
political party and delivered to a State
or local party committee would not cm

C) within the exemption.

The test for determining volunteer
-activities is twofold -- how the campaign

materials are used and by whom. The bill
excludes all general public
communications or political advertising.
Although the bill does give examples of

Scampaign materials which are customarily
used in connection with volunteer
activities, the purchase of an item on
that list does not automatically mean
that the cost is exempted. For example,
the cost of printing a party tabloid

* featuring Federal candidates would be
exempted if the tabloid were distributed
by volunteers at a shopping center or
door-to-door. However, if the same
tabloid were distributed by a cammercial
veafor, the cost of the tabloid would not

* be exempted. Since the purpose is to
encourage volunteer participation*
dietribution by cmrcial or for-profit

(otised.• )



Further, an examination of the types of campaign

materials which are cuntomarily used in onaction vith

volunteer activities evidences that C rs did not have

S certain Ominimums" in mind when it passed thise to

the Act. For instance, pins are campaign materials which may

opera~ is not ex ted. P-- A ents by
the party organiation for travel andsusisFiOce or tmtaay token paymts
by the party organiation to individuals
does t, hoWver, rmove the inividal
frmthe volunteer catgo.

A state or loaml parrty afwsmiati'a

nost Vse Caontibutions %*Uki e fbtIe
to the prohibiton and litatio of
the act to pay for th a
materia5. ma or, if the aMpaign
materials contain refe to both State
and Faderal candidates, the party
organization may allocate the costs

C b e the State and Federal candidates.
The money used to pay the cost
attributable to State candidates vould beI

.3 subject to State, not Federal law.

Finally, a party organization may
not use contributions designated to be
spent on behalf of a particular candidate
or candidates to purchase campaign
materials supporting such designated
candidate or candidates. The basic test
for determining whether a contribution
has been designated is whether the
contributor retains control over the
funds. Since the purpose of this
exeption is to promote party activity,
the party, jIot the contributor, must make
the final decision as to which candidate
or candidates will receive the benefits.

U.R. Rep. No. 422. 96th Cong., lt Sess. at 9 (1979).
zwzinrJa flC M Laslative His nry of the Federal Election

a Ew a t of 1279 at 193 (GPO 1983).



be p by the state parties vithout limit pursuant to

the volunteer e=ption for use in conec-ion with volunteer

activities. These pins are usually placed in bovls on

volunteer's desks, or handed out by volunteers on street

corners or at rallies to anyone willing to take them. The

Commission has never suggested that a certain number of

individuals must spend same specific minimum number of hours

distributing buttons for them to qualify under the volunteer

hier stickers are also a classic examle of campaign

materials wieih are used in connec tio with volunteer

activity Iursuan6 to this eeMo. Voluteers pals thE

out on street corners or at rallies to anyone willing to take

them, or take them hore and put them on their oars. The

Commission has never suggestd that any specific number of

volunteers must participate in this activity, or that the

volunteers must distribute the stickers or affix them in any

particular fashion for them to qualify under the volunteer

exemption. The same holds true for yard signs, hand bills,

and posters. Each may be printed by a commercial printer,

delivered to campaign headquarters by a commercial hauler,

and then distributed by volunteers, as they deem appropriate.

The volunteer activity engaged in by the RPT in

connection with these flyers on behalf of Phil Gram is on

its face much more extensive in term of both time and effort

than anything required of volunteers who handle pins, bumper
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stickers, and yard signs. Here, at a minimum, volunteers
addrssed, t or staffed each envelope. AM Naxmll

Aff. at 9 .1d/

* The General Counsels Brief does not dispute that the

volunteers played an essential role in the distribution of

these flyers. Indeed, it is undisputed that without the

* participation of the volunteers, none of the letters could

have been sent. Thus, the volunteers played precisely the

role Congress envisioedi. Therefore, while the Brief

Scomperes this volunteer activity with that found acceptable
N In UMW 2377 and those found uncceptale in 228,

espndets1 onte that contr to the Brief's caclusion,

this activity is equally as acceptable as the volunteer

-activity in MUR 2377.

O As seen above, neither the Act nor regulations specify

any uiniin amount of volunteer activity, nor has the

Commission issued regulations which identify specific

activities which must be engaged in by volunteers. Moreover,

the volunteer activity referred to in the legislative history

required less effort than that given by these volunteers.

Congress, as noted above, did not establish any minimum

amount of volunteer activity. Quite to the contrary,

AV See also, footnote 4 of the Comittee's December
21, 1988 Response to the Interrogatories of the Federal
Election m ison: mas a rule volunteers were remponsible
for tasks such as picking up, unpacking, labeling, sorting,
packaging, and delivering the volunteer mailings to the post
office.'
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Congress was at ping to assist state parties by expanding

the use of volunter activities.I/ nor, as also noted above,

* I/ xn speaking of this 1979 amndment to the Act,
Congresumn Frensel stated that:

Theare m changes in .R. 5010
that I believe iporat, but none nore
important than the incresed flexibility

* given to our State and local party
Comittes.,

MTese m--ittees wor. Speaker,, wre
virtuly exudea ftrm the 1976
Xrmi ial elec . Some of the

* prbls~Mswre xeospaied by Presit
SCarter end eve mado part of hi e onreoam--mdatimw . The mmnedy Inttute

at lowIft - MS p elial mote of ft
adMse, eat - eleona lw has bebd
cc the state and local party omttees.
Some similar tbooots were reety
r-peated by Dr. NHeb #lexander, the dean
of election law specialists.

C) These are the broadest based units
of political involvement in our election
system. H.R. 5010 will permit them, in
fact, encourage them to once again play
an important role in electing Federal
candidates.

STATE AND LOCAL PARTY CCUIITTES

H.R. 5010 makes the following
changes for these party committees:

D Second. Exempted activities. HR.
5010 permits payments for campaign
materials such as: pins, bumper stickers,
handbills, brochures, posters, party
tabloids, and yard signs. The bill will
also allow payments for costs of voter
registration and get-out-the-vote
activity when done on behalf of their
Presidential ticket. These party

(continued...)

~k~'- K>



_W IV
~p~&

40

1/(.., continued)

coamittees vill not incur reporting
obligation unless these payments are in
excess of $5,000 during a calendar year.

Third. Volunteer activities.
Additionally, H.R. 5010 extends the
volunteer exemptions to all political
party committees ...

125 Cong. Dec. 323814 (daily .d. Sept 10, 1979)
(statement of Rep. Frensel), =printed n Fl gatsatxv
Hitmry of the Feeal Ele ction .amian Fund Act of 1979 at
445 (GPO 1903).

0
C *)

do the Commison*s ova Regulations establish any such

minimUM standard of Volun activity. As described abai,

the volunteer activity vas interal to the distribution of

the materials. Thus, any conclusion that these ailers wer

not the result of volunteer activities is insupPortsble under

the circamstnces. In sum, this volunteer activity fits

squarely within the exemption provLded by 2 U.S.C.

I 431(9) (3) (viii), and is precisely what was contplated by

Congress when it passed this exemption, if not abave and

beyond all esxtatlon.

It the Losian wishes to inlgete furter

Regulations establ n we specific s amistent

vith the Act for volunteer activities by state and local

parties, then it should do so. If the CommLssion wishes to

ordain some particular function which volunteers must

perform, then it should do so through regulation. Until that

time, however, the Commission must accept the unghas naed
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p evidence in the record that volunteers played a substantial

and essential role in this Phil Gramm sailing.&/

a. Recordkeeping and ReportingD
1. Contributions

The General Counsel 's Brief alleges that the Committee

failed to maintain required records for $1.5 million in

contributions and failed to itemize all of its contributions

requiring itemization and aggregation. This conclusion

miscostrues the facts and is inconsistent with the Audit

0 Division*s requests and representions in this matter.

oroe, at a very basic level, no omittee is r re-d to

keep records for 100% of its contributions unless each and

every contribution is over $50. Obviously, with $4.7 million

in activity, there could be contributions in amounts less

than $50 which add up to a substantial sum of money. Thus,

on its face, this statement with regard to the State Party's

recordkeeping is an overgeneralization.

Again, it is important to underscore that the
State Party did not need to use volunteers to assist it in
its solicitations for funds. The General Counsel's Brief

* seems to ignore, or gloss over, the fact that much of the
activity which it dis constituted solicitations or get-
out-the-vote pieces which do not require volunteer activity
under the Act. The geU volunteer mailing addressed is a
single mailing on behalf of Phil Gram. The State Party is
not , and never has been aware of any other miling which

* is alleged to be exept under the volunteer activity
provisions of the Act and which now is being scrutinized
under the volunteer activity exemption.

.................................................>



* The General Counsel's Brief states the facts as follows:

the LuieiM requested-0 that the
sMAittS pwvie lete Contribution

records for all of the contri ons it
reosived during the period covered by the

* audit. The -mmitte provided certain
o . The Committee however, failed

to povid c relating to
approimately $1.5 million out of $4.7
million in oontributions received during
the relevant period.

Brief at 15. This recitation is misleading in that the State

Party did in fact supply all of the docme specifically

requested by the Audit Division once the audit was unrvay.

: First, as noted In the e to the Interim Audit Rprt,

01 in direct re s to mtings with Audit Division and

req t from it, the "O-itt-e instruc its bank to

reproduce copies of all deposit slips and checks in an amount

greater than $50 deposited into the Victory "84 account for
C)

the period from September 6 - D e r 31, 1984.0 pons at
0

) 2. Furthermore, the Response specifically noted that O(t]his

period was selected because the Commission's audit staff

informed the Comittee during the 1985 exit conference that

receipt records maintained for the Victory '84 account were

accurate and complete through September 5, 1984.0 Ld. at 2

n.1. The General Counsel*s Report does not contest these

facts, it simply ignores them../' For instance, Keith Davis

2/ Note that the State Party had the capacity to
pr thee cecks, but the Audit Division represented that
it was not necessary. AMg Davis Aff. at 1 5 and 6. Thus, in
effect, the General Counsel's Brief suggest that the State

(continued...)
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in his Affidavit before the Federal lection Commission dated

Septere 21, 1990 (hereinafter "DOvis Aff. ) explains at 5 5

that:

1 I specifically recall discussing these
reordsa with Steve Sanford, lead Auditor
in charge of this Audit on tvo separate
occasions: once informally and once
formally during the exit conference. Mr.
Sanford stated that the information

* provided by the State Party vith regard
to the Vict"y 4 acout vas omplete
and ws daeed accurate thrga SepUter
5, 194. As a result, Ir. Sanford stated
that the Audit Division could perform its
audit of the State Party samunts with

* this Information.

Nreove, with regard to the main operating aoosat, the

Ciitte!e did in fact u all Che in d its over

$50.00. sM Response to the Itr Audit Report at 41 Davis

Af. at 4. Thus, the State Party did coly with the

o Commission's request and did supply this information to the

Audit Division to its satisfaction. Furthermore, while the

General Counsel's Brief indicated that aggregation was

performed by the State Party, it concluded that the State

* Party could not do so for the $1.5 million for which it did

not produce documentation. The Committee did in fact perform

an aggregation and itemization for all of the contributions

which it was required to aggregate under the Act. am Davis

* Party be sanctioned for the Audit Division's failure to
require this information. Such an action would undeniably beinqutable.



Aff. at 811. Thus, here again, the Brief is factually

incorrWft.

Finally, as noted above, under no ofmt ntanoes must a

treasurer keep records of contributions of less than $50.00.

As the General Counsl's Brief itself notes; the treasurer

need only 'keep an account of the name and address of any

person who makes any contribution in exoess of $50 . • •*.0

Brief at 140 Thus, never must a o -ie have contributor

information for 100 percet of its contributions. Te

CaLission cannot require the State Party to provide

nformation which it has no statutor a- b igat to keep.

And, In any event, hore, the Aadit Division concluded that it

had sufficient information upon which to prom the audit to

its satisfaction. The General Counsel's Office cannot nov

claim that it did not. win sum, copies of all checks

requested by the Audit Division were produced by the

Republican Party of Texas. Had the Audit Division requested

every check over $50, they vould have been provided." Davis

Aff. at 7.

a. Alleged Impermissible Funds

The General Counsel's Brief alleges that the audit

revealed 189 contributions from 'apparent corporations.'

Brief at 18. This list was apparently derived through phone

calls Made by the Audit Division to the Texas Secretary of

State. However, based upon research conducted by Respondent,
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the Camission should not grant this list any probative

weight. When the State Party itself inquired into the

corporate status of a random sample of item on the ist, it

was infomed that there was no such corporation, or that the

company's corporate status had been forfeitid well before

1984, or that no corporation existed until after the date of

the contribution. AM Davis Aft. at 10. In any event, in

its calls the Audit Division apparently asked it tbere were

any corporations with names at all similar to the naes on

the checks. There was no similarity in SO -eruent of the

cases. Thus, by the Comission's on af4sJon, for nearly

so percnt of the list, the coarporate name does not

approximate the account holder's name. This information

alone should have been sufficient to remove the contribution

from this list of "apparent corporate" contributions. There

is no presumption now, and has never been a presumption, that

close counts.

Moreover, there has never been a presumption that an

individual is inseparable from his or her corporation. (I]t

is inconceivable that a corporation would maintain a checking

account that did not bear its corporate nam." Davis Aff. at

9. Thus, there would be and is no reason to assume that

without scme legitimate indication that a contribution is

being made from a corporate account, the legality of the



contribution must be questioned.1/ This is not an exercise

which a treasurer must engsg in. Rather, only when a

contribution bears indicia of potential illegality must a

p treasurer engage in f activity regarding the legality

of that contri on. 11 C.F.R. I 103.3(b)(1). When a

contribution does not appear to be illegal, it may be

Sde noal#ad without fur r inqpiry.

The evidence of overreaching goes deeper. For instance,

the list includes a $5,000 contribution from James J.
0 Johnsto. fere is no basis for assumin that this
o contribution was anything but a pe Contri on, even

under the Audit Division's analysis. As evid in

Attachment 3 to the Omison's Factual and Legal Analysis

dated Mpter 2, 198, the Texa Secretary of State

0 apparently identified only a corporation in Texas called H.

D IVG. Johnston Investment when the Audit Division inquired into

James J. Johnston's status. There is no similarity between

James J. Johnston and H. G. Johnston Investment. It is

therefore inexplicable that this name appears on the list of

apparent corporate contributions.2/

I/ The Audit Division states that it has listed the
* exact name of the account on which the contribution was drawn

and only list the Corporate name if it is slightly different
from the account holder. This is misleading. For instance,
item 35 identifies William Z. Carl as the account holder
when, in fact, the corporate name is William Z. Carl, Inc.

* 2/ As another example, the Audit Division included
Robert J. Newitt, Jr. on its list of apparent corporate

(continued...)
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In addition, the State Party previously sent letters to

three of the contributors on the list asking that they

confirm the State Party's allocation between the contributor

2/(.. .continu.d)
contriUtions simply because he was an incorporator of Alcorn
Productions. lHis status as an incorporator is completely
irrelevant in this context.

I

F
In addition, several checks listed as corporate checks

designated the accnt as "special* under the acont

holder's name. 2Thee checks account for nearly $70,000 of

the $189,000 on the Icrrate list. fiM Davis Aff. at 9.

On this basis alone, the Audit Division believes that these

accounts were corporate accounts oever, this is

incor-c. To the contrary, in the experience of the State

Party's auditors, weien an acount is designated as 'special,'

it is in almost every ntance an aM t c ntaining pesonal

funds and Is not a orporate ck. ZA. 'thi holds true

for other desi nt used by contributors to assist them in

their 0persoal fianial MOo-4 -e-ing, but do not in any way

represent corporate f' Zj. Again, therefore, these

contributions do not appear to be illegal, and thus there was

never any need to take further action with regard to those

contributions because no apparent illegality ever existed

with respect to any of these contributions. These

contributions account for more than $140,000 of the alleged

"corporate" contributions identified by the Commission. See



El

0

IV Of the 189 checks identified by the Commission as
potentially corporate contributions, a maximum of $25,000 of
the alleged $194,508 in corporate contributions may have come
fzm corporate contributions.

In addition, more than 50 of the 189 checks were listed
on another of the three schedules of apparently illegal
contributions. Thus, the General Counsel's Srief is
att-in to double charge these amounts which add up to
over $25,000. There is no basis for this duplicate
calculation of the possible excessive contributions.

and their spouse, Sid R. Bass at Nos. 38 and 39, 3. Gll

Clements at No. 57, and David 3. Polke, Or. at No. 64. The

State Party received t from each of these

individuals, forwarded the originals to the comission, and

has proprly reported these contributions. The Commission

has been aware of this since 1987, yet the Brief is silent on

this point. These individual's contributions alone accout

for $40,000 of these app1rnt corporate contributions, and

were, in fact, contributions fpro pesoul funds.

Finally, with regard to those select few contributions

which did indiae '-eny' or ainc* Won the Cbecks, the

State Party he been at all ties wLilin to trasfer the

app~riate amont of money to its non-federal awhount wich

may accept these contribution.L In fact, the State Party

has already transferred $2,000 fra Franklin Sylvester and

Co., item No. 47, to its non-federal account; a fact of which

the Commission was specifically informed in the State Party's

December 21, 1988 Response to the Commission.



2. Alleged Excessive Contributions

The Gemeral Counsel a Brief next raises the question of

66 alleged excessive contributions. Any dispute involving

these contributions was fully resolved in early 1987 with the

guidance of the Audit Division, a fact omitted (by mistake,

Respondents preme) by the General Counsel's Brief despite

the fact that the comiss on eplicitly requested information

about thes contributions in its S -epter 2, 1988

interrogatories, and that this ino ton was provided by

the State Party in itsDe r21 SRspee

To repeat, atter consultation with the A*dt Staff, the

Stat Party sent letters to ea of the %Wntribntors

identified by the Audit Staff as having sade potentially

excessive contributions and requited verification of the

appropriate allocation of the contributions. ee to

the Interim Audit Report at p. 9. The Comittee verified

that 55 of the 66 contributions were not excessive. These

contributions accounted for $235,200 of the contributions

alleged to be excessive. As for the remaining $58,900 from

the 11 donors from whom confirmation could not be obtained

(mostly due to deaths), the Committee informed the Commission

by letter dated Nay 1, 1987 that it had transferred this

money to its non-federal account. See Response to

Interrogatories at p. 17 and Attachment 3. The final

transfer of this money took place in April 1987, more than

three years ago. Thus, the State Party resolved this problem



as soon as the Audit Division brought this issue to its

attention, JV

a. Alleged Misreported Contributions

The Audit Division identified 200 contributions totaling

$106,351 which it alleged were nisrepoztd. This satement

also is largely incorrect. First, taking the law as stated

in the General Counsels Brief N(t]he Act requires political

eattes to repoz the identification of pezso whose

Co oontributions aggeate more than $200 in a calendar year.

2 U.s.C. I 434(b).' brief at 20. A reviev of the "0 ites

identified by the Audit Division as having been reprted

reveals that more than two-thirds of these omtrb o were

unitemizable contributions because they were for $200 or

less. See Davis Atf. at 11. Thus, it is simply erronee-s to

suggest that these contributions were aisreported./

-Second, the list of 200 items contains several checks on

0which the Audit Division could not read the signatory. JA.

In this circumstance, there is no reason to assume that the

signatory was other than the account holder or that these

contributions were incorrectly reported. Rather, the logical

V./ The Regulations found at 11 C.F.R. I 110.1(k)
regarding the proper procedures for obtaining redesignations
did not exist in 1983 and 1984, but were not promulgated
until 1987.

22/ As disused above, aggregation of all
contributions was done at the behest of the Audit Division.
There has never been any suggestion that any of these
allegedly 1Msreported contributions were subject to aggregatioe.



l a tion is that the account holder and the signatory were

an in the sames such that any itemisabLe contributions mere

Correcly reported.

* Third, the list includes several contributions from

apparent partnerships or political action coittmes. Id.

Never has the Cmission required that such contributions be

* reported as from the signatory. Rather, these contributions

are to be reported as from the PC for i and have not

been misrepo .e This is Just aother example of

Fourth, the list includes ites upon * cosreotve

action had aLrdy been taken. For Instao, with aega4 to

item 11 from Mrs. J. 0. Winston which acus for $10,000 of

'these contributions, a confirmation letter was turned over to

C) the Cmission on April 3, 1987 and this contribution was

properly reported as $5,000 from Mr. Winston and $5,000 from

Mrs. Winston. Aj Davis Aff. at 11. This is true for

contributions from Vincent and Nary Kickerillo (items 28 and

* 29) and item 35 from Mr. and Mrs. Rolke. These account for

$30,000 of contributions on this list. Id. Indeed, the list

SI3/ For instance, the LTV Aerospace and Defense Fund
found at itms 134 and 143 is a federally registered
political action comittee. Had these contributions been
required to be reported, they would have been appropriately
reported from this PAC. A second example of an entry which
does not belong on this list relates to Andrews and Zarth

* found at Items 19 and 20. Andrews and Kurth is a partnership
and the contributions were reported as having been allocated
to two p of the Firm.



does not appear to take spouses into account at all. For

instanae, while the LmIssion alleges that the contribution

from John Sud was inoorrectly reported as being from Mrs.

Hurd, it was actually reported as a $1,000 contribution from

each in accrance with their resos cards. 14.

Finally, the General Counsel'e Brief itself noted that

forty-four of these contributions are also listed as

allegedly being frm corporatios. It is inconsistent to

allege that these contributions were both i (to the

extent that they were over *200) and that they were illegal.

Both provisions culd not have been violated.

3. Alleged IN Catr tons

The General Counsel's Brief concludes that there were

several contributions which were meant to be earmarked to

entities other than the State Party. Of the 142 checks

identified by the Audit Division, 109 checks totalling

$87,300 identified the State Party as the payee. Thus, these

items were appropriately deposited by the State Party as

contributions to the State Party. The fact that several of

these checks reference either Reagan-Bush or Phil Gram does

not mean that these contributions were earmarked as the

General Counsel's Brief concludes at 25.

Rather, these were notations identifying the

solicitation to which the individual was responding. fiM

Dember 21, 1988 Re to Interrogatories at pp. 3-5.

Each of these contributions was solicited by the State Party

#i • i ;C ,! .. . . .



r
for the state Party and each of these contributors intended

to make a contribution to the State Party. Zd. In order for

a contribution to be eamrked the contributor must designate

the contribution for a particular candidate, instrut the

State Party to give the contribution to that candidate, or

encumber the contribution under 11 C.F.R. I 110.6(b). Here,,

none of the contributors Identified took any of these

actions. lathw, the contr to made a notation on the

am* lines which identified the State Party solicitation

letter to which the contributor was zemonding. This is not

the equivalent of an en- a-nMeA . Furhemore, the

a cotri-to we re ret urned in envelopes provided by the
State Party for that purpose and Included mepos devices

which clearly indicated that the contributions were for the

State Party-.W

IV' That the State Party properly treated these
contributions is evidenced by the fact that many of the
contributions referenced Reagan-Bush on the mmo line. As
the Brief correctly notes, Reagan-Bush could not accept
contributions. It would therefore have defied logic for the
State Party to have med that these were earmarked
contributions as the General Counsel's Office asserts the
State Party should have assmed. Rather, as logic required,
the State Party properly understood these $85,300 in
contributions to be contributions to the State Party in
repons to a solicitation which mentioned Reagan-Bush. This
is equally as true for the $22,100 in contributions made
payable to Reagan-Bush as discussed below.

1W As previously noted in the State Party's Response
to the Interogatories, this practice is consistent with that

by the Lion with respect to 11 C.F.3.
I ll0.1(b)(4). The Zxplanation and Justification for this
section states that *the contributor would be able to

(continued...)

F
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This holds true for the remaining few contributions

which indicated a payee other than the State Party. They too

reflected the funraising solicitation to which the

contributor was responding and were acqmnied by State

Party response devices and were delivered in State Party

envelopes. While the General Counsl*s Brief disount the

response device as an imortant documet, it unmistakably

identifies the State Party as the recipient and solicitor of

the contributions. A solid indication that the State Party

i correct. that these ontribuions were not e is

found in the exale of John Stins whose nmam a on

this list. (TChe State Party wrote to xr. Stinmasa

him to confirm the State Party's allocation of the

contribution between him and his wife. A re poMn to this

letter was also received and delivered to the Cmuission.

Had Mr. Stemons intended the contribution to be earmarked he

would have indicated that fact rather than confirming the

contribution as a contribution to the State Party." Davis

Aff. at 12. In sum, given the abundance of evidence that

these contributions were in fact all meant to be

L/ ... continued)
effectuate a designation by returning a preprinted form
supplied by the soliciting comittee that clearly states the
election to which the. contribution will be applied, provided
that the contributor signs the form, and sends it to the
c n"ttee togethe with the contribution." I Fed. lection
CaMp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 64 (1987). Here, by sending a
contribution to the TICC with an attached response device,
the C was able to establish that the contribution was
directed to the State Party.



c contributions to the state Party, they were not earmarked

within 11 C. F.R. I 110.6(b). The Comitte properly reported

them as contributions to the State Party and not to any other

* candidate or committee.

4. Payment for Campaign Naterials Phone Banks

The General Counsel"* Brief claims that "payments made

by the national party committee for campaign materials and

for voter registration and GOTV activities or payments from

funds donate d by the national party Cmttee to the state

onittee for the purchase of campaign materials or voter

C registration and GOV activities do not qualify for the

ex- -tion from contributions or expenditures, * citing 11

C.F.R. 11 100.7(b)(15)(vii) and 100.7(b)(17)(viL). Brief at

26. The General Counsel's Office concludes that "[i]f funds
C)

from the national party comiittee are used to purchase

campaign materials and voter registration activities, these

payments are subject to the limitations of 2 U.S.C.

I 441a(d).w IA. This conclusion, which deviates from both

the Act and Regulations, is wrong as a matter of law.

The Act states that such expenditures by State Parties

are permissible OgiAwided, h . . . (3) such payments are

not made from contributions Absignated to be spent on behalf

of a particular candidate or candidates." 2 U.S.C. 11

431(S) (B) (xii) and 43(9) (B) (viii). (Emphasis added). While

the Act dom not even mention transfers from national



* parties, the Regulations promulgated by the Commission which

nterpe~t thse stat provisions state that it is only

when the national committee donates funds r voter

* registration and get-out-the-vote activities or =or the

purchase of such materials that they do not qualify as exempt

activities, This restriction must be interpreted within the

*statutory scheme. In particular, a national party is

permitted to make -j jie transfers to a State Party for

the State Party to use as it sees fit. It was near
0 contempltated that there would be any restrictions on thm

transfers. Yet, the conclusion drawn in the General

cousels Brief would bootstrap eery single trans er ade by

a national party comittee to a state party into an illegal

. contribution. There would be no point in permitting such

C) transfers if,, in and of themselves, they inhibit the ability

of a State Party to engage in exempt activities. It is for

this reason that the Regulations recognize that the funds

must be designated for exempt activity in order for the

*activity not to come within the exemption. Any other

conclusion would make a mockery of the regulatory scheme and

render it superfluous.

*lFirthermore, the Brief's conclusion as to the use of the

money is patently incorrect. The General Counsel's Office

concludes that "blecause all of the funds deposited into

* tis a000t (Victory 'S41 were for theses (sic) purposes

(volunteer activities), the com ittee necessarily had to have

*i



used at least $119.500 in national party funds to pay for

the" activities. Brief at 27. This is a nonqitor.

Obviously the State Party had purely administrative and

overhead costs which were paid for by the Victory '84 account

in addition to costs for activities such as ballot access

which are not considered exempt volunteer activities. A

*Comittee does not just run itself, no matter what its stated

purpose, and the fact remains that Victory '84 was part of

the State Party which operates for many purposes. w.s.-

there is no evidence that the fomittee funded any volunteer

activities fzVr MC Anies. To the octreryp from Nay 3,

1984, the date of the first transfer, the State Party made

payments for the following administrative and o head

exee from its Victory '84 account alone: $214,497.05 in

C salaries; $95,310.05 in rent; $16,255.63 in utilities; and

$33,765.17 in general overhead costs. The sum of these

amounts, $359,827.90, is more than three times the amount

identified as having been transferred from the RNC to Victory

'84. am Davis Af. at 13. Thus, even if one were to

accept the premise relied upon in the General Counsel's Brief

that them funds could not be used for exempt activities, it

p is clear that they were not used for such activities.

5. Party - Building Activity

The Coamission's Regulations specifically provide that

the national or state parties may make reimbursement for
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certain political but non-campaign related party events. 11

C.F.R. I 110.8(e)(1). Such political events may be paid for

by the party if they are a "bona fide party event or

appearance" at which no aspect of the solicitation for the

event, the setting of the event, and the remarks or

activities of the candidate in connection with the event were

for the purpose of influencing the candidate's nomination or

election." Zd. Although the Commission's regulatiiLs

establish a premion that party events occurring after

January I of the election year are "for the purpose of

influencing the candidate's election,' that pres~tion may

be rebutte by Oa shoving t the C m ssion that the

appearance or event was, or was not, party related as the

case may be." 11 C.F.R. S 110.8(e)(2)(iii). This

C) Regulation, therefore, does not restrict the payment for any

1984 event by a state or national party entity, and, in

particular, does not restrict the payment for the fundraiser

held by the State Party for its own benefit at which the

sitting President of the United States appears precisely

because he was the President.

It is undisputed that the October 2, 1984 Presidential

Dinner was a fundraiser for the State Party. It is further

undisputed that the Dinner "was Victory '848s most successful

fundraising effort." Affidavit of Linden T. Heck at 1 17,

found at Attachm nt 8 of the Comittee's Response to the -

Interim Audit Report. The General Counsel's Brief itself



recognizes that the Dinner raised $1.8 million for the State

Party. Thus, the expense associated with the Dinner were

fundraising expenses for obvious party-building activity.

* Moreover, analyzing this event in light of the Standards

adopted by the Commission in connection with the appearance

by President Reagan at the VPV Convention in 1984, which the

SCamission found to be non-canpaign-ralated, there is no

doubt that this Texas event constituted party-building. The

three sitting meers of the Comission who found that
CK President Reagan's speech to the VIW wes not campaign-related

(the fourth i1sioner to vote for that position Is no

longer in office) all agree that any 'wexpress advoccY' of a

candidates election, or any solicitation of contributions

-for a candidacy, constitute campaign-relatod activity.

C) Statement of Reasons of Commissioner Lee Ann Elliott in NUR

1790 at pp. 5-6 (July 14, 1988); Statement of Reasons of

Commissioners Joan D. Aikens and John Warren McGarry in MUR

1790 at p. 7 (July 13, 1988). Commissioners Aikens and

* NcGarry would go further and also consider the timing,

setting and purpose of an event under what they refer to as

the wtotality of circumstances" standard, jd, while

* Commissioner Zlliott would not apply such a standard in the

case of an officeholder.

Applying these standards, there is no evidence that the

* President expressly advocated his election or defeat at the

* ,, ,.4-:. .... &.t - Z i.' > ,.. . ' ,... . .;: " : , -:
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SPresidential Dinner. The tact that the press coverage of

this event indicates that the Pxsident said *our app0nn

S. . keep mistaking v s for peace" is not evidence of

* express advocacy as the General Counsel's Brief implie.

Indeed, the Cmaission has already found that the President's

speech to the VFW the day after his nomination was not a

Scampaign-related speech. As in that case, there is no

evidence that the President expressly mentioned his

candidacy, nor did he solicit contributions to his

o caaei n.Li/ fthormore, tbere is no evidenew, as there was

in the V matter, that the Prsident even ecboed his0
scaqpalgn thomee of a "spinrgtim of hope" for Amrica.

is there any evidence that the audience reacted as it his

-1 speech were a campaign speech, as there was in the VM

o matter. Indeed, none of the press coverage which the

Comission could point to even characterized the event as a

campaign event, as did the press in the VFW case. Thus, the

record is devoid of any evidence that this was a campaign

event and complete with evidence that it was a party-building

event.

2V Having accepted public funds, the President could
not solicit acotribtons to his campaign.

I k .'/ ... .



s4~

D G. Conclusion

The General Counels Brief ovrgeneralis amd makes

conclusions not supported by the evidence. For instance, at

D the most basic level, the General Counsel 's Brief asserts

that there were $466, 608 in excessive contributions

identified without acknowledging that the State Party

D received verification that $235,200 in contributions had not

been excessive and were appropriately reattributed by the

State Party's contributors. Out, more importantly the

SGeneral Counsel 't Brief alleged that the Cmittee

aisreported contributions when many of the contributions

referred to weve not itemiable; the General C's Bief

failed to recognize the inclusion of partnership and PAC

-contributions wrongly identified as illegal; the General

C) Counsel's Brief assumed that personal contributions were

magically made by corporations with a different name; the

General Counsel's Brief assumed that contributions

specifically made to the State Party, returned in State Party

envelopes, and aco ied by State Party Response Cards,

were actually earmarked because the contributor identified

the mailing to which he or she was responding even when

conclusive evidence exists of a contributor's intent to

contribute to the State Party. The list could go on and on,

but what it shows is a general disregard for the facts as

well as for the Act and regulations. The Brief is full of

mischaractrizations or omissions designed to make the

All,



Comiission believe that the State Party did everything wrong.

NMee, om need oniy look at the facts to know such a .3

conclusion is wrong.

* Furthermore, the General Counsel's Brief reiterates over

and over again that the State Party provided checks covering

only 55% of its receipts, as if repeating this would make it

* a meaningful statistic when it is not. In fact, the State

Party provided all checks over $50.00 for which it was asked,

and could have provided the remainder had they been

requested. s- Davis Atf. at t 7. In addition, the G .4 '

Counsel's Brief as a that siply because the MC
tfansfez!e funds to the tate Party, as it has the right to

do, that these funds were used for volunteer activity. The

evidence does not support this assumption, nor, even if it

C were true, would this, without more, have any legal

significance. To the contrary, the evidence indicates that

the State Party made more than $350,,000 in operating and

administrative expenditures from its Victory '84 account

after receiving transfers from the RNC. No funds were

transferred f= the purchase of campaign materials or for

GOTV activities as required by the Regulations.

Finally, the State Party fundraiser was indisputably

party-building activity. There is simply no evidence to the

contrary no matter what the General Counsel's Brief may grasp

at.



a. Disbursements for Federal Activity.

The focus of the next section of the G C's

Brief is three di sluements made fr the coemitteos non-

*federal account which the General Counsel believes were in

connec~ion with federal activity.

The first of these items was a September 10, 1984,

*payment for $150,000 to the RUC for a media buy encouraging

Americans to t the Republican Party. There is no

su;estion in the General Counsel*s Brief that the entire

$150,000 should have been attzibutable to the State Pwrty'sI
federal account, nor would such a suggestion have been

appropiate. Indeed, the Brief acknowledges that this was a

generic GOTV advertisemant not otherwise allocable to any

federal candidate. Brief at 33. Rather, the problem

o identified by the General Counsel's Office is that the

"payment should have been allocated on a reasonable basis

between the Republican Party of Texas's federal and

nonfederal accounts, and the federal account should have paid

its proportionate share." Ld. It did. The Audit Division

had approved a one-third federal to two-thirds nonfederal

allocation. This means that $100,000 of this payment was

pappropriately made from the non-federal account. At the time

of this payment therew as nothing to prevent the nonfederal

account from paying administrative costs and then being

reimbursed by the federal account for its share. In

accordance with this accepted practice, the federal account



transferred $106,074.23 to its nonfederal account to

reimburse it for the federal acount's share of

administrative cost for the neath of September. S Davis

* Aft. at 14. This Included a single payment of $78,074.23 to

the non-federal account which incorporated the $50,000 owed

to that account by the federal account for advertising fees.

* This was itmized on the State Party's general ledger which

was available and in the poss Lon of the Audit Division

during the audit. Zd. Note also, that the federal account's

Saaminisrative costs in uepember we=e more than 5.000

greater than they had been in August, which confirms that the j
C)

State Party paid its share of this cost.

The second paynt questioned was for $317.88 for a

-finance workshop unrelated to federal activity. Even though

O the General Counsel's Brief acknowledges the Ixecutive

Director's statement that the workshop was not related to

federal candidate activities, the Counsel's Office is not

satisfied because the payment coud have related to federal

election activity. This parsing of language evidences a

general disposition to find fault with the Committee and is

inappropriate.

* The worst example of the General Counsel's Office's

predisposition to find fault with the State Party concerns

the third payment questioned in the General Counsel's Brief.

* The nonfederal accout paid approximately $80,000 in expenses

for salaries, an election-night victory party, and ballot

S ,



*0 security epeses, a1 properly allocable expenses. The

General Counsels nrief concludes that Othe gross muts

allocated for thMe item and paid by the federal [77.6%) and

* nonfederal [22.49%] accounts were a reasonable allocation of

the gross total for the year. * Brief at 36. Despite this

conclusion, the Brief alleges that "the method used to

* allocate these expenses was not a reasonable or approved

methodr' Zd.. and states only in support of this conclusion

that 'te Regulations and Advisory Opinions appear to be
* based on the preise that these expenses will be individually

allocated between the fedoral and nonfederal as they

occur.' Brief at 36. Yet, the Brief cites no Advisory

Opinion or legislative history which supports this position.

NMoreover, the Regulations cited focus on the allocation

0 method used, not on the timing.of payments when, as here, an

appropriate allocation method has been chosen. Thus, this

baseless conclusion forces the State Party to underwrite all

the allocable costs at issue even though it is required only

* to pay for one-third of these allocable costs and did in fact

paid three quarters of theme costs. This result alone

underscores why the General Counsel's conclusion is

* erroneous.

Moreover, simply because the method used by the State

Party had not been approved previously (because nobody had

* ever asked) does not mean that the method was
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* unroaonable.lT/ Rather, knoving that the federal account

had paid mwe than its shah of thse om , the nofdieral

acount should be permitted to pay the remaining costs

* without having to be coneed about receiving a one-third

repayment from the federal account. in sum, the State Party

employed a reasonable allocation method and its payments for

* administrative costs were consistent with this allocation

method.

C. The State Party and Harris County lundraising EventIi
o Respon3e-ts agree vith the Brief*s conclusion as argued

o by the State Party that the "Comittee may hold an event to

raise funds for itself and an affiliated party -mittee, pay

the expenses of the event itself, and transfer any portion of

the proceeds to the affiliated party committee without the
C)

need to comply with the written fundraising agreement and

other provisions of 11 C.F.R. S 102.17.0 Brief at 38-39.

D. Armey and Boulter Contributions

The State Party made verifiable primary debt

contributions to the Principal Campaign Committees of Dick

Armey and Beau Boulter. The Brief's conclusion that theme

* contributions cannot be treated as debt retirement

21/ The Coiission itself in one of its Opinions
recognised that N(tlhe foregoing methods are not exaustive

* of those that may be reasonable, but they are the methods you
have asked the Cowmission to consider at this time." AO

1982-5, Fed. lection Camp. Fin. Guide (CCa) 5659.

~i



c contributions is therefore inexplicable. Basically, the

Brief comolues that the State Party ust be held Wle

for the represn tons made to it regarding primary debts,

* and, moreover, is held accountable if a candidate's principal

campaign coittee fails to fulfill its obligation and return

contributions de*ignated for a primary debt as required by

* the Act and Regulations. In fact, in the view of the General

Coufl~se Office , a cinittee can be held aoomantable even

when there is a primary debt if the contribution is
N misreportead. This result makes any contributor subject to

C:)
the whims of the campaigns to which it has otri-but d, or to

the msrerting of those campaigns. this sort of liability

cannot be sustained.

First, as noted in the Brief, 0(t]he Army committee

C claimed an existing net primary debt of $15,500 in 1984."

Brief at 41. However, the Brief disputes the fact that the

Ar ey Committee had such a debt. This is irrelevant. What

is relevant is that the Committee held out to the State Party

* that it had such a debt, and that based on this

representation, the State Party made a contribution to the

Armey Committee toward debt settlement and reported it as

* such. Noreover, Kevin Moomav stated in an affidavit signed

under penalty of perjury that the State Party wrote a letter

to the Army campaign designating the contribution for

* primary debt after receiving confirmation that It had a debt.

Bee Affidavit of Kevin Noomaw, at Attachment 17 of the

• I i .:.... ' ., i.i :. ! . ..



Response to the Interim Audit Report, at 3 and 4. This

evidence is sufficient to shmw an approprV te contribution to

the AMO Cimnittee. Unfortunately the Brief simply rejects

this evidence without any basis for asserting that r.

omWV*s testimony was not credib:le. 1J3  As a result. the

Counsel's Office concludes that the State Party made an

excessive contribution. However, the more appropriate remedy

would be to conclude that the Armey Comittee should have

refunded the contribion designated for primary debt.

The Brief-s treatmnt of the oulter contribution is

even mOre egregious. unlike the Aey situa wheoe the

General Counel dispates that the -_t-e- bed a debt', in

the case of oultar Othe evidence shows that at the time the

oulter Ciittee received the $5, 000 Contribution from the

Committee, it had sufficient net debts outstanding from the

primary election to cover this $5,000 contribution."m Brief

at 44. Thus, in this instance, the Committee has provided

savon testimony that it wrote a letter designating the

contribution for primary debt, and the Comission has

confirmed that there was primary debt. There can be n1

explanation for rejecting these facts in favor of a finding

of insufficient evidence as suggested by the General

Counsel's Brief.

W/ The Comission apparently believed Mr. Momaw with
r to five of seven candidates identified in the Interim
Audit Report. It is therefore arbitrary not to believe him
with regard to the remaining two candidates.



a. Deporting of Wentvot and Wyatt Transatis

Th Bta* Party mde pay to zarl Rove for epnse

billed to Jeffrey mntwot and JosePh Wyatt for which the

Comittee had received monies from Wentworth and Wyatt with

which to make its payments. Thus, the Committee was acting

as a conduit for payment in these circumtances and has

mended its rqports to show these transactions. Should the

CoMission diecide that ft-er amendments of the reports are

required, the State Party will oply with this request.

01

o" msodnt rp full LY request that the Comss

critically exaine the factual p ses upon which the

General Counsel's e- m tions are based, my of which

are simply incorrect, and act accordingly.

q Respectfully submitted,

.0 Jan Witold Baran

Carol A. Lahan

WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, N.y.
Washington, D.C. 20006*) (202) 429-7000

Counsel for Respondents
Texas Republican Congressional
Comittee and Martha Weisend,
as Treasurer

24, 1990
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City of Wasbkitao ) UM2598B
District of Colbia2

APDIDVIT OF UXT DAVIS

NITH DVIS, being first duly worn deposes and says:

1. I am Keith Davis, an seploye. of Huckaby &

Associates, an accounting firm. In 1985 Huokaby & Associates

vas retained to assist the lreblicoan Party of Texas (NMHl

or Party") and its f lcommittee, the Texas Republican

Couigreeeioaor sote I~ atLmtteeu),. in

eqMdi na to an audit of the -- *aitee's accounts by the

Fedral lection I=ss (the 0123" or the m iossons).

Subsequently I vas assigned to be the lead accountant for

Huckaby & Associates in that project.

2. As lead accountant, I vorked closely vith the

members of the FEC' s Audit Division in providing the

information which it deemed necessary to perform an adequate

audit of the Republican Party of Texas federal accounts.

3. As noted in the General Counsel's Brief, the

Republican Party of Texas had two federal bank accounts. The

first is referred to in the General Counsel's Brief as the

main operating account. The second vas known as the Victory

'84 Account.

4. In the course of the audit, the Republican Party of

Texas produced c copies of all contributions deposited in

the Main Operating Account in excess of $50 as required by 2



1nterrtog'ioe- which includes a lftter fwMi Jane Netheson,

for Executave D r of the Repuhblican Party of T ,xas

requesting copies of all checks over $50.00 deposited in the

main operating ounbetween January 1, 1983 and

31, 1984.

S. In addition, the membe s of the Audit Division

staff had access to the ocqilete oatribution ecozds

retained by Victory '84 thrug Spte 5, 8194. 1

specifically recall discmsing these records Vith steve
Santor. lead Auditor In charge of this Audit on two searate

occasi--s: 1000 informlly and ance fomaly during the eit

oference. Mr. Sanford stated that the infomation pzovided

by the State Party With regard to the Victory '84 account was

coeplete and was demed accurate p eptember 5, 1984.

As a result, Mr. Sanford stated that the Audit Division could

perform its audit of the State Party accounts vith this

information.

6. As a direct cndequence of this representation by

Mr. Sanford, the Republican Party of Texas was not required

to produce copies of check over $50 deposited into the

Victory '84 account prior to September 6, 1984. However, the

State Party did produce copies of all checks over $50

deposited into the Vi6tory '84 account beginning Sepmr 6,

* 4-A



7. a ram, aOpes of all checks requse by the audit
Division p by thP atepublicay of Tax"s. Ra

the Audit Division -t check over $50, they would

have been provided.

S After obtaining all of this information, I and my

staff -mened the repoft of the State Party. These

mendments ore pe based on cmplete information and

aggregated all contibutions required to be aggrgatd under

the Lot.

9. The Audit Division idenified several abci which
it believe ma have be= -6a -ea4L. As a priminary

matter, it is inOniM ble that a €orpation Wauld maintain

a ccing account that did not bear its full orporat nae.

By the same token, simply because an individual lists his or

her business add ess c a check has no bearing on the source

of the funds as personal funds. Included within this list

of apparent corporate contributions wera 40 checks which were

identified as "special" under the account holder's name

amounting to $67,875 in contributions. There is no basis for

concluding that these contributions were from corporate

funds. To the contrary, in my experience, nearly 100 of the

time that an account indicates nspecial," that account

contains the personal-funds of the account holder and is not

a corporate check. Thus, there would be no basis for

- 3-
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Personal acounts representingprs 4
tree fr Other desigiaticgm, used by
tem in their personal financial

any way reMpeent corporate funds. Thee,

in c trb i identified by the
co re contributions, appear on their
contributions fro personal funds.

10. FUrther, I have ClOnferred With'
State's Office in Austin with regar t" "

the cmaks listed as wp p u p

mre than oe ba of the 0ae that

no ator 1a I isted whdi4 0

b1lder despite the Audit Staffes all

entity did exist. In one case which u±
corporation vith a different name n t

item number 58, 1 was told that theowem
FrOd L. Oliver and Co. had changUd its .

and Boone, and in 1977 had forfeited its

In another case, #29, Lee N. Bass was i .

Bass, Inc. in Narch of 1985, not 1983 as stat
In none of the cases vhich I checked vas tie

corporation as identified by the Secretar,

name of the account holder listed on Attam..



Peetwa

pupotsto list .oatibuiem aleel iw re.or the
200 LtOWr on that list, 242 were insue for $200 or less and

thus were unit sisable tributions. The list also includes

several entries upon which the signatory was identified as

illegible. In this circ. umtance, ther would be no reason to

asGM that the 8gnatory was other than the accont holder.

In afdtion, the State Party seat letters in 1967 to three of

the individual oan the list req-esting that they o t i the

tate PrtY's allooation of the otuton betWeen the

CMtr-lbto1 and t h s0 e. Sh iuud Uva-A did so, and

ttm o ha al Ve been properly repoxte. nheoriia

torus were prx ided to stwe Sanford of the Audlt Division on

April 3, 1987. These contributions (item 1, 28, 29 and 35)

account for $30,000 of the $104,351 on the list of allegedly

misreported contributions.

Other errors on this list include items which have been

properly repo , such as PAC or partnership contributions

(sea. 0,51 items 19, 20, 134 and 143) and items which were

evidently properly reported in accordance vith response

cards. (AM, g, ite 1).

12. I have reviewed Attachment 1 to the Comission's

Factual and Lmegal Analysis dated september 2, 1988. As

previously stated, none of these contributions were earmarked

contributions. Evidence of this fact can be derived from

5.



ate Strn asking his to onmfirs the

State -et' f41 of the 00om1-ribto btes i

hise . A-ia*p! to this letter was also reoeived and

delivered to the Commission. Had Mr. St ns intnd the

contribution to be earmare he would have indicated that

fact rather than confirming the contribution as a

contribution to the State Party.

13. In addition, I have reviewed the State Party's

reports from the period of Nay 3, 1984 through the end of

2984. ese r indicate that the State Party made

$359 , 7,o90 i payment for ovexbed and amnistrtive

expes in that period from its Victory '64 n slm.

The b of thioe fets are as follows: $214,497.05

for salaries; $95,310.05 for rent; $16,255.63 for utilities;

and $33,765.17 for general overhead costs such as electrical

work, equipment purchases, building security, janitorial

services, and office supplies.

14. Finally, I have reviewed the State Party's

allocation of administrative expense from March through

SepteU I41~i~f federal account reported payments for

its share of adminirafl tive expenses in September in the

anouut* ad over $58,000 more than it had been for

the month of August. In fact, the State Party's General

ledger, available to the Audit Division during the course of

the Audit, specifically shows that the federal account paid



~ ~ ofyi074 to2 *Lii i -Xgptad this$5000 was lot t e mfust 0oomt
nl abo i tiamstae true to ah bt of m

knowledge, infm~oatIlon, a belief.

~ ra to before so
day of Sep--be, 1990.

My Coa
iii1la



s3V0S 2=B V&LnCIOU COM U?5S
, *"+:ter of

)v -k nCat~eigm ai ) N0I 25,5 • .WUw Iike 1 n9atrasurer ) 4i

Texans for Beau Semiter and ))
Doeald X. Wills, as treasurer )

ffIU-I.-C ....... U O

This matter was generated by a referral that resulted from a
" C-o -; - --...... audit of the Texas S alenCoegresiosal Conttee

- (Ic')com~t4pursUant to Aeftiom 4)*fb? ot the fuder"a
31epte C g bt of 1971, as a ded (t A t'. t e a)t

beemi Jl 15 a cowered the period between January it
1963, and December 31, 1I4. It was ascertained during the audit
review that the TUCC had made certain contributions to the Dick

C) Army for Congress Comittee1 and to Texans for eau soulter
during the 1984 election cycle, which appeared to be excessive.
On August 30, 1988, the Commission found reason to believe that
the Dick Army Campaign ('Armey Committee') and Mike Keeling, as
treasurer, and Texans for Beau Soulter ('Boulter Comittees) and

1. The naM and structure of the Army committee has changedseveral tines since the alleged violation in 1984. At the timeof the alleged excessive contributions in 1984, the name of thePrincipal campaign committee was 'Dick Armey for Congress', withGerald L. Mitchell as treasurer. This committee was terminatedin October, 19a, ad Was euceeded by the 'Comittee to le-glectCongrasa.m Dick Ame and then later by *Friends of DickArm~' The curtut namO of the committee is the "Dick ArmyCampeign', with Mike Keeling as treasurer. The style of this SI=has beeschanIged to reflect the moat recent successor committeeI treemter as reePei-ts, as is the policy of the



~~~~~ £9. fic e led Its epi
to the Ce ie'ie t~~*s rta tht a heeqep error

caused the coatribitions in question to be reported as being for

the general election. fte Assay Committee also asserted that its

campaign bad suffioent Met outstanding ded. to justify the

allootim o the oemtributione as being to the premary elctios.

SUelptet 1S* 19#S, the B lter CiOni tte f led its

aModel 194 asp Omarterly ISOrt. ).e a Utter *9R "eAilo

further food reaso to believe that Texa~s for Beau soulter and

Donald a. Wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(), in

that the Boulter Committee failed to disclose complete and

accurate Information with regard to their debt status following

the 1984 primary election in a timely manner. The Boulter

Committee did not file a response to this latest finding by the

Commission.

On July 10. 1990, the General Counsel nailed briefs to both

the Armey and Boulter Committees notifying then of the General

Counsel's intent to recommend that the Commission find probable

2. Te Cmissi en also found reason to believe that the TUCC
violated U..c. 55 432(c), 433(d), 434(b), 441a(a)(2)(&),
441a(a)(0),. 441() and 441b(a)r and 11 C.F.3. 11 102.17(c),
102.6 -md ) M*a) ?RCC recentl filed its response to the
Genel Cseol' Dobl cause brief and a General Counsel's

1 '1ta it pertains to 2=.



subsitted a response brief on August 3, 190. See Attachnent 1.

iftwm te esa @ .4pIb
August *~, 29W0tht it dt 4 at intend to subsAt a tese brief.

The Sd ul ulection Capalgn Act of 1971, ae awnded,
provides that so malticCandidte political committee shall sake any
coatribution8 to any candidate for federal office with respect to

anyeletS. ~ s t""Us,~ , 030e", *5,09*,-.,3 U.S. C.
S 44la(.eiF tN 3 ) (A ) . e rgU1U.S, in 9004t io 1904

a.ia" thabis*.t ot leleioiis loo.

*1C~'Ot at O.. ma h e 0400 toth m.ta h trbio
does not exceed net debts outstanding from th. primary election, ,
and that a contribution not designated in vriting as for the
primary election and made after that election would be considered
as ade for the general election. 11 C.i.a. 9 110.2(a)(1)(1984)
(Referencing 11 C.P.R. S 110.1(a)(2)). 3  Comission regulations at
that time did not specify how campaign debts should be

4substantiated.

3. Although it was not effective in 1984, Commission regulationsnow require that a copy of the written designation be retainedby the recipient committee. 11 C.F.R. S 110.1(1) [incorporating
by reference Section 110.2(b)(4)1.

• Zn Avisory Oinion 1904-32 the Commission stated that OnetdebtS outstANd g should be determined by finding thedifference between (1) the total of the committee's debts andobligations incurred with respect to the primary election and(1i) the total of the comitteets cash on hand and receivables



litmok iunder Satoin 441. 2 U.S.C.

S 443a(f).

!he Act provide that each report filed by a political

ceimit"e. shall iscloee the 0ms .t and nature of outstanding

debts oad ebligti oweld by mesh political com ttee. 2 U.S.C.

S 4)4th) (5). C€ ioes regslt e further stirm1ate that

loft ~ b La* tin .s ttrt eb.ie it
state"00 WWWis"thW~tut~ae and ceaditte6s vader Which k

oeach debt and obligation was incurred or extinguished. 11 C.P.R.
S 104.11.

A. M DICK AT CAMPA ACCTMe I CNCSSZ
COUTlIm ram "M I " 1BLCAM -OUU tS8OIEAL
COu~r", IS VIOI 5 O Or 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f).

Dick Armey vas a candidate for the U.S. Rouse of

(Footnote 4 continued from previous page)
available to pay those debts and obligations as of the date
that a contribution designated for the primary election is
mde." This formula allows for the exclusion of contributions
desinated for the general election, but made before the
primary election takes place. The current regulations provide a
method for the treasurer of a candidate's authorised political
comlittee to calculate net debts outstanding. See 11 C.r.l.
S l1,1(b)(3)(ii). It is noted that the onus is on a
adOWSt.. .tborised comittee to make such calculations with

rng rd to toe receipt of contributions after the date of the
primary 01*tioa, sad not on the donor comittee. See the

Sa --Mamae sed Umstlficatlon for Contributions by T rsons and
Us tI 1 t a Cmaittos, 11 C.r.n. Is 110.1 and

Sokol 5000s 2 IS 70o January 9, 1"7.

0)

0



Plan. fftWu*M 9900a tb*-%Wet ai#e' tbomp

1964 prsr oo~eio totA*11 $1,0". On Am 32 1964, the V3C :

made a sntr.iutio is the amsent of $3-00. On July 26# 1964,

th cmade Saother oontributLon of $2,S0 to the Armey

Com tte. S Te Te"oe pri mrios had been held on ay S, 1984. te

Arme cmwtee tlly zported Nek of the 2= contributions

as Wem fbr tIb so e al eotSon in their Ceprts filed with the

----- -... as, the IWC made an 0"itefal coatti"tio of
-,,*h hetid of u ....... .sUebr Z*1

*it- ted totJ theasege& y le .

Z S reulmee, the AxMy -Mitt o dete that both $ o * SW

contributlon wore deiLgated on the quarterly reports as being

for the general election, but states that this was a bookkeeping

error and the funds should have been attributed to the primary

election. The Armey Committee also asserts that Commission

regulations only require a treasurer to maintain financial records

for a period of three years. See 2 U.S.C. S 432(d)g 11 C.F.R.

11 102.9(c) and 104.14(b)(3). The Armey Committee also maintains

that it had an existing net debt of $15,500 at the time of the

contributions.

While claiming that it had an existing net debt of $15,500 at

S. to their reports to the Comission, the TKCC designated both
of thoe contributions as being for the primary election. This
is s"ported by an affidavit filed by Kevin Noomaw, political
diredft of the MeCC L 1964. Soever, both of these

fttti w reported by the Army Committee in its October
1M8 beig orth general election.

4.k



its epe p..,fild with the Cuisutom. Ia its 1964 July
ftarterly Report, Covering the period from April 16 to June 30,
1964. the Army Comittee disclosed debts of $1S,S00, which

Consisted of a $15,000 bank loan guaranteed by the candidate and

$SO0 for truck rental. The $1S0O0 loan was incurred on

Jum 151p 1944. over a month after the primary election. The 1964

Pta-Primary Report. covering the period from April I to April 1S,

1964t disclosed that the oarj dObt owed at the W4 of tha priod
e$40 tot tbl trck entaL. fhis $400 debt ws ca:-tt ter

•a m i&nUtm $100 e £orrd d.t thie % .m r
reporting peied. Ike1 October Maoterly ert, fro t is 1
to Septem1r 30. 114, shoved full repayment of the $15,000 ba
loan on August 14, 1984. The remaining debt owed was the $S00 for

truck rental.

In his response brief, the Arney Committee states that it is

unable to locate the records which reflect the receipts and

disbursements during the 1964 cycle, and thus cannot reconstruct

its debt status following the 1984 primary election. See

Attachment 1. The Armey Committee also asserts that there was no

definition of *net debts outstanding" at the time of these

contributions. (Advisory Opinion 1984-32 was issued on August 17,

1984).

Novever, the reports filed with the Commission do not support

the treatment of the $1S,000 bank loan as being for primary

election debts. As noted earlier, the loan was not incurred until.



at %at -time. so Is a em~rd~Ehv~ thatany

othar debts ealsted or tot th lons em usd to pey any primary

election debts, ftnrdtbote, a eVe of the celevant reports

shows that the "My Cm ttee ha am iest cash on hand to A

,, ~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .. ....:. ... .., .. ', , i!.!  ..-

retit aIM anote ''sbt. 20 1" ts "g

th of Je 30t 1984. Tereore, the Army Committee did not hoe

sufficient not debts outstanding with respect to the 1984 prilmry

election at the tim it received the two $2,00 contributions from

Ps. i...,i~ ~the ~, m bss&l.w ".th

the TRCCo't2-t

A Jditionally, neither the Army Committee id ot have

produced sufficient evidence that these two contributions were

designated in writing as being for the primary election at the

tim the contributions were made. The Army Committee admits that

a bookkeeping error resulted in the reporting of these

contributions as being for the general election. The TRCC itself

did report the contributions as being for the primary election on

Its reports filed with the Commission, and this Is supported by an

affidavit sIhlittA by Revin Noomaw, political director of the

., ..,



in'ribU *w #e t~ty OnPUma*4 ~ dihbut no, "wpet
of ouch lftucs r etined.

, E fMo, *V& It the A"my Cinittee or tJe TUCC could
produce such letters, it is irrelevant to the fact that the ACNey
Comittee it"elf reported the contribUtions S being for the
general election, and that the Arosy Committee did not have
Mffiient 8Ot ootstmdiL debts from the primary election at thetine thesei stibet88 were made. !

!he Atney . i e reported the two $2,S0 oeotribstios
thm the M aS bi g for the genets electin., twm s mala t*he
- e n ,W senmtrlbstio fro 4eto violae tie
t~atitaties et the Lt. Zt addition, the Arus" COmmittee has not
proven that it had sufficient net outstanding debts from the
primary election to Justify the acceptance of the two $2,500

contributions fro the TZCC as being for the primary. The Arney
Committee accepted $5,000 in contributions from the TRCC which
were in excess of the Act's limitations, and therefore the General

Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause that
the Dick Araey Comittee and Mike Keeling, as treasurer, violated

2 U.s.c. I 441a(f).

TM MA . 1EAD D I ACCEPTM D l gEC lE V
%CUMm~iuy MMe TME TEXAS RWMLZCAN lOSESow"MziNu, z1 varTsMAx.O or 2 U.s.C. S 441a(f); AMMAILED T DISCLOSE COMMMT IEVuwTzou CO CUIa-iDim? M1A WS iN VIOLITION or 2 U.S.C. I 434(b)(S).

Beau Soulter was a candidate for the U.S. louse of
Representatives from the state of Texas during the 1984 election

cycle. Mis primCAlW copaign committee at that time, Beau -



tho'3CC ned a 0oatribution to i"qieIeats in the -mount of

ft.0. n weptembec 18, 1984, the V3CC Made another contribution

of $5MOO0 to Respondents. The tas primaries were held on

May 5' 19$4. Respondents initially reported each of the

contributiems reoeived from the tCc as for the general election

in their ftinaial disclosure repozts filed with the Commission.

w, the"t apee, sp ents included an amended 1964 July

twirl upert coveting the p&OW frVm April 2* through

*"O, ** l*4, aend a letter fros que sabillUng, a member of the

o ZW 4pi~ sst~tcqig *af. Us1.i 8killimg's letr gqos a

" dtiled aommt of e nts' primary electies debt status as

of June 22 1944, the date of the contribution at Issue.

Respondents provided copies of invoices and other documents to
C)

support this account.

Ms. Schilling stated that Respondents were contacted by the

TUCC in June 1984 regarding the status of debts incurred during

the primary election. She stated further that, upon telling TRCC

that 'we had considerable,' a contribution of $5,000 was received

6. by letter dated March 23, 1988, the name of this committee
was changed to Texans for Beau Boulter. It is currently
Mr. Boulter's Senate campaign committee.

7. The TCC designated the June 22v 1984, contribution for the
general eleotiea in its original report dated July 15s 1984.
The MtCC filed an mnded report on July 19t 1984, wherein it
changed the designation of the contribution to the primary
election. fte 55tCC designated the second $5,000 contribution
for the general elec"om in its financial disclosure reports
filed v1th the Cmeios. ,

~ ~"AA

.4



tbe 4~m ~ &~ gir~tl Reewts 4Nftp 1, 14 the

.emtt.'g td n t priay debts were noet Oompletely

dfi... tlb original report disclosed only a debt owed to the

cafdidate for a loan in the amount of $2,104.16, snd an ending

cat oan hand balance of $3,63S.64. Tbus, it appeared from a

reviwv of the original 1984 July Quarterly Report that Respondents

had wftci out fond to pay off Its debt to tke Soadidate, without

receiviag aMitl.nsl contributios from the 1mc or any other

dseg. R s. SiU1i9e0 account and the Oe £* uly

ottsy Rp eetadi ffereat status 4f W1 debts*

-90. 941hIimiakalde certbiA rePorting lotEs Wmti

According to the amended 1904 July Quarterly Report,

Respondents ended that reporting period owing a total of $9,069.89

in debts, and had an ending cash on hand of $3,635.64. The total

amounts of receipts and disbursements were not changed from those

disclosed in the original report filed; however, the election

designation for certain receipts and disbursements was changed.

Many contributions received prior to the date of the primary

election that had been previously reported as for the general

election eore changed to show that they were for the primary

election. The amended report also changed the election

designation for the June 22nd contribution from the TRCC to report

It as for the pricsry election with the notation =Designated for

Primary Debt.* The amended report also added a Schedule D that

listed debts oned to ftoston Data Center and Southern Political



ewtatedin tith ed 41k peti6, , With "04140 1 reeit
from certain creditors. Tie documentation pvesented shows that
the debts claimed by Respondents were incurred before the May 5,
1984, primary election and are apparently chargeable to that
election. As of the close of business on May 4, 1984,

us. 8hilliag stated that Resonts had $2,673.61 In the bank
accomut. The total of three of the "outstanding larger bills' on

that date was $16,980.63.

The aeconting further sbews that peymomtw *m abwoe noted
bills *Ot made *tter t primary electio, and of IM 2.

1l4 the date of receipt of the 41%0O0 oeatributi"e fro the
13CC, it appears that Respondents still owed a total of $11,980.63

to these creditors, plus a loan repayment to the candidate in the
amount of $2,104.16. It was stated that as of May 7, 1984, after
making a payment to southern Political Consulting, total funds in
the primary account equaled $886.50, which was apparently used to

pay utility bills.

The beginning cash on hand disclosed for the 1984 July

Quarter reporting period was $13,076.45. The total amount of

itemized contributions designated for the primary election in the

amended 1984 July Quarterly Report was approximately $16,600. All

of these contributions, except the $5,000 from the TRCC, were

received prior to the May 5 primary election date. The total

amount of itemized contributions received between Ray 5, 1984 and

June 22, 1944, was in excess of $39,000, excluding the $5,000



the *,0e ft W ,t#* Smr1~@~
La tha tiim e epert. hT it t@ iUfetmtit.* v MIble L 

this Oftiee about %Metber such costributlems were desiquated in
writing for the general election or whether, in compliance with

the Act a Comission regulations, Respondents reported all

undesignated contributions received after the date of the primary
election tor tbo general election. It is apparent, boever, that

Respondent, used soM Of these fundt to ret the primacy debts.

Adding the beginning cnM on hand tot"l of $13,0.0 with the

-approxiuate 144e" tn coatrtibution deigmatod to the primnry

eWCt Low Otab 1 000 1"*in elo 5. aU the 200C), YIOW am
Wlro*m1t0 total Of $2.1674 availablie for the privery eletoUn

debts. Respondents disclosed making at least $35,S00 in
disbursements connected with the primary election. it is noted

C) that Respondents were also engaged in an active campaign for the

1984 general election. They disclosed making disbursements in

excess of $47,000 between Ray 4, 1984, and June 22, 1984, for

general election activity.

Based on the foregoing information provided by the

respondents, it appears that the oulter Committee did have

sufficient net debts outstanding from the primary election to

justify the acceptance of the June 22nd contribution of $5,000

from the TRCC. owever, neither the Soulter Committee nor the

TRCC be been able to produce the letter which allegedly

accompanied the contribution designating it for the primary

election. If this letter could be produced, then it would

4.4
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demonstrate that the Soulter Committee nisreported this

contribution a being lr the eeral electios. aowever, absent

evidence that the coantlbutioa was designated for the primary, -1- 4

this contribution remains attributable to the general election,

resulting in a $5,000 excessive contribution. Accordingly, the

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause

to believe that Texans for Beau boulter and Donald H. Wills, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c. S 44la(f).

Additionally, the Information submitted by the Doulter

Ce ittee, Including the amnded 1"4 July Quartotly Report and

the epnatiom letter by statff member loan ebllin, clearly

0 demwonttate that the S"Ifter COMmitte tle OI oS i0IWse oaMV*te

and accurate Information with regard to their debt status• following the 1984 primary election in a timely manner. 4-

0 Accordingly, the General Counsel also recommends that the

Commission find probable cause that Texans for Beau boulter and

Donald H. Wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(8).

fiI. DISCUSSION OF COMCLATION AND CIVIL PFLTY

.22

" i

~ ~ .



C

IV. A1 L -lS RuOmAI-m

1. Find probable cause to believe the Dick Arney Campaign
and Mike Keeling, as treasurers violated 2 U.S.C.S 441a(f).

2. rind probable cause to believe Texans for Beau soulter
and Donald N, Wills, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 44la(f).

3. rind probable cause to believe Toxans tor sea Soulter
&ad Deaeld a. Wlls, as treasurer, violated 2 u-sec.
I 43411b)(0.

Date

Attachments:
Conciliation

Staff assigned:

General Counsel

agreements (2)

John Canfield

7 j~1~&~ ~ &~'~ ;~ L>~~ ~

0



to2 1mB ? L 3 S c0ustorm

In the Matter of

Dick Arney Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer;

Texans for Beau Boulter and
Donald H. Wills, as treasurer.

HIM 2598

CURTI FICTIOW

t, arjorie V. UWmoM, recording secretary for the

Federal Slection ComiSSion executive sales on

December Il, 19"0 do hereby certify that the Commission

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

in MR 259S:

1. Find probable cause to believe the Dick
Armey Campaign and Mike Keeling, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441&(f).

2. Take no further action with respect to
the violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by
the Texans for Beau Boulter and
Donald H. Wills, as treasurer.

3. Find probable cause to believe Texans
for Beau Boulter and Donald H. Wills,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b)(8).

(continued)



Federal election €ommisston Prge 2
Certification for mmS 2MSe
December 11, 1990 •

4. Approve the conciliation agreements
attached to the General Counsel's
report dated November 8, 1990s

S. Approve appropriate letters.

Comissionaers Alkeus, 3lliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

o0

DateMarjorie om on
cretary of the Comission

xJ

0
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DERAL ELECTION >MM ISbON

Decomber 16, 1990

Frick 3. UortIsm, 3squire
Webstero Chamberlain and Dean
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, W.N.
Vashington, D.C. 20006

it: NR 296
Dick Army campaign and
Rike Keeliag, as treasurer

Der fit. Northm:

aOn omber 11, 19901 the Federal Electlen Commission found
that thea iS prebab2* cause to believe VMr clients, the Dick

matrnyC stI~ a * "eling, as treaer *.ca volt*d 2 U.S.C.
5441a0 ) V"de of th111e eoral Eloettes campelq Aft of

itne. -IF a"s omtsWith onrbtqeroteea
,eel~a tsim1 Cenite ilk 774

ift hat'' -Au t to attempt to Wtotsc
violattbs. t od of 30 t0 4ay 1* ind1 rmal methods of
conference omciit ation, and persuasion, 4"d by entering into a
conciliation agreement vith a respondent. If we are unable to
reach an agreement during that period, the Camission may
institute a civil suit in United States District Court and seek

0 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 Comission accept the agreement.

NPlease make your check for the civil penalty payable to the
Federal Election Commission.

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

Sincerely,

awrenc* H.K/b
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



Texans for beau Rsultor
Donald R. Wills, Treasurer
C/o INC. beau boulter
box 50906
Amarillo, Texas 79159

33: 303 2596
Texans for beau soulter and
Domald a. Wills, as treasurer

Dear Kr. boultert

On emer 111990# the- Federal S.tsCOMM4061n found
that tbro Is mus to b"i10" Iu tat v So eand Dold . ll, as tr&siver 'O1e 2 ,.C * 4)41b)(0)
a provision of the Federal election fmpti t ot 1971, as
amended, in connection with your 1984 oMs campeiqn. The
Commission also determined to take mo further action against
Texans for Beau Soulter and Donald a. Wills, as treasurer, with
regard to the alleged violation of 2 U.S.C. S 4414(f).

The Commission 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 Commission may
institute a civil suit in United States District Court and seek
payment of a civil penalty.

anclosed 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 1lection Commission.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in the
enclosed conciliation agreement, or if you wish to arrange a

.4

-

• . . .



-v,

boulter

uetUg In Cnnectiton with a utually satisfactocy conciliation
agceemevt, please contact John Canf1eld, the attorney assigned to
this matter, at (202) 376-6200.

to)

3aelm.Csetlaeeo Arment

0



Jwnmu 3, 1li
Mr. Lawimu Me. Noleema&L mag

Pedad Electon m n
WD.C R063

o ab o I em o t

Teun foMeu ol d
Dman", IeL 795

Enclo ur h

Yw letta of DeI.emb er 18, 1990 wivd -in my oft amw m uda the-- fszs idas and I hawe boenout at the dty ud tayt therefore I huve 1been
o) able to return the Agremn to youeah.

I trust that this Ageeek and paymt of civil penalty cmltely resolme this
matter.

Beau Boulter
Texans for Beau Boulter
P.O. Box 50908
Amarillo, Texas 79159

BB/ew
Enclosures

Check Number 1762



2 1 ,

IC t tr of
Yeastr bee boelter )
md keald . Wills, )
as treasurer )$M a

min8t.JI 9iLS no3N

Attaeched is a seliation agreement which has been signed

by Mr. am Molter.

00, attached agreement Contains se changes fren the

ngres rt vresd by the Cmeamdoln on Decmber 11,v It0.

A cheek oh the @1vil pesalty in the amount of 2W ha I been

received.

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with
Texans for Beau Soulter and Donald R. Wills, as
treasurer.

2. Close the file as to this respondent.

3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY:
Los nG .Lern
Associate Get cml Counsel

Attachments
1. Conciliation Agreement
2. Photocopy of civil penalty check

Staff AsSIgned: John Canf ield

I.

Dat*



4.

Zn the Matter of

Texans gor Seau bulterand Doeald 5. Wills, as
t reau rero

)
) NUR ISfl

CutWFIMCAYoS

i, IaJcorio W. Somme, erettry of the Federal Ilection

C.."---o do hoeby 06rtify that o January 22, 9I1, the

@o aiit 4.edi by a vot of -4 to take the r1levuts

1. c t t eo.1ttst" erebt with
Tens for Beau mUlter and Domald i.
Wills, as treasurer, as recoinded in
the General Counsel's Meport dated
January 16. 1991.

2. Close the file as to this respondent.

3. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recoinended in the General Counselps
Report dated January 16, 1991.

Comissioners Aikens, 1llott, Joseflak, NcDonald, NcGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

/.r/V D o t e " -

Received in the Secretariat:
Circulated to the Commission:
Deadline for vote:

cretary of the Comission

Thurs., January 17, 1991 11ll1 a.on
Thurs., January 17, 1991 4:00 p.m.
Tues., January 22, 1991 4:00 p.t.

db

C



WAS PC D.C.. *

8"S1k Soteter
?esauie Coe *"a soulter
P.O. 9 Set"0
A!arillo, Txas 79IS9

13t: 50 2S98
Texans for Seau Soulter
and DomaId a. Wills,
s treasurer

oSe Sr. Smelter:

100"t. the ?rder. l~e i4O

:1 -bemerd:S'i.#) ., the~l t eb :cni th~is .
sbtter ae it psrtaiua to texans for Semi mSult~r ad Donald 3I.1wills as treasurer.

0 6This matter will become a Part of the public rooord within
o 30 days after it has been closed with respect to all other

respondents involved. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so within ton
days. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the General
Counsel. Please be advised that information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt will not become public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Comission.
See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(9). The enclosed conciliation
agreement, however, will become a part of the public record.

The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. IS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.
In the event you wish to waive confidentiality under 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(12)(A), written notice of the waiver must be submitted
to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in
writing by the Commission.



conciliatla, .reat "r T*ts. teu
qlestos, p1,e 400 eo t Jo CAmmleld, the attorney assigaed to
this matter at (20f) 3i-200.

Silncerely,

LmvrMee n. Noble
"eral Coumel

0

unclo.ure

Conciliation Agreemwnt

~ :i ~.
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Zn the matter of

Sexass for "ou D tr to C "A
Donald s. Wills, as treasurer )

CONCILIATION M3

This matter was initiated by the federal Slection Commission

("ComisSion') pursuant to information ascertained in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities. The

ComIlo. fod probable cause to believe that Texans for Seau

Seulter and Doe" N. Wills, as treasurer, (*espondests-) violated

2 o.SC. I 434(b)(6).

UM, IN3OMA, the CoMAmission and the Respondents, having

duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

o S 437g(a)(4)(A)(i), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

I. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in his matter.

III. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Texans for Beau Boulter is a political committee

within the meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 431(4).

2. Donald a. Wills is the treasurer of Texans for Beau

Soul tor.

.. .. !i; i , : * :/ ' ,''



m4nthe'' Aft') pw61widee so*a, ah Pe U.~ f1* by a pallIuoaA

COMeittee shall dl.660es the sMmut aud natUe of otstandiag dobt*,,

and obligations owed by such political comittees. 3 u.s.C.

I 434(b)(S)o

4. Coumssion regulations further stipulate that

Outstanding debts and obligations owed by a political committee

shall be continuously reported until extinguished, and further that,

such dobts shall b reported on a separate schedule with a

statement eplaialg the circuastanoea and cofdltisss under which

k-each debt ad obligation was incurred or extim"sisbed. 11 c.r.1.

5. Sepaots failed to disclose, to the Federal
Election Camission complete and accurate information with regard

to their debt status following the 1984 primary election in a

tinly manner.

) 6. The information reflecting the complete and accurate

debt status of the Respondents was not filed with the Federal

Election Commission until an amended 1984 July Quarterly Report and

letter of explanation were filed in September, 1988.

V. Respondents failed to disclose to the Federal Election

Commission complete and accurate information with regard to their

debt status following the 1984 primary election in a timely manner,

in violation of 2 u.s.C. S 434(b)(8).

V1. Respondents will pay a civil penalty to the Federal

Election Comission in the amount of two hundred fifty dollars ill

($5201, pursuat to 2 u.s.c. S 437g(a)(5)(A).



4lost

~a 2u~~c g 4?ga 1)~mrmagthe a-8tvs at issue hereina
Or OR Its em notieo, ay review Complaieswith this agreement.
It the Coimisslon believes that this agreement or any requirement
thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for
relief in the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia.

RU. h8is agreement shall become effective as of the date that,
all parties hereto have executed sm sad the Commission has

opee tbo eatire a ieemet.
11, S .. shall hat 00 more then thirty (30) days fr

the e hs bee effctive to ."ply wit nad
implemeat theO re~onto contained in this agreemnt sad to so

notify the Commission.

1. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and no

other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral,

made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THS COMMISSION:

Law CN Da • te I
General Counsel

"Adak Al Ido.AA MM TIf BT:.,:

Nam l JI:'S "'-' !
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In the Rattor of

Dick Armey Campaign and
Rike eling, as treasurer

) HM 2598

gininA C3ILS & R0T

Attehed Is a towcillation agreement Which has been signed

by counsel tor the Dick ArmOy CaMpaign and Mike Keeling, as

treasureor.

The agreement has

been signed by the counsel for the respondent, and a check for

the civil penalty in the amount of $1500 has been received.

Therefore,
the General Counsel recommends that the Commission accept the

counteroffer and the signed conciliation agreement.

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with
the Dick Army Campaign and Mike Keeling, as
treasurer.



2.. CO** the file as to this respondent.

3. Approve te approprit, letter.

*emetal Cosiwel

Atta.bs-t

3. -ht..my of Sm aty ek

Staff Assied: John Canfield

~.4. '~'#~

v
14fj I

Ir t



in the Ratter of

Dick Araey Campaign and
Mike Reel ng, as treasurer.

mIx 2S96

CIT IFCATIOK

it Marjorie W. somos, Secretary of the federal election

Commission, do hereby certify that on manuary 30, 1991, the

Comission decided by a vote of S0 to take the following

actions in mm 2S6

1. Accept the ceiltta. _teemet With
t b ick -As" y t 4ik Mum i59.

as tteagrWE, as ceme is the
eme"a CoNmWl's Iepert dated January

2S, 1991.

2. Close the file as to this respondent.

3. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counselt's
Report dated January 2S, 1991.

Commissioner* Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McGarry, and

Thonas voted affirmatively for the decisionj Comissioner

McDonald did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Received in the Secretariat:
Circulated to the Commission:
Deadline for vote:

Secre dtry of the Comission

rri., Jan. 25t 1991 5:19 p.m.
Mon., Jan. 28, 1991 11:00 aa.
Wed., Jan. 30, 1991 11:00 &.a.



Frank N. nortbam, mquire
W*bster, Chambe lain & Dean
1747 Pemmylvaia Avenue, W.V.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Rat MR 2S98
Diek Arney Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer

Dear R. Mertham:

VO' ~amoy -3 .1P the eelS timC e.s
o as jssAMlieNVe behalf In ofttJato ts 4 ~

3 U-.C ..'a&( , * rvI i 1he.us L ctscm ig
Ae Act o@ f171, 1S 9a1ded. of Ac dingly, the file ha been j
in this matter Is it pertains to your client.

70 Meis matter viii become a part of the public record within
30 days after it has been closed with respect to all other

0 respondents involved. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so within ten
days. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the General
Counsel. Please be advised that information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt will not become public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission-
See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B). The enclosed conciliation
agreement, however, will become a part of the public record.

The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.
In the event you wish to waive confidentiality under 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(l2)(A), written notice of the waiver must be submitted
to the Commission. Receipt of the waiver will be acknowledged in
writing by the Commission.

. .

N,,

* A: : i . *' : ... . .. , : * -: 
*
• * .
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iclosed: rm will find a co of t fully executed
comal!e ageemnt. for yowlur 8. it yu have anyqu~etloes, pieae. eoetact John Canfield, the attorney assignedto this matter, Ot (203) 376-8200.

Sincerelyt

omeiiieti£mast

& U,



Z~)b t~mgof ~

This matter Was initiated by the Federal laetion
Commission ('ComitssionM), putauant to information asoert&aied in
the normal ouro, of; carrying out its supervisery r101pon lities.
Ike OMWsmi*4g1 tond pr oil cause0 to belie"e that the Dick Amay

.. . Wh Reeup t.-me.(3~edes'.~~a

duly fite. tgm .S.C.
I 4379(a)(4)(A)(i), do hereby agree as follot:

9. The Comission has Jurisdiction over the Respondents and
the subject matter of this proceeding.

11. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taken in his matter.

X. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with
the Commission.

XV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
1. Dick Arney Campaign Is a political comittee within

the meaning of 2 U.S.C. 1 431(4), and is the successor principal
campaign committee to the Dick Arney for Congress committee.

2. Mike Keeling Is the treasurer of the Dick Armey
Campaign. Gerald 'L. Mitchell was the treasurer of the Dick Arney

• j



for Congress committee at the time of the events in this matter.

1. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 il tb erl8eg~ ~p Aa t of 1,1.asmn4 o
('the Aot= , provides that so maltloeiidat 4eitial committe
shall mako any contributions to any candidate for federal office
vith respect to &MY election Which. in the aggregate. exceed
$50,o. 2 U.S.C. S 41(a)(2)(A). Commission regulations in
effect in 1904 explained that *with respect to any election' meant
that a contribution made after a primary election and designated
for that election could be made *only to the estat that the
- Cottribetiomt does sot *Xe**d met debts estatald from the prima y

elcetics'4 * n btacotirisUm et i'esiae :A wg ut astor
0 the primavy *otim a me th~tat eAcin ol be

considered as ON" for the general election. 11 C.N.N. 4

o 4. The Act further prohibits any candidate or political
committee, or officer or employee of a political committee from
accepting a contribution made for the benefit or use of a candidate
in violation of any limitation imposed on contributions under

Section 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

S. Respondents accepted two contributions from the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee ("TRCCO)l one on June 22, 1984
in the amount of $2,S00, and another on July 26, 1984, also in the
amount of $2,500. The Texas primary election had been held on

May S, 1984.

6. Neither the Armey Committee nor the 1TCC has produced I
a copy of a letter which allegedly designated the two $2,500

contlbut4a a oewlg for the primary election at the time the



pteYd~d~t~ p~ td 0 ~$mg

contribution t the Armey Committee for the general election,

resulting in a-totla Of $10000 in costtibutitos for the goneral
eleetiom.

s. fb. Respondents have not produced suffisient evidence *
that t"ba net debt "tstaadis" cr" theI US lmmry elOction

vz.n ~ Uespondnt t@i puty thvi pealty o the fdea

wr dollars ($1,S00), v pursuan fto tbU.8.C 437 t(S)e

In ttt to

'Vet" ~t *a".M* thege4,wt&a

W. 4pmit: at*epted exceSsivO coittribattOf tetais,

$50000 feom the "5cc in violation of 2 U.S.C. S441&(f)o
VI. Respondents will pay a civil penalty to the Federal

Election Commission In the amount of one thousand five hundred-

dollars ($1,S00). pursuant to 2 U.S.C. I 4379(a)(5)(A).
VII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(l) concerning the matters at issue herein

or on its own notion, may review compliance with this agreement.

If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement

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

relief in the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia.

VIII. This-agreement shall become effective as of the date thet - ,

all patties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the *Otire agreement.

'Y



the dote this apreemaat becomes etliective to comply with and
Im~~t ,wo fq is~ odwed in thug p.met and to so

Sotfy the COiseioU.
X. This Conciliation Agreooent constitotes the entire

agreemeot fwtveen the parties on the matters zaled herein, and no
other statement, promis, or agreement, either written or oral,

80de by either party or by agents of either perty,, that is not
contained *a this written agroment shall be enforceable.

I,)

Gemea ....

m e
Position
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in, Ohf Rattler Of )

TeORs Pkepualaw congressienal M m 2596 8nCommittee and Martha Weiseadt
as treasurer )

ONURAL COUNS3LI' 33P1R?

I. DWKGDmm

On August 30, 1988, the Commission found reason to believe

the Texas Republican Congressional Committee ("comittee" ) and

its treasurer1 (Onespondonts0) violated 2 US.C. 1 432(c),

432(d), 434(b), 441a(a)(2)(A), 441&t#)($)# 441a(f), and 441b(a),

and 11 C.*F.U. 35 102.S(a) and 102.17(c) of Com,ission regulations

O and instituted am investigation into this matter. Respondents

1) filed answers to the Commission's Interrogatories and requests

for documents, but did not sake any response to the reason to

believe findings or raise any arguments in an effort to
C

demonstrate that no further action should be taken against them.

On July 6, 1990, this Office mailed the General Counsel's

Brief to the respondents. In that brief the General Counsel

recommended that the Commission find no probable cause to believe

the Respondents had violated 11 C.F.R. S 102.17(c) and probable

cause to believe on the remaining provisions on which reason to

believe had been found. On September 24, 1990, the Respondents

filed a response brief. In this brief the Respondents have

raised defenses that they had not previously raised during the

1. The initial findings in this matter were made with respect to-
goury castamaria, as treasurer. In accordance with Commissionjjjtrent t:.asurer marthe Weisend Ms been substi



suitj~os @ n ep de to t.~ e~utobleve ffdlp
, IN

fin"i*6 with respect to two otimr res adeats this satter: J
Dick Army Capaign and Like Keeling, as treasurer; and Texans

for Beau Sulter and Donald g. Wills as tressurer. On January

22@ 19910 the Comission accepted a signed conciliation agreement

F with Texans for Beau soultor and closed the file with respect to

this respondent. On January 30# 1991, the CoMisslon accepted a

signed €oncilietion agrement with the Dick AzMy Campoign and

0 closed the file with respect to it. 4

ft" report addreases the romining issuos Ai this matter as

set forth La the esmeral. Counel ,s 1Ctf A"d .h .l.i.n.s.

Reply Brief. As noted above, the Respondents raised new defenses

to some of the issues in their reply brief. Because this matter

arises from events that occurred in 1984 and have been the

subject of an audit and investigation as an enforcement matter,

further investigation of the Respondents' claims in the reply

brief are impractical. Respondents' arguments have been

considered in making the recommendations in this report.

On further review of these issues, we recommend that the

Commission find probable cause to believe the Respondents have

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 434(b), 441a(a)(8), 441a(f), and 441b and

11 C.F.R. I 102.5(a). We further recommend that the factual

basis for these findings be limited by taking no further action

on 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) regarding the contributions reported as made

by the account holder rather than the person signing the check

and regarding the payments made with respect to two 1982



4<

candidates; on 2 U,.C S 1thr e.C.itures
for volunteer € sign mterials quali~fy as fzempt payments o

2 u.s:c. 65 432(c) and 432(d) reqarding reoardkeopin of certain

receiptsl on 2 U.s.C. S 441s(a)(S) regarding the contributions

payable to William Clements; on 11 C.F.R. 1 102.5(a) relating to

payments for ballot security, generic advertising, and a seminar

fee; and on 2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(2)(A) regarding contributions to

two federal candidates. As noted in the brief, we also recommend

chat the Commission find no probable cause to believe regarding

11 C.F.R. 5 102.17(c) relating to the Joint tundraiser.
xx Z. am!i

0 The Genetal Coufeels Brief, dated Jy J. 1990, is

incorporated by reference into this report.

This analysis will follow the organizational format of the

brief. The brief was organized around five major points:

(1) the Committee had not demonstrated that its disbursements

qualified as exempt expenditures under the Act;

I(2) the Committee did not make all federal disbursements from

its federal account;

(3) a written joint fundraiser agreement was not required

because the Committee and the Harris County Victory Fund were

affiliated party committees;

(4) the Committee made excessive contributions to two federal

candidates; and

lk9



(M) the Committee mireport ceIps froam two 1982 federal
¢asdietq*.

A. 3most Rupeuiituros

The brief included in its discussion of whether the

Committeefs disbursements qualified as exempt expenditures the
questions of whether there was sufficient volunteer activity, the
use of transfers from the national party, and the treatment of

disbursements for a presidential dinner as well as the related

questions of the Comitteefs recordkeeping and reporting, its
receipts of excessive and prohibited contributions, aprently

misreportod contributions, and its hadling of earmarked

contribution.

1. Voluteer Activity

The General Counsel's brief concluded that the use of

volunteers in operating the phone banks apparently met the Act's

requirements. The brief further concluded, however, that the

Respondents had not demonstrated that the use of volunteers in

the Committee's mailings was sufficient to qualify for the Act's

exemption. The brief drew a distinction between the evidence in

this matter relating to the 1984 election cycle and that in MUR

2377 involving the same Committee and relating to the 1986

election cycle (where the Commission had concluded there was

sufficient volunteer activity). The brief noted that the

volunteers in 1984 were apparently used only to address the

envelopes or place a stamp on them and did not sort and bundle by

sip code as they did in 1986.

The Respondents state that the Ovolunteers played precisely

44,



Rue 2377 or any other mR As not the standard for judging the

-extent Of e t

regulations do not set a requiresent that a specific number of

volunteers participate, that they spend a specific amount of time

on the activity, or that they perform any specific tasks. They

cospare the degree of volunteer participation in the Committee's

mailings on behalf of candidates with the near absence of such

involvement regarding pins ausEbimpr atiers. which they claim

are clearly covered by the ez ptia. inis also claim

there is no legal repires1&ea for v e to participate in

GWmailings or fn"raising ill1s. h io assert that we

have not itesi seE the amnts spent o qsiet activitois, Such",

as the phone banks and the mailings.

This Office does not agree with the Respondents" arguments

regarding the degree of volunteer participation necessary to

qualify for the exemption. The Act, regulations, and legislative

history require that materials be Odistributed" by volunteers in

order for payments related to such materials to qualify for

exemption. Therefore, the Commission must examine in detail how

materials are distributed to determine whether they have been

distributed by volunteers or commercial vendors. That analysis

will differ somewhat depending on how the pins, bumper stickers,

or brochures are distributed, such as left on a desk for anyone

2. Respondents state that they will amend their reports to
disclose the 1903 activity on behalf of Phil Gram in the special
s"*91t44o vordisated party expenditures.

A_" t
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to P ik up or sent 8 part of a s mailing. Comparison with

other emforcement matt*rs s1 etirely awpopriate in this

endeavor.

Furthermore, we would acknovledge that the allocation
regulations at 11 c.i.R. 1 106.1 do not require volunteer

participation for OM ad fundraising mailings. This

regulation, however, is qualified by the requirement that such

activities are not on behalf of clearly identified candidates and

are not attributable to such candidates in order to avoid being

allocated to the candidates. ire such activities are

undertaken on behalf of clearly identified candidates and become
allocable to thea the queftin then becomes whethelr the

"volunteer OxemptionO applies. Based on the information

available to us, it appeared that nost, if not all, of the

Committeets GOTV and fundraising mailings clearly identified

President Reagan, then a candidate for re-election, as well as

other federal candidates, including Phil Gramm. We further note

that the audit was not able to match all payments to specific

activities because of the lack of sufficient records and

documentation to do so. Many invoices and sanples of mailings

were not available.3 The audit did identify $403,95.40 in

expenditures to Karl Rove for direct mail apparently on behalf of

3. Commission regulations permit a committee to keep a copy of acanceled check in place of an invoice. 11 C.F.R. I 102.9(b)(2).A canceled check, however, Is often insufficient documentation to
attribute a specifi! payment to a specific activity, especially

4.7...one.. .. e....4~N Abu.



on behalf of a senate candidate.

Zn. ree e to Conmistlo Intergto re, th Respondents
noted that one Check for $7,614.04 'Ws for a sailing piece
included in both figures and that the piece did not mention the

senate candidate, that a $37 payment was for a list of registered
democrats in one county, and that the remainder was for "exempt
volunteer mailing.* The Respondents said they had no further

documentation on these payment..

Notwithstanding the, Respondonts, arwmwnts, this Office
recogniaes that at this pint in time it is unlikely the
Respondents or the Com ssao could uncover evidence to
deffitively establish WWther or not these mailing qualify for
the exemption. The activities in question took place in 1983 and
1984 and, as noted, it has not been possible to attribute

o specific payments to specific activity. Furthermore, after the
General Counsels Brief was sent in this matter, a majority of
the Commission in MUR 3218 disagreed with the recommendations of
this Office and concluded that the sorting and bundling by sip
code was not essential to qualify for the volunteer mailing
exemption. See Statement of Reasons by Vice Chairman Aikens and
Commissioners Elliott and Josefiak and Statement of Reasons by
Chairman McGarry in MUR 3218.

,4 i
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The Goneral Counsel#$ Brief also queet~oned whether the
Committee's exempt expenditures had been made from funds
Permissible under the Act snd regulations, one of the
requirements under the Act and regulations for activity to
qualify for the exemption in addition to the volunteer
Participation roquireant. The brief noted audit findings
relating to the absenee of contribution records and the failure
to fully itemise and S"regate contributions, the receipts of
prohibited ad excessive contributions, and the reporting of
Contributions by the aCCOust holder rather than the persons who
sigMed the checks. As noted in the brief, these findings also
entailed separate violations of the Act and regulations.

(a) 3ecordkeeping and Reporting
As pointed out in the brief, the audit determined that the

Committee was unable to produce contributor records for $1.5
million, out of a total of $4.7 million, in receipts. The audit
also found that the Committee had not aggregated contributions
deposited into its two federal accounts (main operating account
and Victory '84 account) as well as numerous instances where
itemization had not been performed. The Committee was able to
produce checks covering only 55 percent of its $4.7 million in
receipts. The Committee filed amendments to accomplish the
aregation and itemisation for the contributions for which it
had supporting records. These amendments, however, were filed

A



after the audit harl . .

covering 1903 a6d 1944 00, thvs weoe three to four years late.

fte Respondents claim they provided oopies of all the checks

that they were requested to as part of the audit.
4  They

submitted an affidavit from Keith Davis of Ruckaby a Associates,

an accounting firm hired by the Respondents to assist in the

audit. Davis states in his affidavit that the Committee

'produced check copies of all contributions deposited in the Main

Operating Account in excess of $S0 ... as requested by the Audit

Diviion.0 te adds that the audit staff *had access to the

Oemlete contribution records retained by Victory 84 through

eptebr So 1984.' e cla.ms to have bad two coeversations with

the lead auditor, who informed him that Othe informatiol provided ?2

by the State Party with regard to the Victory '4 account was

complete and was deemed accurate through September 5, 1984.' He

adds that for this reason, the Comittee was not required by the

auditors to produce copies of checks in excess of $50 deposited

prior to September 6. 1984. He states that the Committee did

produce copies of all checks over $50 deposited into the Victory

'84 account from September 6, 1984, through the end of the audit

period. The Respondents also argue that treasurers are not

required to keep records of contributions of less than $50.

Thus, they assert that the "Commission cannot require the State

4. As best as this Office can ascertain, it does not appear that
Respendents bid pteviouslypresented this argument to the
C a u U pu to made no response to the reason to

set out-in the, ractual and Legal



Varty to provie 1,out hc it 1i~

to koeg.

this Office &cknewled9*s the Respondents* point that they

were not required to keep a record of contributions of less than

$50. What has been pointed out is that the contributions for

which records were not available constituted $1.5 million out of

$4.7 million in receipts. We also note that the audit report

stated that its review indicated that "almost $1.1 million of

thi, reeminng anunt probably constitutes contributions or $50

or loss per donation, but almost $400,000 in receipts remains

totally unsupported except for bank statement entries." This

acknewlodrmfmt toads to support the Mespowdnts' assertion that

they may have provided copies of all contribution checks of $50

or more for the majority of the amount in question. In view of

the above, this Office now recommends that the Commission take no

further action with respect to 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c) and 432(d)

regarding the recordkeeping of these $1.5 million in receipts.

We recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe

the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) for the failure to

timely aggregate and itemize the receipts for which it filed

amendments in 1987.

(b) Prohibited Contributions

The brief noted that the audit had determined that the

Committee had accepted 189 contributions totaling $194,508 from

incorporated entities and had not refunded the contributions or

transferred them to a nonfederal account within a reasonable time

as required by the regulations in effect at that time.



WO OIL im%"A on were

,@COMPOate, olatag -the "Ilac onPb st t6 Co lls to
the Texas Secretary of State s hmu! not be gives eanyprebtive

weight.0 They assert that when they inquired into the status of

a random sample from the list, they learned that either no such

corporation existed, that the corporate status had been forfeited

before 1984, or that no corporation existed until after the date

of the contribution. They also contend that contributions were

put on the list if the name en the checks was similar to that of

a corporation but that-.close" does not, count or create a

presumption the contribstion-ts corporate..
Nespondenta further assert that sOUpy because am individual

) lsts his or her busisess address on a check has no bearing on

gr the source of the funds as personal funds." They claim that the

indication of "special" under the account holder's name on the

check indicates that the funds are personal funds, not corporate

funds. They claim this applies to approximately $70,000 in

contributions. They further contend that these facts do not

create any obligation on the part of a treasurer to question the

legality of the contribution.

They also point to alleged discrepancies in the finding with

respect to certain listed contributions. They dispute the

listing of a $5,000 contribution from James J. Johnston on the

basis of a corporation identified as H. G. Johnston Investment,

claiming there is no similarity and no reason why it should have

been questioned. They also point out that they had obtained

letters regarding three contributions that a portion of the



amount* were to be attributed to thoe spuses. These are the old

R. Saes, D. 0ill C1mamts, and David X-. bIolke, r. contributions#

which alone account for $40,000 in contributions.

Finally, respondents are willing to concede that

approximately $25,000 in contributions where the checks had the

term "Company" or "Inc." on them may be corporate checks and that

they are willing to transfer a like amount to its nonfederal

account. They note that they have already done so for one $2,000

contribution,

110 We note that this list of corporate contributions was made

after the interim audit report was issued. Thus, respondents did

0 not have an opportunity to respond to the audit finding prior to

referral to this Office as an enforcement matter. The list was

included in the Factual and Legal Analysis sent to the

Respondents with the reason to believe notification. Respondents
0

did not present the arguments at that time that they are now

presenting in response to the probable cause brief. If they had

made these arguments earlier, it night have been more feasible to

have further investigated these contributions. This Office is

not inclined at this point to recommend further investigation

because of the amount of staff resources that would be required

to do so and because the passage of time makes it unlikely

further investigation would resolve this issue. Furthermore,

it does not appear that copies of the checks in question can be

located so that they could be examined in light of the

Respondents t contention. Thus, they may not also be available as

evidence should this matter go to litigation. Notwithstanding



concede that Wproxiaat*2y $25,000 of these contributions had

6COCey or Onae n the check U ths sheould have been

further easainedby the treasurer to ascertain their legality.

Therefore, we recommend that the Cofmission find probable cause

to believe the Respondents violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b.

() 3aoessive Csstribeims

Whe brief further noted tbet the audit had determined that

the committoe bad accepted $324,100 in excessive contributions

fra 66 individsals, Net of these contributions appear to have

been received in connection with an October 2 presidential dinner

where the solicitations asked for $10,000 contributions, noting

that federal law limited contributions to $5,000 per person but

suggested that tables could be purchased by both spouses. The

Committee sought reattribution on many of these excessive

contributions or made transfers to its nonfederal account, but

did not do so within a reasonable time as required by 11 C.F.R.

S 103.3(b)(1)(1984).

Respondents point out that they obtained verification for the

appropriate allocation for $235,000 of these contributions and

provided such during the audit process to support its contention

that 55 of the 66 contributions were not excessive. For the

remaining, $50,900 from 11 contributors, the Committee states

~'L ~ -~ ~-



these funds to it nonfederal account.
5

we have rceoguised th actions the lwspondonts undertook to

obtain reattributions and to make transfers to the nonfederal

account. Nevertheless, as we have pointed out, these actions did

not occur vithin a reasonable time of the initial receipt of the

contributions but were done during the audit process. Therefore,

we have treated these actions as mitigating circumstances.

Accordingly, we recomind that the Comission find probable cause

to believe th Respondents violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by

so accepting thean excessive contrtibutions.

(d) Risreported Contributions

C) The brief also addressed the question of 200 contributions

totaling $106,351 where the contribution check was signed by

someone other than the account holder. The brief (as did the

Iaudit) questioned these contributions because of the regulatory

requirement that contributions be attributed to the last person

signing the check prior to delivery to a committee. See

11 C.F.R. S 104.(c)(1984). As the Committee has previously

pointed out, the contribution was attributed to the account

holder(s) because that was the source of funds used to make the

contribution.

S. The a-'ts referred to by the neSpondents are $200 less tham
LA teh*~



Of thes contrib16, 41 totaling are also

included in the corporate contrtbutions (discuosad earlier in
this report) and one for $500 is included in the amount of

earmarked contributions (discussed later in this report).

Therefore, we conclude that these contributions be deleted from

this category since they are covered elsewhere.

Respondents point out that two-thirds of these contributions

were for less than $200 and thus did not need to be itemised.

They add that aggregation of contributions was dne at the behest

of the audit staff and that no suggestion has been made that

Nthese contributions required aggregation. !keW also note that in

0 some instances the Signatory is listed as lleogible, thus

asserting that it would be illogical to conclude someone other

than the account holder signed the check. They also draw

attention to one PAC contribution, LTV Aerospace and Defense

Fund, and one partnership contribution, Andrews and Kurth. They

• state that in such situations checks will generally be signed by

someone other than the account holder and that the partnership

contribution was reported as allocated to two partners. They

also claim that the list does not appear to take into account

spousal contributions at all. They point to three contributions,

totaling $30,000, listed as from Mrs. J. 0. Winston, Vincent and

Mary Kickerillo, and Rolke Enterprises, where the Respondents

provided confirmation letters on the attribution of these

contributions. They also note that while the list indicates that

a contribution from John Hurd was incorrectly reported as from



Auiide it was atlly reported as a $*. abottibutionfl from

each 00 Aao a with-their remsia crds.

Wewould agree that those contributionS where the per$on

signing the check is noted as illegible, the political committee

contributions.6 and the Andrews and £urth partnership

contribution should be deleted from this category. These groups

include 19 contributions totaling $15,SS9. we would also delete

the Mrs. J.0. Winston# Vincent and nary Kickerillo, and Rolke

Rnterprises contributions as well as one by Clive Runnells

because they are also included in the asount of the excessive

contributions. This group intludes five contributioA totaling

$30,SW. We would also agree with deleting the spousal

contributions for which the Committee produced attribution

documents, even if such documents were not timely executed. This

group includes 13 contributions totaling $7,584.

In response to Commission interrogatories the Respondents

noted that much of the data entry for these contributions was

performed by Karl Rove. They added that they believed Karl Rove

used the source documents to make this determination. They add

that if the party did the data entry, the check was received for

the account holder and the contribution reported as such. In

amending reports, the Committee's consultants reported

contributions as being from the account holder. They add that if

there were any doubt about the identity of the contributor, phone

6. 1n adition o6 two LTV PAC contributions totaling $175, the
w uOns from local cadidte or p0t7



cals were 4 de t termine ..p . e t who

attribute a eontrifttion.

This Office further recogas that-thil section was included

in the audit report because of the anomalies the audit had

detected between the signature on the check and the account

holder and to whoa the Comittee had attributed these

contributions. A literal reading of the regulation in effect at

that time would appear to require that contributions be reported

as made from whoever is the last person to sign the check.

11 C.F.R. S 104.8(c). This Office acknowedges, however, that in

some Instances a person may have a bookkeeper, acc utant, or

office meiager sign checks Including tttse dram on Ow person's
personal account as well as an unincorporated business account.

Nevertheless, we also conclude that the better practice Is that

when a committee receives such a check, it should ascertain in
0

writing from whom the contribution is made.

with this consideration in mind, we have conducted a further

review of the list prepared by audit. 7 In addition to the above

groups that we have deleted from this category, we note that

eight contributions totaling $1,650 were made by decedents'

estates and two contributions totaling $1,100 had no account

holder identified on audit's list. Another group of 21

contributions totaling $3,125 indicate a business entity

containing the name (or derivative of the name) of the person

signing the check. That leaves approxiately 89 contributions



totaling W3S @Whoee there Ia a variance between the account

holder and t_ am*e Of the pecaon si9i9 the e ek, Of these

approxinately So contributions totaling $6,200 were in amounts of

$200 or less, which would not necessarily require itemization.

This Office is not inclined to recommend further investigation at

this date because of the amount of staff resources that would be

required to do so and because the passage of time makes it

unlikely further investigation would resolve this issue.

Therefore, we recommend that the Commission take no further

action regarding 2 U.S.C. I 434(b) with respect to these

contributions.

3, ftSmemlu Costribstios

The General Counsel's Brief also questioned the Committee's

deposit and retention of $110,450 in apparently earmarked

contributions, even though the contributions were apparently

received in response to Committee solicitations. These apparent

earmarked contributions included 23 totaling $22,100 made payable

to Reagan-Sush, three totaling $1,050 made payable to Phil Grams,

and seven totaling $2,900 made payable to William Clements as

well as 100 totaling $85,300 with Reagan-Bush on the memo line

and nine totaling $2,000 with Phil Gramm on the memo line. 8

The Committee continues to argue that notwithstanding the

8. The brief noted that $5,450 of these contributions were also
included in the list of corporate contributions. Further review
has determined that the total should be $5,400. Of this total
$250 was an apparent corporate check made payable to Reagan-Bush,
$4,800 had Reagan-lush on the memo line and $350 had Phil Gram
on the memo line. A $500 check made payable to William Clements

isOf co . s1 e a*ad by the



check "de paable to Seagnue iI*a ot vl1i..

clameate .o thbo with leagan-Sush #c Phil Gram on the memo

line, they should not be treated as earmarked contributions

because they were received in response to Committee

solicitations. They argue that notations on the memo line on

checks made payable to the Committee did not encumber the

contributions as earmarked. Moreover, they point out that these

contributions were returned in envelopes provided by the

Committee and included response devices indicating the

oontrUtlons were for the Committee. They make the same

arment with respect to those checks made payable to candidates

tater than the Committee. They claim these checks were also

returned in envelopes provided by the Committee and with the

Committee's response devices. They cite to one example,

involving John Stemons, where the Committee wrote Stemmons to

have him confirm that the contribution should be allocated

between him and his wife. They state that a response to this

request was received and delivered to the Commission. In his

affidavit Keith Davis states: "Had Mr. Stemons intended the

contribution to be earmarked he would have indicated that fact

rather than confirming the contribution as a contribution to the

State Party."

This Office recommends that the Commission reject the

Respondents' arguments with respect to those contributions made

payable to another committee or candidate. Regardless of whether

they were received in response to Committee solicitations or what

a single contributor may have said in response to an allocation

,". . .



letter, they were clearly eart

forwarded them to the respectlve committes or candidates or I
returned to the contributor to have the contributor make a new

check payable to the Committee. This office does not believe the

Comission should sanction one federal political co..mitt@@.

depositing of checks made payable to other federal candidates or

other federal political comittees regardless of who or how they

were solicited. Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find

probable cause to believe the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(8) regarding the $22100 in checks made payable to

Reoegan-tush and the $1,050 in checks made payable to Phil Gram.

secause illiam ClmNants was a Intofederal candidate so that the

earmarking requirements may not apply to checks made payable to

him, we have not included these checks in the recommendation, but

instead recommend that the Commission take no further action with

respect to them.9

The remaining checks include $85,300 in checks with reference

to Reagan-Bush on the memo line and the $2,000 in checks with

reference to Phil Grams on the memo line.
10 In NUR 2632, the

Commission took the position that references to a candidate (John

Evans) on the memo line of contributions to a state party

comittee (Idaho Democratic Party) were earmarking for purposes

9. We believe the Comission should by regulation preclude
federal committees from depositing into their federal accounts
contribution checks made payable to another person or entity.

10. Sam of the solicitations by the Respondents were signed
4 -tthat checks be inade payable to

/IIP i4# , i



I Wl
of the Contribut'tas limiti . tecontriituons were'

apparently usedto make .expeisttui* r 0 W b f of the referenced

candidate. The Comnission, however, did not find the state party

committee in violation of the Act or regulations for failure to

forward the contributions to the referenced candidate. instead,

it found that the contributing committee had made an excessive

contribution allocable to the candidate. Similarly, in MUI 3065,

the Commission concluded that references to the Speaker of the

House and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate on checks made

payable to a joint fundraising dinner for the Democratic

senatorial Campaign committee and the Democratic Congressional

Campaign Comaittee did not constitute earmarking of such checks

to the principal campaign committees of the speaker or rresident

Pro Tempore. MR 306S is distinguishable in that it was a joint

fundraising activity. That does not appear to be the situation

here. Thus, in our view, these contributions were also

earmarked. Therefore, we recommend that the Commission also find

probable cause to believe the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(a)(8) and 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6 regarding the $85,300 in

checks with reference to Reagan-Bush on the memo line and the

$2,000 in checks with reference to Phil Grams on the memo line.

4. National Party Transfers

The brief also noted that the Committee disclosed the receipt

of $175,100 from the Republican National Committee (ORNC") in

1984, of which $119,500 was deposited into the Victory '84

account, which was apparently established solely to fund exempt

activities. On this basis, the brief concluded that national .
•4_



raty Coamittee iuri ha to have 'beni used"t uI~ee

activitivi. J'4,lusiss the ICO ttee's Ovolvateer' activities.

IMs national party transfers were not linked to any spo.cific

disbursement by any accounting method.

The Respondents argue* however, that the regulations, but not

the Act, mention transfers from national parties regarding how

exempt "volunteer* and GOTVO activities are paid for. They note

that the regulation proscribes only transfers from national

parties that are donated for the voter registration or 00W

purpo.so or for the purchase of "volunteer" materials. They

state that national parties are still able to make unrestricted

tronsfers to a state party for it to use as it sees fit. They

posit:

It was never contemplated that there would be any
restrictions on these transfers. Yet, the conclusion
drawn in the General Counsel's Brief would bootstrap
every single transfer made by a national party committee
to a state party into an illegal contribution. There
would be no point in permitting such transfers if, in
and of themselves, they inhibit the ability of a State
Party to engage in exempt activities. It is for this
reason that the regulations recognize that the funds
must be designated for exempt activity in order for the
activity not to come within the exemption. Any other
conclusion would make a mockery of the regulatory scheme
and render it superfluous.

The Respondents also contend that the transfers were not used for

exempt activity because the Committee paid at least $359,827.90

in administrative and overhead expenses for salaries, rent,

utilities, and other overhead from the Victory '84 account after

the date of the first transfer.

Although we disagree with Respondents' contentions, we note

that the audit of the Committee predated the use of an accounting



analysis to d*torsinwetr as n ee aty UAnse ees

for ea0 IMVV nd vMiite a* 1Wty. t.mn
expenditures could not be attributed to specific activities

because a copy of the check (all that the regulations require a

committee to retain) is often inadequate documentation to

determine whether a payment relates to a specific activity,

especially in the absence of all of the invoices. Thus, we

acknowledge that at this point it does not appear possible to

connect thes. transfers to specific paments for exempt activity.

We note that these transfers totaling $119,50 constituted only a

N small portion of the receipts deposited into the victory '84

C~) aeeoumt and were well below the ainuat of aduiaistrative expenfs

paid from that account. Thus, we are unable to conclude on the

basis of this record that these transfers take the payments

outside the exemption for volunteer activity.

S. Presidential Dinner

The brief also noted that the audit had identified $98,806.19

in payments related to an appearance by President Reagan at a

dinner in Houston on October 2, 1984. President Reagan was a

candidate for re-election at that time. The brief took the

position that the Committee had not rebutted the regulatory

presumption that these expenses should be allocated as

contributions to President Reagan or expenditures on his behalf

but had merely asserted they were for party building purposes.

The Respondents continue to dispute the treatment of the

expenses related to this dinner. They assert that there is no

dispute that the event was a fundraiser for the State Party, thus



" ipeae reltedt t~bsprybidn

Ut Inpednt le t*t to Ma&e a ce0parison
with the treament in 'nother enorcement matter of President
Reagan's appearance at the Vvw convention soon after his

renomination. On this basis, they claim there is no evidence of
*express advocacy* in the Presidents speech in Houston and that

press coverage does not constitute such evidence.

The Uespeodeatos arguments miss the central point of the
regjlution: by creating & presumption that candidate appearances

CO at Vrty events after January I of the election year are for the
purpose of influencing the cadidat, s election, the regulation

0 .:) put* the burden on the party commlttee paying the expeses for
V) such appearances to rebut the presumption. in this respect the

Houston dinner is factually and legally distinguishable from the
vrw event. The reference to press coverage in the General

0
Counsel's Brief was not made to present evidence of express

advocacy, as Respondent's contend, but merely to make the point
that it appeared unlikely the Respondents could present

sufficient evidence to rebut the presumption.

The regulations state that a party committee may pay for a
candidate appearance if the event is a bona fide party event and
no aspect of the solicitation, setting, and remarks or activities

of the candidate were for the purpose of influencing the

candidate's election. 11 C.F.R. S 110.8(e)(1). The regulation

then states that notwithstanding these requirements, candidate

appearances after January 1 of the election year will be presumed

to be for the purpose of influencing a candidate's election.

.. i-i ..Q : ;;i~ .io .'0 -4 ,'( i ; , .:
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ncosrimsio*t, ie relutted by a sbow n tbamt he event wea or

was not party-related, as the case may be. 11 C.F..

S l1O.8(e)(2)(ii1). Reading these regulations together, it would

appear that the primary basis for the party committee to rebut

the presumption is merely to show that the event was a bona fide

party activity. But that reading would, in effect, rule out the

requirement that the party committee mast also show that the

solicitation, setting, and remarks or activities of the candidate

0O. were not for the purpose of influencing his or her election.

otus, it appears to this Office that the party ommittee must

o also demoimtrate the solicitatione, setting, remarks, etc., were

not for the purpose of influencing the candidate's election in

order to rebut the presumption.

The evidence that the Houston dinner was a fundraising event

for the State Party, which raised $1.8 million, does demonstrate

that the dinner was a bona fide party event. Nevertheless, the

n Respondents have not presented any other evidence to show that

"no aspect of the solicitation for the event, the setting for the

event, and the remarks or activities of the candidate in

connection with the event were for the purpose of influencing the

candidate's nomination or election." See 11 C.F.R.

S llO.8(e)(1)(ii). Respondents have also presented no evidence

that they were authorized by the RNC to spend against the RNC's

coordinated party expenditure limitation on behalf of President

Reagan in 1984.

~Lt *& 4~~,,



In the abec o such evide to reu rt1U

this Offlece recommends that the oMmission find pCvbeblo cause to

believe the Respondents violated 2 U.s.C. S 441a(f) by making

expenditures on behalf of President Reagan's candidacy in excess

of the Act's limitations.

6. Conclusion

This Office recommends that the Commission take no further

action regarding 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) regarding the question of

exempt payments; regarding 2 U.s.c. 5 434(b) with respect to

checks signed by someone other than the account holder; 2 U.S.C.

Co 11 432(c) and 4324d) with respect to the recordkeeping of certain

O cotributionss and 2 U.S.C. S 441&(a)(8) regarding checks made

payable to Willian Clements. We reconmend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe the Respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

441b with respect to the receipt of corporate contributions;

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) with respect to the receipt of excessive

contributions and with respect to excessive expenditures on

behalf of President Reagan's candidacy; 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) with

respect to the untimely aggregation and itemization of receipts;

and 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8) with respect to checks made payable to

federal candidates or other federal political committees and with

respect to checks with a federal candidate's name on the memo

line.

A'Ail
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3 bibmureets from ederel ount

The brief also questioned certala dlsbursesents from the

Committees nonfederal account that appeared to be related to

federal elections such as a $5,000 contribution to a federal

committee, a $150,000 payment to the Republican National
Committee for GOTV activities, $80,000 in payments for ballot

security activities, and $317.88 in administrative expenses.

With regard to the contribution to a federal committee, the

brief noted that the contribution was made on October 16, 1984,

was refunded on March 7, 1987, and recontributed from the federal

account on February 24, 1987. For the $150,000 payment to the

MNC, the brief noted that even if it were made for generic

advertising, a portion should have been paid from the federal

account in accordance with 11 C.r.a. SS 102.5(a)(1)(i) and

106.1(e). The same rationale was used for the $317.88 payment to

the INC for someone to attend a finance workshop.

For the $80,000 in ballot security expenses, the brief

acknowledged the Committee's arguments that it had made these

payments from its nonfederal account because it had determined

that the federal account had already paid its proportionate share

of allocable expenses for 1984. Thus, the Committee elected to

have its nonfederal account pay these expenses in the last month

of the 1984 election cycle. The brief noted that the basic

allocation of ballot security expenses had apparently been 77.6

percent federal and 22.4 per cent nonfederal. Nevertheless, the

brief took the position that each individual expense should have

been allocated as it was paid.



Wit t~a~Eto~h 1 * p~me~t o~ he gneric

tde tmiuAt t. nt t thatt the tie of this

pameunt there Ves nothtng t9pre0Vet tht noatederal account f ron

Making this payment and 61 being reimursed by the federal

account for its share. The7 claim the audit staff approved a

one-third federal and two-thirds nonfederal allocation.

Respondents state that the federal account transferred

$108,074.23 to the nonfederal aCCount to reimburse it for the
federal accounts# share of the administrative costs for

Septewber. Wey ad that thls transfer Iscluded a single payment
of $7S,074*43, .*fhiob incorpirated the $S,000 owed to that

account by th ederal account for advertising fees. They

further note that the federal account's administrative costs for

September were $58,000 higher than for August, thus in their view

confirming that the federal account paid its share. These

statements are supported by the Davis affidavit. The General

Counsel acknowledges that the Respondents have a reasonable

argument for their allocation and payment for this expense.

Regarding the $80,000 in expenses for salaries, an election

night party, and ballot security, the Respondents point out that

there is no advisory opinion or other authority to support the

position taken in the brief that each expense should have been

allocated as it was paid. The Respondents point out that the

regulations did not establish any timing for when the allocation

was to be made. furthernore, they note that simply because their

method had not been previously approved does not make it

unreasonable, noting that the Commission had said in Advisory



Opinion 1982-4 that the methd oli nkt WmrA 'MU

eative. frther revIvW of 1*1 I'uee tbis Office

acknowledges thot. espondents have a vald point. The brief

acknowledged that the overall allocation of 77.6 percent federal

and 22.4 percent nonfederal for the total of these expenses was

appropriate or reasonable. moreover, the recent revisions to the

allocation regulations now address these questions in a more

definitive manner.

This Office would agree with the Respondents that the $317.86

item for attendance at a finance seminar is too minor to pursue

further.

2i1 Office notes that the $S,000 contribution from the

nonfederal account to a federal committee was not refunded in a

reasonable time. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe the Respondents

violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.5(a) with respect to this transaction.

Regarding the $80,000 in ballot security payments, the $150,000

payment for generic advertising, and the $317.88 seminar fee, we

recommend that the Commission take no further action against the

Respondents with respect to 11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a) regarding these

payments.

C. Joint Fundraiser

The brief recommended that the Commission find no probable

cause to believe the Respondents had violated 11 C.F.R. S 102.17

regarding the joint fundraiser with the Harris County Victory

Fund because as party committees a joint fundraising agreement

• L. .



Was not necessary. The ReApondents concur in this 

toreendat Ion.

3. Making haossive Contributions

The brief also concluded that the Committee had made

excessive contributions to two federal candidates in 1984: Dick

Arney and Beau Boulter. This conclusion was based on the

determination that (1) two candidate comittees failed to

demonstrate that they each had net debts outstanding after the

primary election when the contributions were made and (2) the

Committee failed to produce the letter accompanying the
0 €coatributions designating them for the primary election.

C): Respondents had produced an affidavit from Kevin RoomavW
political director of the TUCC, that such a letter had been sent

with the contributions.

Similar conclusions had been made with respect to the two

candidate committees that were also respondents in this matter.

On December 11, 1990, however, the Commission voted to take no

further action with respect to the violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(f) by the Beau Boulter committee notwithstanding the
missing designation letter. The Commission found probable cause

to believe the Armey committee had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f)

and the Beau Boulter committee had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b)(8)

by not reporting all of its debts. Conciliation agreements were

reached with both committees. The agreement with the Armey

committee recognized that it had not demonstrated it had net

debts outstanding from the primary at the time its received the

contributions from the Respondents and had not produced the

S. .- -- .-.. . . . .. . .: , - . : . , , . ., z ? . .
•*
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letter designating the contributions for the prI ary election.
Vhe agreement with the outer comittee recognised that it had

not timely reported its debts.

The Respondents argue that they should not be held

accountable for making excessive contributions to these two

campaigns because they relied on the representations of the two

committees that they had primary debts outstanding. Furthermore,

they refer again to the noomaw affidavit that each contribution

was accompanied by a letter designating it for primary debt

purposes. They contend that there is no basis for disputing the

0 0 credibility of the affidavit and note that the Commission

o apparently accepted it with regard to five other contributions

covered by the affidavit.

This Office notes that the brief raised a question regarding

the designation of these contributions toward primary debt
0

because neither the Respondents nor the recipient candidate

- committees had been able to produce a copy of the designation

letter. A review of the audit file indicates that Respondents

have an apparent valid point regarding the Noomaw affidavit. The

attachment to the Interim Audit Report noted that the election

designations for contributions to seven candidates did not appear

to be adequate. The attachment indicated that primary debt had

been established for five of the seven candidate committees, the

exceptions being Armey and Boulter. See Attachment 1. The

Hoomaw affidavit was received in response to the Interim Audit

Report. See Attachment 2.



Audlqt 3ept ao. states that RooMaw or an assistant contacted the

candidate oMewt46 by ehew t:e- eiy, jie t* ad a

primary debt and advised them of the coetributi4 they would be

receiving and the election designation for that contribution."

so adds that letters were written to each committee forwarding

the contributions and designting the election for them. The

audit referral included only the Soulter and Armay contributions,

which vote the caly ones whete, there was a qmwtio *, primary

debt. Thus, this action i4les that the 66ofv affidavit was

treated by the audit -stottS * aeqate to .s~li~ e elction

designation for the @onttbstiO to all 4e" cIf date

comttes. Thi s 41s0690t is also co*ilstost with'the

Commission's action regarding the Boulter comittee.

Therefore, this Offfice recommends that the Commission take no

further action with respect to 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(2)(A).

11. The affidavit refers to Attachment 10 of the Interim Audit

Report. That attachment lists certain disbursenents by the State
ptty. oe evidently meant to refer to Attachment 11 which lists

the ibls excessive contributions to federal candidates,
andArmy ontrbtos

lu N
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1P9t,
The brief also addressed an unusual and anomalous situation

~uv~2~L~jthe toop .~ftea
candidates (Barl Jeffrey Wentot0 and Joseph Peyton Wyatt, Jr.)

and like payments to two vendors. Agprently, the Committee had

conducted exempt activities on behalf of the two candidates.

Bach requested an additional amount of activities for which they

would pay. The precise details of this plan, however, are not

entirel'y clear. Nevertheless, the candifttes did make payments

to the Committee, which in turn made ideatical payments to

vendors to wh0 t06 t. c idetes o mtee apparently owed

moe V oh b f *CjladW'd thot tht :1114oumients should hae
9rorte; the e"Lov.a c'ntri bottthe candidte. a"

the paysents as coordinated party expenditures on behalf of the

candidates. The Respondents state that they were merely acting

C) was a conduit for payment in these circumstances and has amended

its reports to show these transactions."

2) Based on the unusual and anomalous nature of these

transactions, the amounts involved, and the amendments already

made by the Respondents, this Office now recommends that the

Commission take no further action against the Respondents with

respect to 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) regarding these transactions.

111. DISCUSMIOE OF CoCILIATION AND CIVIL PESALTY

E.:&
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1. Find probable cause to believe that the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee and Martha
Weisend, as treasurer, violated:

a. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b;

b. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) regarding the receipt of
excessive contributions

c. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) regarding the making of
excessive expenditures on behalf of a federal
candidate;

d. 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) regarding the untimely
aggregation and itemization of receipts;

e. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8) regarding the earmarked
contributions made payable to federal candidates or
other federal political committees and regarding

IV.

.... ,.,o ! -., : . . ' : -, ,; 3 ........ -'W, . ... . ..



checks vkit eagan-buh or Phil Gram on the memo
line; and

f. 11 C.r.. S 102.54a) regwtgdia the contribution
to a federal political committee from the
nonfederal account.

2. Take no further action against the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend, as
treasurer:

a. with respect to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) relating to
the exempt paymentsi

b. with respect to 11 C.F.R. 1 102.5 relating to
the rymts for ballot security expenses, generic
advertising, and seminar fee;

C- with respect to 3 1.S.C. I 434(b) relating to
the cheaks vith a stgnatory other than the account
holder and the reieipte and to the payments for
"arl Ieffrey Wentvorth and Joseph Peyton Wyatt,OD Jr.;

d. with respect to 2 U.S.C. 5S 432(c) and 432(d)
regarding recordkeeping for receipts;

e. with respect to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8) regarding
checks made payable to William Clements; and

f. with respect to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A).

3. Find no probable cause to believe that the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee and Martha
Weisend, as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R.
S 102.17(c).

4. Approve the attached conciliation agreement and
appropriate letter.

Date Lawrenc M.
General Counsel

Attachments:
1. Attachment 11 Interim Audit Report
2. Noom w affidavit
3. Conciliation Agreement

Staff assigned: George P. Rishel
,Jeffrey. D. Long



f idavit or Kevin Koouvi

Revin Momawv, bein duly sworn, dep e and says:

1. 1 am Kevin Noomaw, and I served as the political
director of the Texas Republican Party from September
1983 to Jwi *85. 1 have personl knowledge of the
fac ts ontained herein and am comptent to testify
thereto.

2. In that lpition I was respsible for advising
candidate osatesof the contribuitions the Texas
Re" iim Oongressimal Committee would be presenting
to thin.

3. Ritherl O my assistant oon1Mtact -ytehf each Of
tho @a0p omIfteeSieti nAt"n 10 of
thme im 9Wte a)t trcm Iop Owfch
attached to ths idavit as t . verified that
tey be a primary oletftm "t, a" advised the of
the contribution they would be reoeiviing and the
election for which it should be designated before such
contribution chocks were signed.

D 4. Letters were then written to each committee forwarding
the contribution check and designating which election to
which the contribution should be designated.

5. I have been informed that this Affidavit will be
submitted to the Federal Election Commission.

Kevin Roomaw

Signed ,nd sworn to before mo
this :5'day of ry 1987.

Notary Publ ic- +..

Ky Commiss.on Expires: /-4/ :'..

.....,...... .I"• + + " : + . .. ++.. .: " / +... " + • ' : + , .. - . ." • + + ,.+i-7
+
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FEDERAL ELECTION .COMMISSION
WASHNCTON DC 301*

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAURENCE M. NOBLE
G6ENEAL COUNSEL

MARjORIE W. EMONS /DONNA ROACH4

COUWI 3ION SBCRETARY

NAY 21, 1992

NOR 2598 - GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT
DATED MAY 13, 1992.

?he above-captioned docmewnt was circulated to the

Commission on Thursday May 14, 1992 at 4:00 p.m.

Objoection(s) have been received from the

Comissioner(s) as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

McDonald

McGarry

Potter

Thomas

This matter will be placed

Tuesday, June 2, 1992

xxx

xxx

xxx

xxx

xxx

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.

4

p.

for
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.Teas 0110n coaqvessio l

Comittee mld 'C"Ioft gesaidl)
as treasuter

Z, Mataenie . amons, recording 9ecretary for the

redee, guftleft Oftssin executLv* sessiao on June 16,

1992, 4.he r €ertify tat tie COALloe ,tWok the

al 4..s Aw MRa 25W'S

~tt** IWO&h Veiseno at
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 9 441b,

Commissioners McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas
-voted affirnatively for the notion;

Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented;
Commissioner Potter had recused himself
with respect to RUN 2598 and was not present.

2. Decided by a vote of 5-0 to find probable
cause to believe that the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirnatively
for the decision; Conissioner Potter
vas not present.

(continued)

~ ~ k 7., - '



reje tcallectiw Comt sin Page 2•certltls~t. for RIM 35fl

3. Decided -- a vote of S-0 to find probable
cause tO believe tWat Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 1441a(f)
regarding the receipt of excessive
contributlons.

Comtasioners Aikens, Elliott, Ncootald,
Rcoarr, ad Thoas voted affiruatively
for the decisionS Cofmtwssloer Potter
was not present.

0 4l o 3-2 to p s e a

ta the ft -eo Ce ssoa1
C ttee and Sartha Welsed, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) regarding the
making of excessive expenditures on behalf
of a federal candidate.

0:) Commissioners McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the motion;
Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented;
Commissioner Potter was not present.

5. Decided ba vote of 5-0 to find probable
cause to believe that the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 434(b) regarding the
untimely aggregation and itemization of
receipts.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Potter
was not present.

(continued)



Sfederal lection Commission Page 3: ~certicAattg! for uva1 259116

6. In 0 vote of 3-2 to pa"s a motion
t A PM J* cause to believe that
the TeXs 91epublican Congressional
Commttee and Martha Weisend, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(0) regarding
the earmcaked contribution made payable
to federal candidates or other federal
political committees and regarding checks
with k aa-Sush or Phil Grin on the

Cemmissivoers Xcnonald, U ar j, ar Thomas
veted #ffirustively for the mo on

uiiomers .Litens a"nd 114t dissented;SCmmi**oer Potter was not present.

06OW t' bel'O" e]p thecanCom lssieoal Committee and Sactha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(8)
regarding the contributions made payable
to federal candidates in the amount of
$23,1SO.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Potter
was not present.

8. Decided byZa vote of S-0 to find probable
cause to believe that the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a)
regarding the contribution to a federal
political committee from the nonfederal
account.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
NcGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Potter
was not present.

(continued)

tit



Federal 41ecti.. Agse ,n Page 4
Junes 16,, lp,

9. Decided by a vote of S-0 to take no
furteR. action aainst the Texas
Ikepdlca ongmso&naIL Committee
;; flirt" Veisead, as treasurer, with
respect to 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) relating
to the exempt payments.
Comissioners Alkens, 3lliott, XWDonald,
ROrry, and Thmas voted affittively
for the decisionS Commissioner Potter
was not present.

10. e inthe vote Of 3-2; to's- &motiont vft no tur ber ISCt46 6001 t t "ose
0 p~oma comgrsional ci~t,. "d

d ctbe weisend. as treasurtr, with respect
to 11 C.r.R. S 102.5 relating to the
payments for ballot security expenses,
generic advertising, and seminar fee.

Commissioners Aikens, alliott, and Thomas
o voted affirmatively for the notion;

Commissioners McDonald and RcGarry dissented;
Commissioner Potter was not present.

11. Failed in a vote of 3-2 to pass a notion
to take no further action against the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee and Martha
Weisend, as treasurer, with respect to 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b) relating to the checks with a
signatory other than the account holder and
the receipts and to the payments for Earl
Jeffrey Wentworth and Joseph Peyton Wyatt, Jr.

Commissioner Aikens, Elliott, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the notion;
Commissioners McDonald and McGarry dissented;
Commissioner Potter was not present.

(continued)
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12. I to pass a motion
to FLOO otoW a believe that
taw tza R-8blcaa Comgenssial, Comi tteeand atb"a s.ad. as tossurer, violated
2 U.R.C, fl 432(c) and 432(d) regarding
recortkeep ag fot receipts

13. railed in s vote of 3-2 to pass a notion
to lke no futrther action against the Hx

C Texas Republican Congressional Comittee
and Martha Weisend, as treasurer, with

qW respect to 2 U.S.C. 15 432(c) and 432(d)
regarding recordkeeping for receipts.

Ile) Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Thomas
o N voted affirmatively for the motion;

Commissioners McDonald and McGarry dissented;
Commissioner Potter was not present.

(continued)

41.
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Federal Uiection Commission Page 6
Certificat*on for MU1 3596

Vu~eeS*•

14. Decided by a vote of 5-0 to take no
Curtjr action against the TexasROPlican Congressional Committee and 0
Martha Veisond, as treasurer, with
respect to 2 U.S.C. I 441a(a)(O)
regarding checks made payable to William
Clements.

Comissionrs Alkens, zlliott, McDonald,
Mo-arry* and Thomas voted affiratively
for the decision; Comi"ssIOer Potter
was not present.

tn15 DOCOM vte Ofq -0to takeo no
ZurTScL action ainjt fb0 Texas Republicanqq Congressional Committee ad Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, with respect to 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a)(2)(A).

qr Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Potter
was not present.

16. Decided by a vote of 5-0 to find no probable
cause to believe that the Texas Republican
Congressional Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.17(c).

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Potter
was not present.

(continued)
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17. Decided y a vote of 5-0 to direct the
offieeao G- Counsel to draft
appropriate conciliation agreements and
appropriate letters based on the decisions
noted above and circulate them for
Commission approval on a tally vote basis.

comoissioners Aikens, Ulltott, cDonald,
ncarcy, and Thomas votef.affirmatively
for the decision; Coemissioner Potter
was not present.

,.,~ids

D4~a
0

Attest:

try of the Commission

Mir,
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In the Matter of

Texas Republican Congressional
Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer.

HUR 2598

CMT! FICATIO

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

Commission, do bereby certify that on July le 1992, the

Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to approve, the conciliation

agreement in RNU 2S98, as recomended in the General Counsel's

memorandum dated July 2. 1992.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry and Thomas voted

affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner Aikens did not cast

a vote; Commissioner Potter recused himself from this matter

and did not vote.

Attest:

rJorie W. Emmons
Secr eary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Thurs., July 2, 1992 10:10 a.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Thurs., July 2, 1992 12:00 p.m.
Deadline for vote: Wed., July 8, 1992 4:00 p.m.

dr
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SWASMNCTON. D.C. M

July 10, 1992

Jan Witold Saran, Esquire
Carol A. La ap, Esquire
Wiley, *ein G Fielding
1776 K street, w.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: HUK 2596
Tax" Republican Cogressional
Comitto and UEUrthaisend,
as treasurer

Dear xr. Satan and Ms. Laham:

On June 16, 1992, the Federal Election comilmles found thatthere is probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441b, 441a(f) (regarding the receipt of excessive
contributions), 434(b), and 441a(a)(8) (relating to checks made
payable to federal candidates), provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and 11 C.F.R.
S 102.5(a) of Commission regulations (regarding the contributionto a federal political committee for the nonfederal account).
There was an insufficient number of votes for the Commission to
decide whether to find probable cause to believe your clients
violated 2 U.S.c. 55 441b (the full amount of corporate
contributions determined by the audit), 441a(f) (relating to the
presidential dinner), and 441a(a)(8) (relating to the checks with
a federal candidate's name on the memo line).

On that date the Commission also found that there is no
probable cause to believe your clients violated 11 C.F.R.
S 102.17(c) of Commission regulations. The Commission also voted
to take no further action with respect to 2 U.S.C. 55 441a(f)
(relating to the exempt payments), 441a(a)(8) (relating to checks
made payable to William Clements), and 441a(a)(2)(A). There was
an insufficient number of votes for the Commission to decide
whether to take no further action with respect to 2 U.S.C.
SS 434(b) (relating to checks with a signatory other than the
account holder and the receipts and payments for Earl Jeffrey
Wentvorth and Joseph Peyton Wyatt, Jr.), 432(c) and 432(d), and
11 C.F.R. S 102.5 (relating to the payments for ballot security
expenses, generic advertising, and seminar fee).



Jan Witold Baran
Carol A. Lahamk
Pa"e 2

he Commission has a duty to attempt to correct the
violations on which a probable cause to believe finding vas made
for a period of 30 to 90 days by informal methods of conference,
conciliation, and persuasion, and by enterinq into a conciliation
agreement vith a respondent. If we are unable to reach an
agreement during that period, the Commission may institute a
civil suit in United States District Court and seek payment of a
civil penalty.

Enclosed Is a conciliation agreement that the commission has
approved in settlement of this matter. If you agree vith the
provisions of the enclosed agreement, please aig* and return it.
along with the civil penalty, to the complssionw-ithin ten days.
I vii then freso d that the Comission accept the agreement.

- Please make your check for the civil pepoalty payable to the
Federal lection Commission.

-v*If you hav*e any questions zor suestions for tbaages in the
enclosed concltton agreement, or iyou wish to arrange a

!nnseting in conmoction with a mutually satisfactory conciliation
agreement, please contact George r. Rishel or Jeffrey D. Long,
the staff members assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400 or
3690.

o: Sinc iyp

a te F
04^ General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

~+ Y
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awrence . foblo Ieq.Oea~l €Oeal

ftI. am in esolw n po' of 0 &Oft, Wncaing me

Cuse to believe t.hat the low,!i- 5 CI9 601006 Committee :
0 and Math WeLsend, as i e ur (Collectively *State Pary)

violated the Fedra glotcmpa:ign At of 1971, as aeddin
!i M atter Unde Iro ies"O, and enclosing a onciliation

- zoent. Deaed an the fafts and cLtct. tances diamse below,,
the Stt Party7 moves tar recons -do-r cato and 1ly requests

0-0).te eac take no Ja wli regard to
this m.ers

This mt ao the 1903-1904 tl:oO c, An audi
was -- "in Tryn 1.96 (4 e no c was issued until
Nov a. n sixt of your )ets later, fofu ,.-a iat.or, the
tha .fe --eral ti. AU i ror. ( tG) fonths poaed
cate th eie.- thtR tV Wsed te inal Audit Report, and nearly

rtve =e Lesn" ase tae te softe ay rso to
belaede t E dl et 30 1a889gs tt t91 ti te iR
Eatt-r - n-e Uiew t96 Years e" elapied SU oete tine Oi the
Audite and vsdy all st fa c ssu s aiem by te Audit Division
ithte por Of 1*vs Aut Were deat WithI atd reetul rqus ts

th~at the 0so thtee tak nourthe aci ih eadt

"has omoe in:;::-'l Jule 1 y5 , oe, no.~u reor eam issued unt il

Kovomber, 6 v~sitessmonthsola ter Four 0 tn erde the
co dic e tho theeyars ad l-apsesne the tieofyth

iv ~: ~



eve more time an the UM. After

Iep AbIsi o h . to Seliv
f Mt~seb~ low* L" t Wonly t~y Sb o

Was neerlyW five years In the est, A GeWal Consels aSnoit was
not i aalI , , ],90, eit1en moths later. Again, the
Party -"me e e fl]JLi e o - odet- ' SLef on September 24,

1990.1t t thre se UNIS ater. NOW* tfy-emoths later,,
the OisissL has lap nilt@ u a in this matter
SeilbiP4WM'M w 1L enly0 it acftivity that

toac a de ,ede W19. in the General
CmM e#4.0 oIs"e Ma w an thr" yeas, thirtyaOnin months,

wbi 4 ~ he1~ ssy ewmmonhstiles c prhnive

eei t!t'o tOle fee takin meu s~s4~**wesmibAa r tangsvty

m m ml*vi~l p .

htte hae e he a he
=.t fair actiit wc t place eight or

nine years iU* a V M* e ently,amd at: 111s e1i111ii6, ouxe. .t--. IrnmA. as ev Lin by X-00":

4 eslan emi tm, thLs matter Ji ripe tor a finding of nofurther action.

The pubLic reord a. e that fth Caiseson recently voted to
take no further action vith regard to twelve sepaae matters, none
of which are as o14 as ths matter. Two mattr in particular, are
at odds with the fpisims fidig here. The first rgrsthe
New Merey ieosratic State Comittee. Zn that mattr, ch the
CnisLou deide to iss t throghthe exercise of its
proe "tIta discretc@ the General Counsel's Office noted that
the C-mittee ba a led t eport more than $100,053,30 in
receipts ad re than $19,000 in disbursmnts on its 1988 Year-
En %M1Wogt aM 19 aUea n . Zn fact, the General

state (ahasia asu l r, tha mt

aWWWWlAz' y GO ertain expendituree and in addition

reeived pe the $34,060 In non-federal funds whtich it bad
depostedL t tederal aco&.Ds Iteal of ft~e apparent

laheGasal Cosel's Office ooncld that
a(tihe "mss i in this matter have bn rsalved o claified
by the CO-mIttee 0 * . For these reasons, thfs Office reCOMendfs



t that the'i s take no turhe r aqtM a close the tile in

tat 0 A

Ralea tt fth w Jersey uato atyfw any liability under
the At ead yet awtoo 0 exa d *iR t, te TOM Repblioan Party,

St .t of the n Jersey
MUM. APr. Th Texa"

Paty aacivtyts paeLa193 eM 1004.t ieyeararlier
then fthe Var Jere Saft, &atsoatvtes ftrui.the Texas
Stasy wsil met e p4tsssi of dollars to

T f that th C'-i-__-i-o- also :-_---ised its pr'secutorial
discretion vithb rea to th Wead leullo S:tte CentralCcIes in -I 2934 lel sUport to thi postion. The report
regarding that mtter se s tt:

The case o fm an audit eerl

base on he 556 lecion ycl, th sa

ele ctio at isue in NU 2270O. that mater,closed in July 19,. yes a cIt geieatd

case anS te Nevada Rsp.ubI Party.
involving euoeive coordi~natd pary spending
u--__e_ se ci 441a (4). The melOr isa in thsa
case als involves excessive oordinate prt
e-xpe-_itures- mOstly bae on diffrenttoutactions t th* ose at lssue in 1It

2270. • •
i i_--sinitts a-It tiou here toot plcel

din tH e IS rAGh tme trI as thoe in

rearin 2270t Mand ina that:mte epndnspi

obst camevin fr an arlier trefuerris

bse bt-ta - y reiaiblle tor earlie delays in
C1 matr, tile currenta ,teurIer Papers

Scoordinate . spend

• :,: :-m--- - -e " o --- 4- 43:'. . . ., .' ;:.. ~ The ' 8,, O issue , .": .. - i n. :.; . . ' th/i--



thAso,

11 7t f -Mi 2S
an ls ~ ie

N~~ra~o of y 37a .41 to theM ii~sr~ri atrUndenr iv erni I3mZ of keee.-ua-to-tal Ohswen, p. 22.
CoA"els ottUAI.

sia, te cmsim too* n

Awedndo fst t~smftv qe ~the ait * easi
*a"=* fter h

um MMfo w

ow IU it

the Cm t ..... too s

Crt asll. ia
Co the top of that list. anee.m* of the up= m *1k the

colsion eeri to tafe no further atim veaas old as this
qq No

Thus*
__ comissiom

no fuorther

the State Party agais respeatfully remquests that the
raeoams1 Its prbal cam fiM1 e.G inU"dt
action vith revue4 to this matter a close the file.

Sicrly,

Witol dBut=

Il.

cc: IN. Martha Weise
ur* fra myer

711
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ja Us 2 V2 the Csinisslon found that there ts
p0 , to boltemo that the as e d hebaa

Cm c itte. a" lath VUstisod, s trmc or .

V VS..I 434b 4l (j( 44)4*t land 441b and

a ~ ~ ~ 4 .*Uti.0e s w0 a *00 ps il
~pnsut a *04 &rke 080104 woaieaIm O the coinm sees

probable ause flnding andl in the lternatiuve hve roqueted

that tim Comissio8 take so further action in this mattor. t*

following section discu sos respondents, response to the

Coamision's probable case findings and proposed conciliation
agreemont.

II. D -- son

Respoaeonts indicate that this matter arose from the

1963-1904 election cycle and that at the time the matter Under

Review (6= 0) c- e more than throe years had elapsed

since tb time of the Audit. Respondents state that virtually

all of the ssues raised by the Audit Division In the couro of

the Audit vwet dealt with at great euponsO to the Coinittee.



eneataive amout of tins to halt"in this matter which has

Respsadats Nte a Mtht the Coosi hs ee iao

a penalty of $$$go0" epecially for activity which took place

eight or ais years a" ad Which was willingly and promptly

corrected. nospeodents argue that based on recent CoMaission

detecrnsatioas, this issue is ripe for a finding of no further

action*.

R1asemdsete refer 8pe"ioally to t0, Coiaesa'ta action

Ea 34 aMW 342. ihses wree m-as *&A.MM w a"hae the

Comisin at t ",~m 2*,.Of lW. nm w A48, uling which*

the C4nis slu1vi p tva isfttie a"

take sofurfeie act-s la theae two matters.

te subject matter in 2 9340 an audit referral, was

excessive coordinated party expenditures mad by the Neva

epublicaa State Central Committee during the 19S6 election

cycle. This sam subject matter was also dealt with in MM 2270

when a complaint was filed against the Nevada Republican Party.

a organisation connected with the Nevada Republican State

Central Comittee.

he expenditures at issue in NMM 2934 were Bade roughly

during the same tin period as those expenditures at issue in

NUR 2270 however, the expenditures involved in aU 2934 were

iostly based on transactions which were different from those at

issue In 2270. This Office notes that In NUN 2270t the

V 4A



, . - ... .......

expenditures ivlyne Ws jI 3Mf4 Wb h reseled apprexiumtoy A

$1SWO of nationa party funs. in liht of the particular

circumstaces ia n= 234 and the action taken in NU 2270, the

Commissio decide to take so furthe action in NU 2934.

nespondeats state that even tboevs the respondent in

NU 3441. thea m Degsoratic Stat Committoo failed to

report $1009.03 in reosipt sd $1.000 is dis br emets in its ':14 F

1909 and _ -_ nideu_- teor a" resoLvd $3900 is

mom-feldera M-10 ** It dpsted t* Its federal, account.

the .. tec u fther aft"m t the matter. Meis

Ofte met that me n 1441. there wore Nat H ematia

disacrepeacies, totaliag *,90S, wcic r 1epondeat8 cocrrcted

through mdmOnts to Its reports. Ibs ameodments revealed

$100,g3.30 in proviously undisclosed receipts motly in the

for of transfer from affiliated comittees and $19,147.83 in

previously undisclosed dieburements. Additionally, the

transfer out of $34,24".16 from the Vederal account to the

non-toderal account was based on two deposits which wet

erroneously deposited in the Federal account and then

tramsferred back out. Due to the particular circumstances in

this matter, the Commission decided to take no further action in

the matter.

ii .1il



discreties In oe cae dees not a~p~ £ stllar exercise in

are' ..&e tlI I Utenrest toUoev the

2Nas 3914 ead 3441 o fls tollewalg I* a more detailed discussion

of the loonos md ts of SON involved ia this aetter.

A,. -12e 1 134(b) v1Ilaties

hte conoite. bad reelpts and dislmsments of

app..S*e.T. y $4.7 ailUeS Is l963M4, of Vleah aproimately

$31.2 a£ U34ts ts diebu sme re tmfo Its VTitorY 044

Itemistle but had aot bees Itsteed i the Opm e

ilsgtoo-qil. it .. "-------OS- that @otulbti@oS

depited lnto the victoy P64 assomst bad not bee a"ggrogated

with those depoIted into the Comittee's main operating

account, thus indicating that furthr contributions may have

required itemAiation, Although the Cemittee filed amendments

to eight reports to accomplish such aggregation and

itesisations, the -mdonts ore filed on Match 9. 1967 for

contributios which were received in 1903 and 1964.

a. Section 441b violation

The audit of the Committee found that it had accepted 189

coatributiosso totaling $194,506, that In the view of the Audit

staff appeared to be corporate contributions. The Comittee

acknowledged that it received approinastely $2S,000 in

cotributions on checks drawn on accounts of entities with

... .o .. e,'



legality of these contributions was not resolved within the time

trial tepird bqr se*aiswelios

Based on the attribution procedures of Comission

regulations, the Comittee received $*24,100 in contributions

which eXceedOd the limitations Of the Act. The Comittee

asserts that it obtained verification for $23S,000 of these

cgtributiems which were frem beth sposes and transferred

n o to its fedecal aecmnt. newevwr these actions were not

take within a reasoabi. tm as reqtoed by Cramission

"he Committee roeeived $23.110 in costributions wbere the

checks had the name of the federal candidate in the paye line,

constituting a desigmatioe earmarking the contribution to that

federal candidate. the Cowmittee neither reported these

contributions to the Comisasion and to the candidates nor

forwarded thee to the candidates. The Comittee deposited the

contributions into its own account based on the rationale that

the contributions were received in response to solicitations for

contributions to the Comittee.

.. Violation of 11 c..a. S 102.5

The CeiMttee made a $S,000 contribution to a Federal

political cemmittee fro its non-federal account on October 26,

1944. te Ceomittee did not receive a refund from the federal

Political comittee until March 7. 1907.



this etter, this ONf 1 ,r----- that the Cesm"aLo reject

respondents* request for reCesidoatioe of Its probable cause

findine. For the SmO reasoms, this Office also recomends

that th Coimsloet coject respodets, request for no fucther

action.

Ceatteq s :end Ib4 hEa d. ~stsesm. treotsd0= , Oftion
of the oemmiaeftes probble gas fismiags of jume 16 1992.

-.. _2. aojejt the rwwst of the Tome Upublicea Coaer*ssional
Coemittee a" 0rths N6aitsa. as troesurer, to take so further
action in thi stter.

General Counsel

Attachuts:
1. Iespeadeta request for reconsideration of probable cause

fit ag &at/or request for no further action
2. Ciellattea agroemat approved by the Coiission e

JuSy 6. 2992
Staff Assigaed8 tory L. ?aksar



3105PO3 TE IUDIIU ILCTION COM UO

Zn the matter of

Texas Republlcan Congressional
Comittee and Nartha Weisead, as
treasurer

MIR 2598

e, UiJorie W. "m 0 reCeordng secretary for the
redect E)epto Coieseios eecetiwe seseles on

DeG 1$. G' 4. here ctrtify that the Cais/sLon
decided by a vote of 4-0 to take the following actions

in =2a96:

1. Reject the request of the Texas
Republican Congressional Comittee
and Nartha Weisend, as treasurer,
for reconsideration of the Commissions
probable cause findings of June 16, 1992.

2. Reject the request of the Texas
Republican Congressional Committee
and Martha Veisend, as treasurer, to
take no further action in this matter.

(continued)
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?ederl I1eCtj.cm. CnL on
~ee a

Dsaearry was sot ptlt. CymisotosIr Setter r*

himself from Consideration of M 2596 and was not i

Attest:

Itat1

Y ~



Zn tb estterb ... ) -t

Texa4 Republican Congressional C@Mittie )
and Rartha woisend, as treasurer )

Gim iISmD.' lm mmitv

On December 15, 1992g the Coeatsion rejectsd the request

of the Texas Ropublican Congressieoal CalMttoe, ad

Martha Weisend, as treasurer,t to sslder Its prbble cause

flndings or in tlo alternative, to tae a ftthrler *t'is In

this matter.

11, DISCUSSIOK
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TO: RL3CE N. NOBLE
GmEW3M COUNSEL

ROqt NARJORE w. msOus/ DO A IOAC Ac V
COln: 1510 SCIt RY

DATE: ,I a 1993

SUBJECT: ma 2598 -A 0 '8 3T
DnamS~ 1inPa i a 3# 1993

The abo9-eptioned documet was circulated to the

Com o ssion*S 3, 1"3 at 4:00 P.3,

Objection(s) have been received from the

Commissioner(s) as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens 3=

Commissioner Elliott x

Commissioner NcDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter viii be placed on the meeting agenda

for TUESDAY, rEBRuARY 23, 1993

Please notify us who ill represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.



!the iet" te

cad Ms s v.. i n u ttdeaure r )

li MarJorie w. mmons, recording secretary for the

Federal slection Commission executive session on February 23,

1993, do heror eertify that the Comssion deoried by a

vote Ot 4-0 to take the folloving actions In aft 2535:

1. !

2. niret the *fnice of General counsel to
send a counterproposal

3. Authorise the Office of General Counsel to
file a civil suit if the Respondents do not
accept the Commission's counterproposal
within twenty days of receipt.

Commissioners alliott, McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decision. Commissioner Aikens

was not present. Commissioner Potter recused himself from

consideration of NI 2S98 and was not present.

Attest:

Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

February 26v 1993
Jan Witold Sa n, Lsq.
Wiley Rein & rielding1776 I9 Street* ,N..

Washington. D.C. 20006

as: MW 2598
Texas Republican Congressional
Comittee and tartha Weisend,
as, treasurer

Deat Er. saran:

anclosed herewith is a conciliation agreement
which we submit for your clients, signature.

Although I an hopeful that this matter can be settled through a
conciliation agreement, please be advised that in the absence of
your clients* acceptance of the enclosed agreement within 20
days, the Commission has authorized this office to Institute a
civil suit in the U.S. District Court.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mary Taksar,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3400.

Sin ely, /

j~i

Lawrence H. NobleQ. '° General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



nay 17, 193

TO: The Commission /

FROM: Lavrence M. Noble/$"
General Counsel L/

tichard a. sader
Asociate General Counsel

t e 3. mershovtts
tant General Cousse" '

SUBIJCT: Co1ciliation bvees"st in, m 25"6-4 as Republice
Vom 0 esionel C ttee ad brfth Weisend, as

~t)On Februairy 23. 1993g the Commisoios pproved a conciliatiols;
agreement in RUR 2590
that same date, the Commission authorised the Office of General
Counsel to file a civil suit in the United States District Court
against the Texas Republican Congressional Committee and Martha

C3 Weisend, as treasurer, if the Comission's final counterproposal
was not approved within 20 days.

It"
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ULWRENCa N. NOBMR
GCEO3AL COWISEL

MARJORIE V. US/inIE J. R*
CM01 BZON 85CUNART

NT 20* 1"3

ma2 251 -m0 omuzs ou
MA2 El 17, 193.

The above-captiomed documOat vms cigr elated to the

Commission on tmmin. S 1 .

Objection(s) have been received from the

Comissioner(s) as indicated by

Commissioner ALikens

Commissioner lliott

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed

for Tuesday, Nay 25, 1993.

the name(s) checked below:

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us vho viii represent your Division before
the Commission on this matter.

~t' ~

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJSCT:

AW 14,



in the Matter of

Texas Republican Congressional
Comittee and Martha Weisend, as
treasurer

MU* 2590

CEnT!FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Bomons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Cotission executive session on Nay 2S,

1993, do hereby certify that the Comission decided by a

vote of 5-0 to acempt the conciliation agrement ith

Respondents exas Republican Congressional Committee and

Martha elsend, as treasurer, as reco mended in the

General Counsel's memorandum dated May 17, 1993.

Comissioners ALikensf Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Comissioner Potter recused hiaself fron UN 2598 and

was not present during its consideration.

Attest:

cretary of the Comission

lo

)

~V)

-rL-Wmw'.'
Date



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIINCTON. C 204*3

nay 25, 1993

Jan w. Baran
Wiley, Rein a Fielding
1776 K Street, W.N.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUM 2598
Texas Republican Congressional Committee
and Sartha Weisend, as treasurer.

Dear mt. Satan:

This letter is to notify you that the Commission has accepte,
the signed aeilietion agteesent which you submitted in
settlement of the above-captioned matter. A co at that
avres to which has now boon ezecuted on behl of the
caimissi om is enclosed for your files.

This concludes the Commission's consideration of the matter.
The original signed copy of the conciliation agreement will now
be forwarded, together with other portions of the Commission's
permanent file in MR 2598. to the Commission's ?ublic Disclosure
Division for placement on the public record. See 11 C.F.R. S
4.4. Should you wish to submit any additional-legal or factual
materials to be placed on the public record, please do so within
ten days. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel.

Thank you again for your cooperation. Should you have any
questions, please contact me immediately at 202-219-3400.

Sincerely,

tz .

'Stephe He s o,,
Assistant General Co s 1

Enclosure.

. .. , . , ..



in the Matter of )

Texas epblican Congressional ) UR 2598
Committee and Martha Weisend, )
as treasurer )

CUOZLZZ0U&n

This matter vas initiated by the Federal Election Commission

('Camisssion), pursuant to inforation ascertained in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities. The

Commission found probable cause to believe that the Texas

Republican Congressional Comittee (SCommitteew) and artha

Weiserd, as treasurer (WCspe-0d ), violated 2 U.S.C.

55 434(b), 441a(a) (8), 441a(f), and 441b and 11 C.F.R.

5 102.5(a).

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondents, having

duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

11. Respondents have had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondents enter voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows: 2

1. The Texas Republican Congressional Committee is a

political committee within the meaning of 2 U.S.C. S 431(4) and

-A~



the state cmmittee of a political party within the Ai of

2 U.S.C. S 431(15).

2. Martha Weisend is the treasurer of the Texas

Republican Congressional Committee. Henry Santamaria was the

treasurer of the Texas Republican Congressional Committee in

1984.

3. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971# as

amended (the "Act"), defines contributions and expenditures to

0 include any gift, paymnt of money or anything of value for the

purpoae of influencing any election for federal office. 2 U.S.C.

SS 431(S)(A)(i) and 431(9)(A)(1). The Act further provides that

no multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to

any candidate or his or her authorized committees with respect to

0 any election for federal office which, in the aggregate, exceed

qW $5,000. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2)(A). The national committee of a

political party may make limited coordinated expenditures in

connection with the general election campaign of its presidential

candidate. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(d). The national and state

committees of a political party may make limited coordinated

expenditures in connection with the general election campaigns of

their senatorial and congressional candidates. IA. Commission

regulations provide that a political party committee may not make

independent expenditures on behalf of its candidates. 11 C.F.R.

SS 110.7(a)(5) and 110.7(b)(4). The Act provides that political

committees shall not knowingly make expenditures on behalf of a



candidate in violation of the limitations of Section 441a.

2 U.s.C. S 441a(f).

4. The Act provides that any person may contribute up

to $5,000 in any calendar year to a multicandidate political

comittee, such as the Texas Republican Congressional Committee.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(1)(C). The Act prohibits "any corporation

whatever' from making any oontribution or expenditure in

connection with any election for federal office. 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a). The Act provides that a political caittee shall not

knowingly accept contributions in excess of the limitations of

section 441a or knowingly accept contributions prohibited by

Section 441b. 2 U.S.C. SI 441a(f) and 441b(a). The regulations

required a political committee to return all questionable

0 contributions to the contributor or to deposit them within 10

qW days of receipt. If deposited and reported, the treasurer was

required to make his or her best efforts to determine the

legality of the contributions. Moreover, if deposited, the

treasurer was required to make and retain a written record noting

the basis for the appearance of illegality. This statement was

to be included in the report. 11 C.F.R. S 103.3(b)(1)(1984). If

a contribution could not be determined to be legal, the treasurer

should have made refunds within a reasonable time 11 C.F.R.

S 103.3(b) (2) (1984.)

5. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) (A), the Act

requires the treasurer of a political committee to disclose the



identification of each person (other than a political comitttee)

who sakeA a oontribution to the reporting commttee during the

reporting period, whose contribution or contributions have an

aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within the calendar

year, together with the date and amount of any such contribution.

The Act further requires the treasurer to disclose the

identification of each political committee which makes a

contribution to the reporting committee during the reporting

period, together with the date and amount of any such

contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (3) ().

Go The Act provides that all contributions mWe by a

persn, either directly or indirectly, on behalf of a particular

candidate, including contributions which are in any way earmarked

o or otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such

candidate, shall be treated as contributions from such person to

such candidate for purposes of the limitations imposed by

2 U.S.C. S 441a. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(8). Moreover, the

intermediary or the conduit must report the original source and

the intended recipient of such contribution to the Commission and

the intended recipient. Commission regulations define earmarking

as:

a designation, instruction, or encumbrance (including
those which are direct or indirect, express or implied,
oral or written) which results in all or any part of a
contribution or expenditure being made to, or expended
on behalf of, a clearly identified candidate or a
candidate's authorized committee.



11 C.?.R. ore.S(b)(**s4). e .00A tIrI -rW

that earmarked ontributions in exess ot $50 mst be tfoaded

to the inteded recipient within 10 days of their receipt by the

conduit or nter Siary. 11 Co.R. 1 102.6. The reglations

contemplate that earmarked contributions are either passed on to

the recipient candidate in the form of the contributor's check or

passed h rough the conit's beak aont *ad to the recipient in

a check from the oonduit, 11 C.?.R. $ no.f(a)(,).
7. :missi- regulatim gsmv4e thet *s an

or!a atio fines activity in ''wit bot thederal

and eteral elections and e to Uft 8te

federal and niafederal accounts the o"aixatien mt register

the federal account with the Cm ission as a political comittee.

All disbursements, contributions, expenditures and transfers by

the committee in connection with any federal election must be

made from the federal account. 11 C.F.R. S 102.5(a)(1)(i).

8. The Committee had receipts and disbursements of

approximately $4.7 million in 1983-84, of which approximately

$3.2 million in disbursements were made from its Victory '84

account. The Committee also had a Main Operating Account. An

examination and audit of these two accounts for the period

beginning January 1, 1983, and ending December 31, 1984, was

conducted pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 438(b).

9. The Comnittee failed to timely aggregate and

itemize contributions between its Victory '84 account and its

i:ML



min oprating account. It filed ameions to eight reports to

aceolish such aggregation and itemization, but such amndments

were not timely filed.

10. The examination and audit of the Committee found

that it had accpte 189 contributions totaling $194,508.00 that,

in the view of the audit staff, appeared to be corporate

contributioms, basd on an examination of the contribution checks

and cross referencing with the Texas Secretary of State. The

C¢omttee has acknowledged that it received ately $25,ooo

in contributions an checks drawn on the aconsof entities with

Caq~my'or O~c In their names, thus raising the question

whether they were corporate contributions requiring further

inquiry by the treasurer to ascertain their legality. The

question of the legality of these contributions was not resolved

within the time frame required by Commission regulations.

11. The Committee received $294,100 in contributions

from individuals that, based on the attribution procedures of

Commission regulations, exceeded the Act's limitations. The

Committee contends that it obtained verification for $235,000 of

these contributions that they were from both spouses and

transferred $58,900 to its nonfederal account. These actions

were not taken within a reasonable time as required by Commission

regulations.

12. The Committee received $23,150 in contributions

where the checks had the name of a federal candidate in the

- *c~.- ~ 9



payee'" line. Under Co ission regulations, such notations

constitute a "designation, instion, or encumbranoe

earmarking the contribution to a clearly identified federal

candidate. The Cammittee did not report these contributions to

the Commission and to the candidates and did not forward then to

the candidates. Instead, it deposited them in its own accounts

on the basis that they were received in response to solicitations

for contributions to the Comittee.

13. The Comittee made a $5,000 oontribution to the

Gerald R. Ford Nev Leadershp gomittee, a federal political

omittee, from its nonIederl account on October 169 1984. It
tn

did not obtain a refund until March 7, 1987.qq

V. 1. The Committee failed to aggregate and itemize all

o contributions requiring aggregation and itemization, in violation

q" of 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b);

7- 2. The Committee knowingly accepted $294,100 in

contributions in excess of the Act's limitations, in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(f), and knowingly accepted prohibited

contributions, in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a);

3. The Committee received $23,150 in contributions

earmarked for federal candidates that it did not report as

earmarked contributions to the Commission and to the candidates

and that it did not forward to the candidates, in violation of

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (8).



4. !be Comittee made a $5s,00 contribution to the

Gerald R. Ford New aderip Committee, a federal political

comittee, f'r its nonfederal account, in violation of 11 C.F.R.

S 102.5(a).

Vi. 1. Respondents will pay a civil penalty to the

Federal Election commission in the amount of forty thousand

dollars ($40,000), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 4379(a) (5) (A).

2. p ent will transfer $25,000 t their

N nonfederal -aclunt to cover the amount of contributions with

__omp,, y' or Inc ." in the name of the contributor.

VIZ. The ImiIssLon, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.s.C. S 437g(a)(1) con ing the matters at issue

herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with this

o agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

IV requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

VIII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

IX. Respondents shall have no more than thirty (30) days

from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and

implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so

notify the Commission.

'-'K -,*~'-<''--
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X. This Conciliation Agreement oonstitutes the entire

agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein# and

no other stat t, promise, or agreement, either written or made

by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agrement shall be enforceable.

FOR Tn CGIMSSXON:

TAW46c W MN. Noble
General counsl

o T rsIOUDM :

ou 1e to Texas Republican
Congressional Comittee

Date

Da t- 7
Date

" 7.
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JAN WITOLD SARAN
(o8 40-733o Nay 27, 1993

FACSIMILE
C1o0 424-7o4

Lavremoe a. Noble, zmq.
General Counsel
Fral EletJo C ission
999 3 Street SW.V.
VA.hInqt@Ji, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

This is in response to a lettr of Nay 25, 1993, in
which the Office Of General Counsel infora te Tesxas
Republican Cong-resional Com ittee and Martha Weise'n , as
Treasurer, ('State Party') that a conciliation agrmment in
atter Under Review 2596 ("R 2596') had been accepted by

the Federal lection Comission (-NC" or "Cimissionw).
That letter also informed the State Party of its opportunity
to request that certain legal and factual materials be placed
on the public record as part of the closed file in the
matter.

The State Party wishes to make the following points
regarding this matter:

STATI FOR THE PUBLIC FILE

1) zegasive Delma: This case has involved
unprecedented and inexplicable delays on the part of the
Federal Election Comission. This action involves
bookkeeping and reporting issues that are ten years old. As
seen in the accoupenying chart, this matter emanated fron a
Caission audit of the 1983-1984 election cycle. Seven
years passed ftro the time the audit co ince to the time
the Comission issued its probable cause finding in July,
1992. Of those e v - four (84) months, the matter was in
the hands of the Cmission for seventy-three (73) months
with delays W the -o-Issi-- of up to tuenty-one (21) months

A ~
.. ~.

-~ A
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Lavrene K, Nable, 2l.
Nay 27, 1993
Page 2

at a time. During this sam eighty-four (84) month time
frame, the State Party res-M-*d- to all Comission requests
and actions within eleven (21) nrouh.

2) Cly! ! P--alty in Lieu of Thtlaion Kn---o The
State Party vihes the record to reflect that, contrary to
the advice of its counl J, it agreed to settle this matter
and pay a civil penaty - ths slz of ioh is unaranted
- solely toa the epnsee of litigation.

3) fat Unit fte Uin M izn light Othe OWN," ' deq t awstba td.M Jonei

e -vor.s etta •h State:

1 ''.• Vn:Lte4Afltbs-Jaa
o t__1 for the reor thft the State Party sought

reccssiderticn of this matter in August, 1992, shartly after
receiving notice that the Camission had found probable
cause. By coincidence, the State Party received no response
from the Comamission until DeCmer 18, 1992 # eight (a) days
after former Senator entsen'e selection as reasury
Secretary, t which selection pro-ed the special election.
After seven and one-half years of inxplicable procrastination,
the Commission suddenly chose to push this case to conclusion.
The Commission's timing creates the unavoidable appearance that
it is intervening in the political process.

The State Party requests that this letter and the
accompanying chart be placed on the public record.

Sincerely,

cc: Mr. Fred Nayer
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
ASHNCTOt4. DC ~3

~L~6~5 '4,

~A)

urn

TO: OGC. Docket

£ecoustLs, ftcbZ~
Pm, Philemun Srek

II~t, Aceoust Detesmimat ion for 9qfie 3e.eh~sg
tirmi a check fron

~mi~ri~ ~ -~

~ r b.depoUte~aei the - ~er a~

Phi buena Dreoka
Accounting Technician

OGCD Docket QaI4 040..

In reference to th. above ~!1ech..in the amount of
the a number is ~ and in the nam of

The account into
a t a a cat~ below:

/ ludget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3675.16

Civil Penalties ACCOUfite 954099.160

Other: ___________________________

LLQL4aATiL~

A

10:
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Juim 23, 1993 ~CMMZ
0@~ ~

TA2 8434 WYUW U.

Laweum U. 3~le. 3~*
Gwal ~l

999 3 Stint, W.V
Walmtin, S.C. 2O~3

as:

-. ~.
/

K hereby tteaum±t to~ the two mlouS~
payable Ia ~ s @f'32, @00 $8. 000
~rsuint to the tezin of the osmoiliatIom
abovecmpti~ utter. Please be fuw~ ~ ~t
client ~ satisfied all other terin of the ~
including the required tranef er of f~.s rehrmd
~ VI.2.

I trust that this concludes this case.

Sincerely,

<yen Vitold Daran

Ends.
cc: Ms. Martha Veisend

Mr. Fred Meyer
Ms. Karen Hughes

4
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNINC1~ DC ~)

1W ~r

103 OGCD Docket

Philmus 5r~a .3
Accmtia,

Acceqast Detegs~aatios fer Fin4a I.1we _

V

it shewid be depesi , .ini the mbt

o 10: Philomema Drooks
Accounting ?echniciau

1U: OGC, Docket t~ij

-~ Zn reference to the above die a the aaint of
.~i in the main of
The account into

epos e s a cat~ belov:

Je< Budget Clearing Account (OGC). 9573S75.16

Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other: ___________________________

Ill~i~ Ol4~
Signature
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20*1

July 12. 1993

NENORANDUN

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lawrence N. Noble 49/
General Counsel
Richard 5. Sader
ASsociate General Counsel

Ass~st~nt General Counsel

SUBJICT: Closed NUns 2598, 3193, and 3429

It has come to this OffIce's attention that becaus, ofadministrative oversight, the Commission did not formally vote to
U close the following MUSs when the Commission voted to acceptconciliation agreements:

MUR 2598Texas Republican Congressional Committee
and Martha Veisend, as treasurer;

MUR 3193-Campaign for a New Majority (Federal)
and Scott MacKenzie, as treasurer; and

MUR 3429-Nita Lovey for Congress and Aaron
Sidelman, as treasurer.

After the Commission approved this Office's recommendations
to accept the respective conciliation agreements for these MUSs,the cases were treated by the staff as closed and were placed onthe public record. To correct this technical oversight, thisOffice recommends that the Commission close the files in MUSs
2598, 3193, and 3429.

REcORNENDATXON

Close the files in MUSs 2598, 3193, and 3429.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Texas Republican Congressional
Committee and Martha Weisend,
as treasurer.

MUR 2598

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal £lectis~

Commission, do hereby certify that on July 15, 1993. the

Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to close the file in

MUR 2598, as recommended in the General Counsel's Memorandu~

dated July 12, 1993.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision. Commissioner

Potter recused himself fron~ his matter and did not vote.

Attest:

d$4.d kfl~4~/~4L
ar~crie W. Emmcr~s

Secretary ~f the Ccm~i3;

Recei':ei in the Secretariat: ~Icn. , July 1, 1993 l:2~ z.~.
Circulated to the Commission: Men., July 12, 1993 4:% ~.'.

Deadline for vote: Thurs., JUiV 13, 1993 4:CG ~

bjr
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 2O4b~ '1

AUGUST 6, J99~
Beau Boulter
Texans for Beau Boulter
?.O. Box 50908
Amarillo, TX 79159

RE: KUR 2598
Texans for Beau Boulter
and Donald H. Wills,
as treasurer

Dear Kr. Boulter:

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed. Nbc
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437gCa)(l2~ no longer
apply and this matter is now public. The complete file is now
on the public record. If you vish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so as
soon as possible. Any permissible submissions will be added to
the public record upon receipt.

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

219-3400.

Sincerely,

~

Nary L. Taksar
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 2O46~

AUGUST 6, 1993

Frank Northam, Esq.
Webster. Chamberlain ~ Bean
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington. D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 2596
Dick Armey Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Northram:

This is to advise you that this matter is nov closed. The
confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12) no longer
apply and this matter is nov public. The complete file is nov
on the public record. If you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do SOBS
soon as possible. Any permissible submissions will be added to
the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

ey~c&e~
Mary L. Taksar
Attorney


