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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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)

In the Matter of: ) -)-

JAMES C. WRIGHT, JR. )

TONY COELHO )

DEMOCRATIC CONGRESSIONAL MUR 0

CAMPAIGN COMITTEE ))
WILLIAM CARLOS MOORE )~)

and )
'C) DON DIXON, )

Defendants.

COKPLAINT

Citizens for Reagan, a Virginia corporation having its

principal place of business at 1156 Fifteenth Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C., 20005, hereby files this Complaint against the

Speaker of the House of Representatives, James C. Wright, Jr.;

the Majority Whip of the House of Representatives, Tony Coelho;

the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, of Washington,

D.C.; William Carlos Moore, of Forth Worth, Texas; and, Don

Dixon, of Vernon, Texas. This Complaint is filed pursuant to the

provisions of Section 437g(a) of Title 2 of the United States

Code based upon information and belief that the defendants have
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conspired to violate and have violated the provisions of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. 2 U.S.C. 431,

et seq.

COUNT ONE

Violations by Defendant Wright and Defendant Moore of the

Statutory Limitations on Contributions to Candidates

The financial arrangements surrounding the publication

and sale of Defendant Wright's book, "Reflections of a Private

Man," indicate an intentional disregard for and willful violation

of the statutorily imposed limitations on the amounts which may

be contributed to and be received by candidates.

Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2 of the United States

Code provides:

No person shall make contributions to any
candidate and his authorized political
committees with respect to any election for
Federal office which, in the aggregate,
exceed $1,000.

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 provides:

No multicandidate political committee shall
make contributions to any candidate and his
authorized political committees with respect
to any election for Federal office which, in
the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 provides:

Expenditures made by any person in coopera-
tion, consultation, or concert, with, or at
the request or suggestion of, a candidate,
his authorized political committees, or their
agents, shall be considered to be a contribu-
tion to such candidate.

Further, Section 441a(a)(8) provides:
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For purposes of the limitations imposed by
this section, all contributions made by a
person, either directly or indirectly, on
behalf of a particular candidate, including
contributions which are in any way earmarked
or otherwise directed through an intermediary
or conduit to such candidate, shall be
treated as contributions from such person to
such candidate.

Finally, Section 441a(e) provides:

No candidate or political committee shall
knowingly accept any contribution or make any
expenditure in violation of the provisions of
this section.

In the 1985-86 election cycle, when Defendant Wright was a

candidate for Federal office, Defendant Wright reportedly

received $54,642 1in what appear to have been concealed,

unreported contributions as part of a scheme which was designed

as a wily subterfuge of the foregoing quoted sections of the

Federal Election Campaign Act.

The book, referred to by its publisher as "a two-bit

book with very little fresh stuff" 2, consists of a 117 page

compilation of previously published articles, books and speeches.

The "pages of drivel" 3 include chapter titles such as "Old

Magazines", "A Fourth Grader's View of the P.T.A." and "Church

Manners." It was the only book published by Madison Publishing

Co. of Forth Worth, Texas, headed by Defendant Wright's friend

and campaign advisor, William Carlos Moore.4

The relationship between Defendant Moore and Defendant

Wright, while unseemly, is highly relevant in understanding the

scheme the two conspired to develop. As succinctly reported in
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The Washington Times on June 9, 1988:

"The two men have a long relationship, which
has withstood tests of hardship. Mr. Moore
was convicted in 1975 of tax evasion and
spent six months in federal detention after
admitting in federal court that he embezzled
Teamsters' union political funds in 1968-70,
under orders from Teamsters' president Jimmy
Hoffa to make illegal payments to politicans.
Jimmy Hoffa and Mr. Wright both intervened on
Mr. Moore's behalf. The former Teamsters'
boss verified by affidavit that Mr. Moore had
created a slush fund not for his own use but
for funneling money to politicans at Hoffa's
behest. The future speaker sent a letter to
the judge, saying he was 'aware of the basic
facts and circumstances of the case' but
hoped the judge would not send his aide to
jail because of 'the obvious value to us all
of Mr. Moore's continued presence in our
communities.'

"Within three months of his release from the
federal penitentiary Mr. Moore began working
for Mr. Wright as a campaign contractor.
Between 1976-87, Mr. Wright's campaign
committees paid five different Moore-owned
'companies' more than $650,000. Only one of
the companies, Madison Systems Corporation,
is legally incorporated in the State of
Texas. The others - Madison Printing,
Madison Public Relations and Advertising,
W.C. Moore, and National Ballot Computers -
all appear in Jim Wright's Federal Election
Commission reports as operating out of a
single office in Fort Worth. Mr. Moore moved
his operations to a new facility last year."

This intimate relationship between Defendant Wright and Defendant

Moore led to a most curious arrangement.

Defendant Wright and Defendant Moore entered into a

contract that paid Defendant Wright $3.25 for every copy of the

$5.95 book which was sold. 5 This royalty arrangement has been

questioned extensively, it being universally concluded that it
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was far in excess of the norm. "At 55 percent# the royalty is

unusually high and roughly three times the rate received by

best-selling authors." Washington Post, June 6, 1988, p.A6.

According to authoritative sources at Simon & Schuster, the norm

is 8%. 6Royalties go as high as 40%, but such royalties can be

commanded only if the author pays for the publishing. 7Did

Defendant Moore pay the publishing costs or were they paid by

Defendant Wright's authorized campaign committee?

Defendant Moore is quoted as saying that he advanced

$16,000 of his own money, including $10,000 from a bank loan, to

publish the book. 8  "He said he borrowed the money from Central

Bank of Texas in Fort Worth even though he was already in debt.

He said he had paid only a small portion of a $148,713 tax debt

to the Internal Revenue Service relating to a 1975 conviction for

income tax evasion."9 On the other hand, in the year Defendant

Moore published the book, Defendant Wright's campaign committees

paid Defendant Moore $68,864, "more than a third of it for a

vgeitem described as 'professional services'. 10 hy

Defendant Wright was unopposed for re-election in 1984. It

appears that Defendant Wright's authorized campaign committees

may have underwritten the book; and, evidence suggests that the

book was used to evade the contribution limitations of the

Federal Election Campaign Act.

The book was essentially unavailable in bookstores and

was never listed in Books in Print. 11Most of the 20,000 copies

printed were sold at political events 
12 by campaign workers. 1
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At least

campaign

books to

two individual contributors to Defendant Wright's

have been honest enough to confess that they bought the

evade the contribution limitations:

"One friend of Mr. Wright's said he bought
$6,000 worth of the paperbacks at $5.95 a
piece. The friend, S. Gene Payte, a
developer, said he did so to help Mr. Wright
without violating Federal election laws.
Those laws allowed him to contribute no more
than $1,000 to the Speaker's Congressional
campaign."

"Another friend, Gene Wood, said that to
'help Jim', he bought $1,000 worth of the
books because he, too, wanted to go beyond
the $1,000 contribution he had jready made
to Mr. Wright's campaign fund."

Mr. Wood was also quoted as saying: "There's no big money here

• . . It's a little $1,000 contribution."1 5 It was not a little

contribution. Those purchases by Messrs. Payte and Wood put

$3,850 into Defendant Wright's pocket and it was done so because

Payte and Wood wanted to evade the contribution limitations they

knew existed.

It is also reported that the Teamster's PAC bought

1,000 copies of the book on February 22, 1985 and another 1,000

copies on February 19, 1986. For those 2,000 copies, the PAC

paid $12,200. (At the $5.95 list price, the Teamsters should

have paid only $11,900, not $12,200.) The first purchase came

only two days after the PAC contributed $10,000 to one of

Defendant Wright's authorized campaign committees, The Wright

Appreciation Fund.16 The generosity of the Teamsters put another
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$6,500 into candidate Wright's pocket and it was done so because

the Teamsters PAC wanted to evade the contribution limitation it

knew existed.

Based on the foregoing, it is suggested that Defendant

Wright and Defendant Moore violated and conspired with each other

and with others to violate the contribution limitations of 2

U.S.C. 441a. Defendant Wright was prophetic in 1975, when he

told the judge about the obvious value of Mr. Moore's continued

presence in the community. He turned out to be of real value to

Defendant Wright.

COUNT II

Acceptance of Excessive Honorariums

The books were also apparently used to avoid the

honorarium limitations of 2 U.S.C. 441i(a), as well as the

contribution limitations of 2 U.S.C. 441a. Section 441i(a)

provides:

No person while an elected or appointed
officer or employee of any branch of the
Federal Government shall accept any
honorarium of more than $2,000 (excluding
amounts accepted for actual travel and
subsistence expenses for such person and his
spouse or an aide to such person, and
excluding amounts paid or incurred for any
agents' fees or commissions) for any
appearance, speech or article.

Among the bulk purchasers of Defendant Wright's book

was The New England Life Insurance Company. One of the
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executives of that Company, Gordon D. MacKay, reportedly

confessed that "the firm paid $2,000 for copies of the book in

lieu of paying Wright an honorarium for speaking to a group of

the company's employees." 17 This report suggests that book sales

may have been used as a way to violate the provisions and

limitations of 2 U.S.C. 441i(a). The Commission should thus

examine all bulk sales to groups before whom Defendant Wright

spoke to determine whether the amounts paid for the books alone

or in conjunction with other payments to Defendant Wright

exceeded the statutory limitation.

The Commission should also examine the "book" itself.

Perhaps it is not a book; but, a "two-bit" "pamphlet" as

described by Defendant Moore and The New York Times.18  If an

elected official is prohibited under 2 U.S.C. 441i(a) from

receiving more than a $2,000 honorarium for an "article," what

justification can there be for pasting two or three articles

together and receiving $54,642. What is in a name? If it's a

"book", the $54,642 is called a "royalty"; if it's an "article",

the $54,642 is called an "unlawful honorarium." The Commission

should not permit the law to be evaded by conspirators who

camouflage their activities with artificial titles.
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COUNT THREE

Conspiracy By Defendants Wright,
Coelho, Democratic Congressional

Campaign Coittee and Dixon to Make
Unlawful Expenditures By a Corporation

As Chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee, Defendant Coelho hosted eight political fund-raising

events in the summer of 1986 on a 100-foot yacht, High Spirits.

The cost of the eight gatherings came to $25,184, all of which

was charged to Vernon Savings and Loan, of Vernon, Texas. The

evidence for this was contained in the yacht's logs, which were

made public by the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation
19

(FSLIC). FSLIC took over Vernon Savings and Loan and sued its

owner, Defendant Dixon, and others for racketeering and for

allegedly defrauding the thrift of $40 million.2 0 Defendant

Dixon owned the yacht used by Defendant Coehlo.2 1 It was not

until after the FSLIC revelations in 1987 that Defendant Coehlo's

campaign committee and Defendant Democratic Congressional

Campaign Committee reimbursed Vernon Savings and Loan for the
22

extensive use of the yacht in the previous year.

Section 441b of Title 2 makes it unlawful for any

corporation to make an expenditure in connection with a Federal

election and for any candidate or political committee to consent

to any such prohibited expenditure. The fact that Defendant

Coehlo arranged to have Vernon Savings and Loan reimbursed a year

later, only after the violation was publicly revealed, does not

make the transactions lawful. Further, it can be no excuse that
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it was believed Defendant Dixon paid the $25,184 for the high

living on High Spirits, because Dixon himself is subject to the

contribution limitations of 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(l).

How did Defendant Coelho, from California, come to meet

and enjoy the largess of Defendant Dixon, from Vernon, Texas?

The answer may be found in an article in the December, 1987,

issue of Regardies entitled, "The Speaker and the Sleaze." In

that article, the author describes in detail how Defendant Wright

personally interceded - on behalf of Defendant Dixon - in an

effort to delay the Federal foreclosure of Vernon Savings and

Loan. Coming between the time Defendant Coelho had free use of

the yacht in the summer of 1986 and the time the yacht's records

- were subsequently revealed, these efforts included meetings with

the Chairman and the counsel of FSLIC and with members of the

~J~) Dallas Home Loan Bank. Such extraordinary intervention on behalf

of the thrift, whose entire loan portfolio was in default,

indicates that Defendant Dixon was more than a passing

acquaintance. Was this a show of appreciation for a man who

buried a $25,184 political contribution in his expense account?

The Federal Election Commission has an obligation to find out and

the public has a right to know.

CONCLUSION

The allegations contained in this Complaint are based

upon information, belief, reason and logic. They are derived
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from numerous articles by investigative reporters and editorials

in national publications. Those calling for an investigation of

these allegations by the Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct of the House or Representatives include Common Cause, the

New York Times, the Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, the

Washington Times, the Atlanta Constitution, the Dallas Morning

News and the Fort Worth Star-Telegraph. This investigation,

which the Committee on Standards has agreed to undertake, relate

to possible violations of the House Code of Official Conduct.

The issues are also framed to warrant an immediate investigation

by the Federal Election Commission to determine whether there

have been violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act.

Was the deal between Defendant Wright and his campaign

consultant, Defendant Moore# really an intentional circumvention

of the law limiting campaign contributions? This was a deal

which paid Defendant Wright an unheard of royalty of between 250%

and 500% more than the standard royalty. This was a deal which

resulted in the publication of a "two-bit book," according to

Defendant Moore, which sold for $5.95. A book consisting of "117

pages of drivel," according to the Wall Street Journal, which

"maxed out" contributors like S. Gene Payte, Gene Wood and the

Teamsters PAC found worthy enough to buy for $19,200. This all

worked out by a man, Defendant Moore, who Jimmy Hoff a swore was

in charge of a secret cash slush fund for politicans. The

Federal Election Commission must use its full investigatory

powers, including its subpoena power, to investigate whether and
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in what way Defendant Wright's campaign committees and campaign

workers were involved in financing, printing, distributing and

selling the book.

Was the deal between Defendant Wright and Defendant

Moore really an intentional circumvention of the law limiting

honoraria? The Federal Election Commission must use its full

investigatory powers, including its subpoena power, to

investigate whether the $54,600 paid to Defendant Wright were

royalties or an unlawful honorarium. It must also investigate

who else, like The New England Life Insurance Company, bought

books in lieu of or in addition to paying Defendant Wright an

honorarium.

Was the $25,184 spent on political events aboard "High

Spirits" an unlawful corporate expenditure received by Defendant

Coehlo and Defendant Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee

or an unlawful excessive contribution made by Defendant Dixon?

The Federal Election Commission must use its full investigatory

powers, including its subpoena power, to investigate the full

extent of this subterfuge, including the extent to which

Defendant Wright was part of the original deal and attempted

cover-up.

It is beyond dispute that the public needs and deserves

an explanation for this highly questionable conduct. Therefore,

Citizens for Reagan again requests that the Federal Election

Commission promptly investigate the aforedescribed activities.
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By4 By:
Peter T. Flaherty
Chairman

Kenneth F. Boehm
President

Peter T. Flaherty and Kenneth F. Boehm hereby swear
under oath, under penalty of perjury and subject to the
provisions of 18 U.S.C. 1001, that they have read the above
Complaint and that, based on information and belief, the facts
set forth therein are true and correct.

Peter T. Flaherty

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CITY OF WASHINGTON

V Kenneth F. Boehm

) to-wit:

Sworn to and declared before me by
Peter T. Flaher y and Kenneth F.
Boehm, this ij day of July, 1988.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires: .- t4-'fl
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able iformation.

This meatter will remain confidential In accordonce with Sec-
t ion 4379 (a) (4)C(I) arid Sectiont 437g: W (12) (A) of Ti tle, 2 Us.,C.
unless you notify the Ctomsieion In writingi that you wish the
matter to be Made public& If yo intend to be, represented by
counsel in this matter, Plesse advise the Comeissin by complet-
ting the enclosed fore stoting Vve, nbm, _arss and telephonw
number of such counsel, and asuthorizing such counsel- to receive
any notifications and other commUnications from the Cameission.
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Rbet Auex

Perkins Coie
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Washington-, D.C. 20005

202/887-9030

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

7/28/88 CO
Signaturel

IMSOUDl S NAM:

mona Pinu3:

BUS818 1I 0:

TonX Coelho

403 Cannon Buildina

Washinqton, D.C. 20515

202/225-6131
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TIELE PHONt (1101 463-4300

July 29, 1988

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

Re: NUR 2649

Dear Larry:

Enclosed please find a Designation of Counsel Statement
signed by the Honorable Jim Wright designating Nanatt, Phelps,
Rothenberg & Evans as counsel in MUR 2649.

Additionally, my representational duties on behalf of the
Speaker make it necessary for me to seek a fifteen (15) day
extension of time to respond to the complaint. I will be in
Texas several days researching this matter.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that our response to the
complaint be due on August 26, 1988.

Sincerely,

4"a' C. 'Oldaker

Enc.

flies VM? OL4.~ft OO4EV&A~o
LOS ANOCLI& CAJFCMaA 900

a asaOOO

co
CO)
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ci omin. William Oldaker "

InS ,anatt, Phe1sth.

1200 New Hanpshire A'

~Nber & EvAWs

menue, N.W., Suite 200
mM

Washington, D.C. 20036

TM-:
463-4300

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

cmwunications frcm the Comission and to act on my behalf before

the Comission. IZ/,

i" 2 

-mlIml'S
James C. Wright, Jr.

1236 Ixngworth Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

-iMI- 1m:
202 225-8040
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463 Aus~t 5, 1988

William Oldaker, Esq.
Nanatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: 4UR 2649

James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Oldaker:

This is in response to your letter dated July 29, 1988,
which we received on August 2, 1988, requesting an extension of
15 days to respond to the complaint in MUR 2649. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have
granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is

'due by the close of business on August 26, 1988.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the

attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Lrn Sincerely,

n Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois Lerner
Atsesiate General Counsel
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Fed" Home Loan Bank Board fl,,,,, Hom Low Moe19W COOPume
r-d-ls Sewsmp wd " Loan kn CogWu

August 4, 1988

Janice Lacy
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Ms. Lacy:

The FSLIC as receiver for Vernon Savings and Loan F.S.A.
respectfully requests an additional 20 days to respond to the
(FEC) Federal Election Commission's letter of July 25. The
additional time will allow us to make a more complete response to
your inquiry. The additional 20 days by my calculation will make
our response due on August 29th.

Sincerely,

Charles McDonald
Trial Attorney

I,

Iv.')

Cc



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%ASHI.,TON DC 2O461 Augmt 11, 1988

Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation, as
Receiver for Vernon Savings
and Loan, F.S.A.

Attn: Charles B. McDonald
Trial Attorney
Office of General Counsel
Federal Home Loan Bank Board
1700 G Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20552

RE: MUR 2649
Vernon Savings and

%1O Loan, F.S.A.

Dear Mr. McDonald:

This is in response to your letter dated August 4, 1988,
- which we received on August 8, 1988, requesting an extension of

20 days to respond to the complaint in NUR 2649. After
- considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have

granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is
LO due by the close of business on August 29, 1988.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
I attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence K. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Lois G/Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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August 8, 1988

co

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 L Street, N.W.
Wasington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649 - Te Honorable Tony Coelno

Attention: Janice Lacy

Dear Mr. Noble:

Tnis is in response to your letter dated July 25, 1988,
notifying the above-reference Respondents that a complaint had
been filed against them and giving them an opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should be taKen against them.
Attached to this letter is the appropriate Statement of
Designation of Counsel for this matter.

Respondents, through counsel, request an extension of time
to prepare their response to tnis notification. Due to
vacations scheduled prior to receipt of the notification,
certain key individuals will not be available to assist in the
preparation of the response.

The original notification was received by Respondents on
July 27, 1988. A response, tnerefore, would be due on
August 11. Respondents request an extension of approximately
three weeks, with a new response aue date of September 6,
1988. This will allow Respondents' counsel adequate time to
prepare a response.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact the uncersigned.

Ver truly yours,

obert F Bauer

Counsel for Respondents

0120E

TELEX: 44-027 Pcso Ut a FAcsiImi (Gr,' u,): (202) 223-2088
O HER OFFICES: ANCHORAGE. ALASKA* BEun-'. W ASHINGTON 0 POm1AND. OR10ON SEATTLE. WAShINGTON
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obert F. Bauer

erkins Coie

1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

202/887-9030

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

i R/ ThO

Date Signature

UISPOMI I S INM:
ADDnMS:

THE HONORABLE TONY COELHO

403 Cannon House Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

BUONS PI=:

B08IMMB pwl0:

erkins Coie



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(.TON DC 2044 August 11p 1988

Robert Bauer, Esq.
Perkins, Cole
1110 Vermont Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: NUR 2649
The Honorable Tony
Coelho

Dear M4r. Bauer:

This is in response to your letter dated August 8, 1988,
which we received on August 9, 1988, requesting an extension of
26 days to respond to the complaint in M4UR 2649. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I havegranted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response isdue by the close of business on September 6, 1988.

'0 If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
- attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,
If0 Lawrence X. Noble

!1e) General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Ler;(er
Associate General Counsel
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August 8, 1988

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel co
Federal Election Commission 4m
999 E Street, N.W. :
Wasnington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649 - Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
and Richard M. Bates, as Treasurer

Attention: Janice Lacy

Dear Mr. Noole:

This is in response to your letter dated July 25, 1988,
notifying the aoove-referencea Respondents that a complaint nad
been filed against them and giving them an opportunity to
demonstrate that no action should oe taken against them.

-- Attached to this letter is the appropriate Statement of
Designation of Counsel for this matter.

Respondents, through counsel, request an extension of time
to prepare their response to this notification. Due to
vacations scneduled prior to receipt of the notification,
certain Key individuals necessary to the preparation of the
response will not be available.

The original notification was received by Respondents on
July 27, 1988. A response, therefore, woulo be due on
August 11. Respondents request an extension of approximately
three weeks, with a new response due date of September 6,
1988. This will allow Respondents' counsel adequate time to
prepare a response.

If you nave any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact the undersignea.

Ver truly yours,

ber t FJBauer

0113E

TuEx: 44-02" Pcso Ui e FACtIILF (GP aim) (202) 223-2088
OTHER OFFICES: ANCHORAGE. ALASKAO BELLE% 1E. WASHINGTON 0 PORTLAND. OREGON ' SEATTLE. WASHINGTON
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Sor COMO Ls Robert Bauer

ADornS: Perkins, Coie

1110 Vermont Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20005

?ELUPUOUZ:
887-9030

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commissio to act on my behalf before

the Comission.
0i//--

invoui NAM:
)CRATIC CONESSI CICPAI( C 'J.ITIE

AND RICHAM) M. BA!ThS AS ThEARE

430 South Capitol Street

Washington, DC 20003

863-1500

EM01 33Cm:
swr '~m a IO M:

07/27/88
Date
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

li t WASHINGTON. DC 20441 
August 11p 1988

Robert Bauer,, Esq.
Perkins, Coie
1110 Vermont Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20005

IRE: MUR 2649
Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee and
Richard M. Bates as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is in response to your letter dated August 8. 1988,
('4 which we received on August 9, 1988, requesting an extension of

26 days to respond to the complaint in MUR 2649. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have
granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is
due by the close of business on September 6, 1988.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

V1BY: LiGLerner
011 Associate General Counsel
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HAND-DELIVERED

Ms. Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 2649 Don Dixon

Dear Ms. Lerner:

This letter is submitted in response to your letter of
July 25, 1988, referencing a complaint (MUR 2649) submitted by
Citizens for Reagan which alleges certain violations of the
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and
regulations thereunder by several individuals, including Don
Dixon, and the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. With
regard to the particular allegations concerning Mr. Dixon, they
are in large part the same allegations contained in MUR 2555
which was the subject of your letter to Mr. Dixon of December 14,
1987, and my reply to you on his behalf on January 21, 1988. Mr.
Dixon's position with regard to a response to MUR 2649 is the
same as previously explained to you in my January 21 letter which
I have attached hereto and incorporate by reference heren.

RSM: af

enclosures
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,., €. € Hand-Deliivered

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

ATTN: Lois G. Lerner
"W" Associate General Counsel

It- Dear Ms. Lerner:

'CThis letter is submitted in response to your letter of
December 14, 1987, referencing a complaint (MUR 2555) submitted

"- by Daniel F. Kripke, M.D., which alleges that Congressman Bill
Lowery, Mr. Don Dixon, "and assistants" violated certain

m provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and
ti regulations thereunder.

~At present, Mr. Dixon is in the midst of a Chapter 11
re-organization bankruptcy proceeding in which a trustee has been

r appointed to oversee the marshalling and disbursem~ent of all his
assets. Also at present, Mr. Dixon is a party to major

C litigation involving the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
~Corporation (FSLIC), In which FSLIC is attempting to recover from

Mr. Dixon and others substantial sums of money which FSLICSalleges were improperly obtained from the assets and income of
Vernon Savings and Loan in Texas. Finally, Mr. Dixon has been

informed by Department of Justice attorneys that there is an
ongoing criminal investigation which seeks to determine whether
any federal laws were violated in connection with the operation
of Vernon.

In view of these circumstances, Mr. Dixon is not
prepared to respond on a pointoto-point basis to the often
rambling, sometimes facially defective, and generally speculative
allegations in the referenced complaint. Furthermore, even if
Mr. Dixon were in a position to expend his limited available
resources to addressing these allegations, it would not be
feasible for him to do so since the records relevant to each of

the allegations are within the custody and control of FSLIC's
representatives and Justice Department attorneys.
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Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
January 21# 1988
Page Two

Accordingly, at this points Mr. Dixon must rely upon the

exercise of the Commission's sound judgment in reaching its own

determination that the Kripke allegations do not warrant the

expenditure of the Commission's resources to pursue baseless

allegations. Indeed, because there are currently at least two

active investigations into activities at Vernon during the period

of Mr. Dixon's ownership, it seems that it would be redundant for

the Commission to begin a third inquiry at this time.

tJ) RSM:af



MANATT PHELPS, RorHENmeet & EVANS

ArIrONNIY AT LAW

100 NEW ,AMPS14,RE AVENUE. N.W.

SUITE 100
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August 8, 1988

Lawrence M. Noble, General Counsel

'0 Office of General Counsel U

Federal Election Commission -
999 E Street, N.W.

11 Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649, William Carlos c'
Moore

Dear Larry:

We represent William Carlos Moore in MUR 2649. A Designation
of Counsel Statement is enclosed.

As you know, we also represent the Honorable Jim Wright in
the above-captioned MUR. Mr. Wright has previously been granted
an extension of time to respond to the complaint. In order to
enable the adequate preparation of responses on behalf of both of
these individuals, we are requesting a similar extension of time
to respond on behalf of Mr. Moore. This extension is further
necessitated by Mr. Moore's responsibilities in responding to the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct of the House of
Representatives.

Accordingly, we respectfully request an extension of time
until August 26, 1988 to respond to the complaint on behalf of
William Carlos Moore.

Sincerely,

iam C. Oldaker

Enc. /



STATIihT O DESIGNATION O COMSL

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

William C. 01daker

Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 463-4300

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

j jc -, 1qF
Vrgnature

RESPONDim'S NAME: William Carlos Moore

ADDRESS: 2005 White Settlement Road
Ft. Worth, TX 76109

BUSINESS PHONE: (817) 346-0007

//'L -W e/

MDle?'- - (



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 20463 AUUSt 17, 1988

illiam C. Oldaker, Esq.
Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 2649

William Carlos Moore

Dear Mr. Oldaker:

co This is in response to your letter dated August 8, 1988,
which we received on August 15, 1988, requesting an extension of
15 days. After considering the circumstances presented in your
letter, I have granted the requested extension. Accordingly,
your response is due by the close of business on August 26, 1988.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the

- attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Lnf Sincerely,

ILawrence X. Noble
'Tr General Counsel

BY: erner
Associate General Counsel



BE ME THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSION

)
)

In the Matter of: )
)The Honorable Jim Wright )
)
)

CD

MUR 2649 C' 1

rn

,*,

RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT

Introduction

The Honorable Jim Wright, Speaker of the House of

Representatives, hereby responds to the Complaint filed on July

15, 1988 by Citizens for Reagan and designated as Matter Under

Review ("MUR") 2649 by the Federal Election Commission ("FEC" or

"Commission"). In short, complainant has failed to support its

allegations with or supply to the Commission even the barest

minimum of evidence, and these unsubstantiated charges similarly

fail to make out a prima facie case of any violation of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("Act") 2 U.S.C. S 431

et seq.

Factual Statement

Jim Wright first met William Carlos Moore in 1954 when the

former was running for Congress for the first time and the latter

was working for the Fort Worth Press. The two men initiated a

personal and working relationship which would last until the

present day.

- 1 -
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In 1975, Mr. Moore, at that time a private businessman engaged

in printing and campaign consulting, was first employed in Mr.

Wright's re-election efforts. Among other activities, Mr. Moore

organized a telephone bank and block worker program, and managed

the production and distribution of a direct mail effort.

Because of Moore's efficient and timely work, Jim Wright's

campaign committees have employed Carlos Moore and his corporation,

Madison Systems Corporation ("Madison") for seven successive

election cycles. Speaker Wright's committees have relied on

Madison for a variety of services including printing, media,

computer, telephone banks, organization of a block captain program,

polling, mailing and consulting services. Among the items prepared

for the campaign are letters, invitations, envelopes, business

cards, postcards, brochures, pamphlets, posters, the printing and

- distribution of yard signs (more than 33,000 in 1986), and multiple

thousands of bumper stickers. Mailing services including folding,

stuffing and postage. Computer services such as district voter

lists and labels were provided. Thus, Carlos Moore had an

established vendor-vendee relationship with the Wright Appreciation

Committee and the Wright Congressional Club.

In late 1983, Moore suggested to Mr. Wright that the latter

author a book. The idea was to compile a book composed of short

vignettes and to present to the public the essence of Jim Wright's

political and professional philosophy, with each topic short

enough to hold the reader's attention span and also self contained.

This book was a distillate of many items written by Jim Wright,

in speeches, articles, newsletters and in his private memoirs.

-2 -
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After the book, Reflections of a Public Man, was written,

Carlos Moore offered Jim Wright a specific royalty arrangement#

whereby each book would be sold for $5.95, providing Mr. Wright a

royalty of $3.25 per book and a return to Moore of $2.70 per

book. 1/ Reflections of a Public Man was published in 1984. In the

intervening years, this book has been sold at bookstores and

various special events. Approximately 20,000 copies were sold

during this period.

Legal Argument

Count I: Royalty Income Received By Jim Wright Does
Not Constitute Excessive Contributions

Complainant is apparently alleging that Jim Wright and William

Carlos Moore violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a, through Mr. Wright's receipt

of book royalties generated by sales of Reflections of a Public

Man. Such a claim is without merit, as demonstrated below.

Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act, the term

"contribution" means

any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or
deposit of money or anything of value made by
any person for the purpose of influencing any
election for Federal office.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i) (emphasis added).

A "royalty," on the other hand, is generally defined as

Compensation for the use of property, usually
copyrighted material. . expressed as a

iJ This was not the only royalty agreement offered to Jim Wright.
A Fort Worth newspaper publisher offered to publish the book and
provide Mr. Wright with a royalty of $2.98 per book.

- 3 -



percentage of receipts from using the property
or as an account per unit produced.

Black's Law Dictionary at 691. A royalty is a payment made to an

author by an assignee for each copy of the author's work which is

sold. Id. Thus, each of these forms of payment has a specific

purpose for which they are made: contributions are payments made

to influence a (Federal) election, and royalties are payments

made to compensate one for the use of a work.

Without question, -Jim Wright's receipt of $54,642 in 1985

and 1986 constituted royalty payments rather than campaign

contributions. Mr. Wright, in fact, authored a book and entered

into an arm's-length publishing agreement with the Madison

Publishing Company.2 / See Attachment A. This agreement was drawn

up by a reputable attorney known to both parties and provided for

a royalty payment of $3.25 per book sold.

14) The book was, in fact, published, marketed and sold, and Mr.

In Moore collected all sales receipts prior to the disbursement of

'INT proceeds to Jim Wright. All sales receipts were deposited by

C_ Moore into a separate bank account established specifically for

P^I that purpose. No other deposits were made into this account.

Subsequently, from time to time, Mr. Moore disbursed the

author's share of royalties to him. All royalty receipts from

book sales were disclosed as royalty income by Mr. Wright on his

yearly Financial Disclosure Statements for 1985 and 1986 filed

with the Clerk of the House, pursuant to the Ethics in Government

Act and House Ethics Rules. See Attachment B. Moreover,

?/ The book is copyrighted, and Mr. Wright is owner of that
copyright.

-4 -



consistent with his treatment of the receipts as income, Mr.

Wright paid income tax on that income for 1985 and 1986.

Thus, while all aspects of this book's publication meet the

indicia of a royalty arrangement, none come close to resembling a

campaign contribution. Clearly, Mr. Wright intended to receive

income from the sale of his book and did not intend to receive

anything for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. The

two are entirely unrelated."

Similarly, Carlos Moore did not intend to influence a Federal

election by transmitting royalties to Mr. Wright; he was merely

the publisher engaged in an arm's-length commercial transaction.

The royalty arrangement regarding Mr. Wright's book has always

been separate, distinct and independent from the vendor-vendee

relationship which existed between Mr. Wright's campaign committees

and Madison.4' These committees had no role in the publication of

Reflections of a Public Man. None of the publication costs were

paid by the committees, nor were any books purchased by them. No

campaign contributions were used to provide Mr. Wright with book

royalties. Most importantly, no monies received by Madison from

Mr. Wright's campaign committees for legitimate services rendered

House Ethics Rules specifically permit the receipt of royalty
income without limit. House Ethics Rule 47. In addition, the FEC
has long recognized the unique nature of royalties in its Advisory
Opinions. See e.g. FEC Advisory Opinion 1975-77, Fed. Election
Camp. Fin. duiilrde 5134 (CCH) (November 5, 1975) (Royalties from
the publication of a book are not honoraria and not subject to
the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i).

IJ All disbursements made to Madison by Mr. Wright's campaign
committees were for duly rendered services; no campaign funds
were disbursed for which a service was not performed. All services
provided by Madison were invoiced and billed to the campaigns,
and all bills were paid.

- 5-



were ever deposited into the same account into which receipts

from the book sales were deposited.

Nothing in the Act or regulations promulgated by the FEC

prohibits a candidate for Federal office from writing a book and

receiving royalty income. In fact, this practice is commonplace.

Where, as here, monies received by an author/officeholder as

taxable income, rather than for the purpose of influencing a

Federal election, those funds are not subject to the Act and as

such, do not constitute campaign contributions.

Moreover, the suggestion that a scheme was in place to avoid

the Act's limitations is totally without merit. Jim Wright did not

contribute any of his personal funds to his campaign in 1985 and

1986.5/ Thus, the royalty payments did not provide Mr. Wright

- with political contributions.6'

In order to violate the limitations of 2 U.S.C. S 441af a
Ln gift or other form of payment must be made to influence a Federal

election. Here, the royalty payments simply do not constitute

contributions. Accordingly, because the allegations of Count I

of the Complaint in MUR 2649 are without merit and fail to give

rise to a violation of the Act, Jim Wright respectfully requests

that the Commission find no reason to believe a violation of the

Act occurred.

VJ Mr. Wright was fortunate enough to have a sufficient war chest
that this was not necessary.

/ Nor did these amounts defray Mr. Wright's personal living expenses.
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Count II: Royalty Income Received By Jim Wright Does Not

Constitute Excessive Hionoraria

Complainant is apparently alleging that Jim Wright violated

2 U.S.c. S 441i(a) through the acceptance of excessive honoraria

in the form of book royalty payments. Complainant fails to support

its allegation other than by supposition and its claims are

entirely without merit, as demonstrated below.

Complainant's charge that payments from the sales of

Reflections of a Public Man were in some manner subject to the

honoraria limitation of the Act are directly contrary to past FEC

precedent. As long ago as 1975, the Commission recognized that

royalties from the publication of a book are not honoraria and

are not subject to the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i. See Advisory

Opinion 1975-77, 1 5134 (CCH) (November 5, 1975). The Commission's

conclusion in that Opinion was based expressly on the

uncontroverted intent of Congress with regard to honoraria, as

stated by Senator Cannon:

The intent is that the publishing
of a book does not constitute an
honorarium under the language used
in the bill.

120 Cong. Rec. H10334 (daily ed., October 10, 1974). Thus, the

FEC has long recognized the exemption of royalty income from the

honoraria provision and continues to do so today. See Advisory

Opinion 1984-56, (CCH) 1 5798 (December 6, 1984) (Any royalty

paid on the basis of net proceeds from the sales of a book would

not be considered an honorarium under the Act and would not be

limited).

- 7 -



Moreover, even where material has been previously published

and is subsequently compiled and published in a book, the

Commission recognizes and applies the exemption to the honoraria

limitation for any income generated by sales of such a work. See

Advisory Opinion 1978-59t (CCH) 1 5351 (September 20, 1978)

(Payments resulting from the republication in a book of previously

published material, will be treated as income from the publication

of a book and thus will not be subject to the limitation on

honoraria of 2 U.S.C. S 441i).

Similarly, complainant's charge that Reflections of a Public

Man is not, in fact, a book is groundless. Reflections of a

Public Man is clearly and conspicuously a book. The Commission

has never opined on the particular characteristics a "book" must

- have to so be considered a book.7' However, Mr. Wright's work

- has always been considered a book, and to consider it any other

type of literary work defies logic. Even where, as here, the

contents of a book have previously been presented to the public

as part of a candidate's speeches or writings, their compilation

in book form will not be subject to the honoraria limitation.

Moreover, the suggestion that the New England Life Insurance

Company purchased $2,000 of books as a way to avoid the limitation

of 2 U.S.C. 5 441i is groundless and without merit. Jim Wright

accepted no honorarium in connection with his appearance for that

company. The books were not purchased either in addition to an

IJ A "book" is commonly defined as (1) a volume made up of written
or printed pages fastened along one side and encased between
protective covers or (2) any written or printed literary work.
See The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language at
p. 151 (1976).

-8 -



w
honorarium or in lieu of one. He simply chose not to accept an

honorarium for that appearance, as is commonplace.

Mr. Wright had no specific knowledge of any book purchasers,

including the New England Life Insurance Company. He did not

sell this book; the publisher was responsible for marketing and

sales. As stated above, Carlos Moore established a separate bank

account for the receipt of all proceeds from sales of this book,

and all proceeds were, in fact, so deposited into that account.

Mr. Wright never received payments directly from book purchasers.

Instead, he was paid periodically by Mr. Moore, in sums governed

by the publishing contract.

Accordingly, because the allegations of Count II of the

Complaint in MUR 2649 are without merit and fail to give rise to

a violation of 2 U.s.c. 5 441i, Jim Wright respectfully requests

that the Commission find no reason to believe that a violation of

that provision has occurred.

Count III

Complainant makes no allegation in Count III with respect to

Jim Wright.8' Accordingly, Mr. Wright respectfully requests that

the Commission find no reason to believe a violation of the Act

occurred.

VJ In its caption, the Complaint suggests that Jim Wright may
have conspired with several other respondents "to Make Unlawful
Expenditures By a Corporation." However, none of the allegations
in Count III claim that Mr. Wright in any way received or made a
corporate expenditure. Thus, nothing in Count III gives rise to
a violation of any statute in the Commission's jurisdiction by
Jim Wright.

- 9-



Conclusion

As demonstrated above, the complaint filed by Citizens for

Reagan contains groundless and wholly unfounded charges based

upon speculation in the news media and is completely devoid of

any evidentiary support. Simply put, a book is a book and as

such generates royalty income to the author. Reflections of a

Public Man is such a book. The facts establish without dispute

that neither campaign contributions not honoraria were generated

through its sales. Accordingly, the Honorable Jim Wright

respectfully requests that the Commission find no reason to believe

that he violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended.

Respect lly submitted,

! William C. 'ldaker
Eric F. Kleinfeld

Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.

C' Washington, D.C. 20036

te) Attorneys for
The Honorable Jim Wright

- 10 -
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.0 I' Attachment A

THE SThT1 OF TEXAS q

CouNTY or TARRANT I

This Agreement, made this ZA_4k, day of December,
1984. betveen James C. Wright. Jr. hereinafter called the
AUTHOR, and Madison Systems Corporation. d/b/a Madison Pub-
liahing Company. a Texas Corporation. hereinafter called
the Publisher.

W1TNSSEH THAT.

#!F4HVAS. The AUTH ;R Ls LI.e CdAtOV. author and proprietor
uf an unpublished manscript the sub3oct of title of which
is Reilcations of a .Public -Mn. hereinafter called the Work,
and dosires Lne Publisher to publish and market said Work.

NOW THEREORE. In consideration of the premises and
tne covenants and agreements hereinafter contained, the
parties hereto agree as followsi

The AUTHOR hereby grants to Publisher the sole
and exclusive right to print. reprint, publish.
republish, reproduce and sell the Work, or any
part thereof. in all forms throughout the vorld

during the full terms of copyright and all renewals
thereof obtainable in any and all countries of
the world, subject only to the torms and conditions
expressed in this agreement, together with all
copyright thereto, registered or unregistered.

'C now oc hereafter exieting In THE AUMON.

2. hVi'I:OR agrees. at Author's expens, to use his
best efforts to secure copyright protection for
the work in the United States. Any additional Copy-
right protection outside the United States shall
be aooempUiabed pursuant to mtal writtean a1reement
of the parties hereto. Arms agrees to obtain

,copyright renovals in the United States if requested
to doe so in writing by Pblisher thrughout the
term of this Agremnt.

3. THE AUTHOR hereby covenants that be ts the oele
editor, author, end proprietor of the Work end
has the sole and exclusive right to sell it, that
the Work is original and does not infr&nge upon
any statutory copyright or upon any right at cameon
law. proprietary right, civil right, or any other
right whatsoever: that the Work is innocent and
contains no matter which is Scandalous, obscene,
libelous, or in any vise contrary to lawy that
he has not heretofore, pledged, or otherwise encum-
bered the Work: and that he has full power to
enter into LhXs agreement dnl make the grants herein
contained. THl AUTHOR covenants that he will indem-
nify, defend, and hold harmless Publisher against
any and all suits, claims, demands, or recoveries.
whether groundless or otherwise, Including (without
imitation of the foregoing generality) damages.

costs, losses. expenses, and counsel fees. which
'may be made, Lnstituted, or incurred at any time

0
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by or against PubLister by reason Of any failuse
at '11M AUTHQ Or UC Ilib LWLbW L5L*AO1. covenanta.

undertakings, or agreemenhte herein contained.

4. £t is acknowledged by the parties hereto that Pub-

lisher has already printed 20,000 copies of the

Work in a form and content which is acceptable
to both parties.

S. Publisher shall pay all expenses of publication
of the Work including production. marketing, trans-

portation. mailing, advertising and other miscell-
aneous expenses, and AUTHOR shall not be requirod
t.o make any investment other than the uNgposiso of
securing United States Copyright protection for
the Work. It 'as agreed that tho retail Sales prico

of the Work shall be $s.S95 unless changed by mutual
written amendment to this agreement. All proceeds
from sales shall be initially paid to Publisher.
:t s agreed that the proceeds from the sales of
tho Work shall be divided between Publisher and
Author as followes

A. Bulk Sales -

B. Single Sales -

C. Wholesale or
Discount Sales -

Publisher to receive
$2.70 per book
Author to receive S3.25
per book

Publisher to recoive
$2.70 per book
Author to receive $3.25
per book
(Publisher shall have
the right to add mailing
or other extra heading
expenses to the greed
Salee price and Publish-
er shall be entitled
to receive these addi-
tional amounts as reim-
bursement)

Publisher to receive
$2.70 per book.
Author to receive $3.235
per book.
(The a e mounts
of $2.7o to Publisher
and $3.25 to Author
shall be reduced in
the case of wholesale
or discount sales by
the amount of the dis-
count given as followss

The amount to be receiv-
ad by Publisher shll
be reduced by the first
$ .70 of the total
discounted price per
book and the balance

-2-
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0f the discount eLven
shall be deducts4 fto.the $3.21 TOW book

to be coo vo4 b i l

Author. (fr eal
if a diseount sale
is made with a total
discount of $1.70 pot
book the Publisher
shell resive $2.00
and Author shall resolve
$2.35.)

G. ;t is agreed that Publisher shall prepare
an accountilng of Sales receipts every thre

(3) months and pay Author the amount agreed

upon herein at that time. Author or his repre-

sentative shall have the right upon reasonable

request to inspect the books and records 
of

Publisher to verity the amounts paid.

7. It is agreed that Publisher shall not &ssign

or transfer any ownership rights granted to

Publisher hereunder to any third party without
the prior written approval of Author. however,

Publisher shall have the right to pledge or

mortgage his ownership rights hereunder in
connection with obtaining financing related

to carrying out the provisions of this Agree-

mont. AUTHOR shall have the right to Assign

Nhis wmnership rights or a part of them.

0. Publisher shall have the right, in Publisher*$

sole discretion, to determine hew man add-

tional oopies of the work shall be pulsbod
and at what time said additienal copies s 111

be published. Zn this connection, in the event
all publishd opies aro sold and thtedte
-- blisher does not coemence publishing a6it-

tional copies (a mnLmum amount of as sItion
e* So 5.000) of the fork for sale for a peoed

of thisty (30) days. then A to shal ona
the right to give written notioe to publisher
of termination of this Agreement. Zn the event
Publisher does not sonmeoe publicatio of
addtional eopies of the work (in a mnshnm
amount of an additional 5,000) within thit
(30) days after receipt of such written notLe
of termination then tbis Agreemet shall term-

V') 
inate, become null and void and be of no forth-
or force and effect, and AUTHOR shall he on-
titled to all Copyright interests in the Work,

9. Publisher agrees to pay all state sales teas
for which Publisher is liable in conneetion

with the sales made pursuant to this Agreemant

and to indemnify AUThOIR from any liabulity
therefor.

10. In the event at the end of the sales prograe

there remain unsold copies of the Work. Pub-
lisher shall, at its option, have the right

to sell &aid copies at a reduced rate and

in such event the proceeds from such sale

shall be paid 45.389 to Publisher and 54.62
to AUTHOR.



11. Zn the event the Work is used or sold in ConnoetLon
with syndication, motion picture rights, Televieion
Rights. drauatisetion rights or mechanical topio-
duction rights the parties shall be entitled to
the proceeds as follows 4S.38t to Publisher
and 54#.20 to AUTHNOR. The decision to sell any
rights covered by this paragraph and the terms
of any such agreement shall be made by mutual
written amendment to this Agreement by the parties
hereto.

12. T 14 AUTHOR agrees that as long as the Work shall
be published by the Publisher. he will not publish.
contract to publish, or furnish to any other puo-
lisher for sale or trade or otherwise, any work
upon the same subject which in the opinion of
the Publisher conflicts with the sale of the Work.

13. This Agreement shall be bindi:ig 4pon and inure
to the benefit of the Varties hereto. their respec-
tive heirs, executors. administrators, succossors,
of assigns. and shall contii:iuu during the life
of any and all copyrights of the Work and of all
revisions or abridgments or other variations there-
of subJect to copyright. and of a1l ronowals there-
of. subject. however, to the provisions of Para-
graph I hereof for the possible earlier termination
of this Agrccmnnt.

14. This Agreoment constitutes the entire agreement
between the parties hereto and all prior agreements
both oral and written are merged into this Agree-
ment.

15. AUTHOR shall have the right to review and approve
all advertising for the sale of the Work prior
to the time it is used.

Ole)

r" / PUGLISHIC~e

MADISON SYS'fL4S CORPORATION
d/b/a IqADISON PUBLISHING COMPANY

mBy$

I

-4-
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BEFORE "ME FEDERAL ELECTIONI COMMIISSION

In the Matter of:)
MUR 2649 ~

William Carlos Moore)

RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT

Introduction

William Carlos Moore, hereby responds to the Complaint filed

on July 15, 1988 by Citizens for Reagan and designated as matter

Under Review ("MUR") 2649 by the Federal Election Commission

("FEC" or "Commission"). In short, complainant has failed to

support its allegations with or supply to the Commission even the

barest minimum of evidence, and these unsubstantiated charges

similarly fail to make out a prima facie case of any violation of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("Act") 2

U.S.C. S 431 et sq

Factual Statement

William Carlos Moore first met Jim Wright in 1954 when the

former was working for the Fort Worth Press and the latter was

running for Congress for the first time. The two men initiated a

personal and working relationship which would last until the

present day.

In 1975, Mr. Moore, at that time a private businessman engaged

in printing and campaign consulting, was first employed in Mr.



Wright's re-election efforts. Among other activities, Mr. Moore

organized a telephone bank and block worker program, and managed

the production and distribution of a direct mail effort.

Carlos Moore and his corporation, Madison Systems Corporation

("Madison"), have been employed by Jim Wright's campaign committees

for seven successive election cycles. Madison has performed a

variety of services for Speaker Wright's committees including

printing, media, computer, telephone banks, organization of a

block captain program, polling, mailing and consulting services.

Among the items prepared for the campaign are letters, invitations,

envelopes, business cards, postcards, brochures, pamphlets,

posters, the printing and distribution of yard signs (more than

33,000 in 1986), and multiple thousands of bumper stickers.

Mailing services including folding, stuffing and postage. Computer

services such as district voter lists and labels were provided.

Thus, Carlos Moore had an established vendor-vendee relationship

with the Wright Appreciation Committee and the Wright Congressional

Club.

In late 1983, Moore suggested to Mr. Wright that the latter

author a book. The idea was to compile a book composed of short

vignettes and to present to the public the essence of Jim Wright's

political and professional philosophy, with each topic short

enough to hold the reader's attention span and also be self

contained. This book was a distillate of many items written by

Jim Wright, in speeches, articles, newsletters and in his private

memoirs.

- 2 -



After the book, Reflections of a Public Man, was written,

Carlos Moore offered Jim Wright a specific royalty arrangement,

whereby each book would be sold for $5.95, providing Mr. Wright a

royalty of $3.25 per book and a return to Moore of $2.70 per

book.1 / Reflections of a Public Man was published in 1984. In the

intervening years, this book has been sold at bookstores and

various special events. Approximately 20,000 copies were sold

during this period.

Legal Argument

_Count I: Royalty Income Paid Out By William Carlos
Moore Does Not Constitute Excessive Contributions

Complainant is apparently alleging that Jim Wright and William

Carlos Moore violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a, through Mr. Moore's pay out

of book royalties generated by sales of Mr. Wright's Reflections

of a Public Man. Such a claim is without merit, as demonstrated

below.

C, Pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act, the term

"contribution" means

any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or
deposit of money or anything of value made by
any person for the pu se of influencing any
election for-Federal office.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(A)(i) (emphasis added).

A "royalty," on the other hand, is generally defined as

lJ This was not the only royalty agreement offered to Jim Wright.
A Fort Worth newspaper publisher offered to publish the book and
provide Mr. Wright with a royalty of $2.98 per book.

- 3 -



Compensation for the use of property, usually
copyrighted material . . . expressed as a
percentage of receipts from using the property
or as an account per unit produced.

Black's Law Dictionary at 691. A royalty is a payment made to an

author by an assignee for each copy of the author's work which is

sold. Id. Thus, each of these forms of payment has a specific

purpose for which it is made: contributions are payments made to

influence a (Federal) election, and royalties are payments made

to compensate one for the use of a work.

Without question, Jim Wright's receipt of $54,642 in 1985

and 1986 constituted royalty payments rather than campaign

'0 contributions. Mr. Wright, in fact, authored a book and entered

into an arm's-length publishing agreement with the Madison

Publishing Company.2/ See Attachment A. This agreement was

drawn up by a reputable attorney known to both parties and provided

for a royalty payment of $3.25 per book sold.

The book was, in fact, published, marketed and sold, and Mr.

Moore collected all sales receipts prior to the disbursement of

C proceeds to Jim Wright. All sales receipts were deposited by

Moore into a separate bank account established specifically for

that purpose. No other deposits were made into this account.

Subsequently, from time to time, Mr. Moore disbursed the

author's share of royalties to him. All royalty receipts from

book sales were disclosed as royalty income by Mr. Wright on his

yearly Financial Disclosure Statements for 1985 and 1986 filed

with the Clerk of the House, pursuant to the Ethics in Government

2J The book is copyrighted, and Mr. Wright is owner of that
copyright.
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Act and House Ethics Rules. See Attachment B. Moreover,

consistent with his treatment of the receipts as income, Mr.

Wright paid income tax on that income for 1985 and 1986.

Thus, while all aspects of this book's publication meet the

indicia of a royalty arrangement, none come close to resembling a

campaign contribution. Clearly, Carlos Moore did not intend to

influence a Federal election by transmitting royalties to Mr.

Wright; he was merely the publisher engaged in an arm's-length

commercial transaction. Mr. Wright intended to receive income from

the sale of his book and did not intend to receive anything for

the purpose of influencing a Federal election. The two are

entirely unrelated.
3/

110 The royalty arrangement regarding Mr. Wright's book has

-- always been separate, distinct and independent from the vendor-

vendee relationship which existed between Mr. Wright's campaign

t ) committees and Madison. 4/ These committees had no role in the

publication of Reflections of a Public Man. None of the

publication costs were paid by the committees, nor were any books

purchased by them. No campaign contributions were used to provide

Mr. Wright with book royalties. Most importantly, no monies

3/ House Ethics Rules specifically permit the receipt of royalty
income without limit. House Ethics Rule 47. In addition, the
FEC has long recognized the unique nature of royalties in its
Advisory Opinions. See e.g. FEC Advisory Opinion 1975-77, Fed.
Election Camp. Fin. G-ide 1 5134 (CCH) (November 5, 1975)
(Royalties from the publication of a book are not honoraria and
not subject to the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i).

4/ All disbursements made to Madison by Mr. Wright's campaign
committees were for duly rendered services; no campaign funds
were disbursed for which a service was not performed. All services
provided by Madison were invoiced and billed to the campaigns,
and all bills were paid.

- 5 -



received by Madison from Mr. Wright's campaign committees for

legitimate services rendered were ever deposited into the same

account into which receipts from the book sales were deposited.

Nothing in the Act or regulations promulgated by the FEC

prohibits a candidate for Federal office from writing a book and

receiving royalty income. In fact, this practice is commonplace.

Where, as here, monies are received by an author/officeholder as

taxable income, rather than for the purpose of influencing a

Federal election, those funds are not subject to the Act and as

such, do not constitute campaign contributions.

CO Moreover, the suggestion that a scheme was in place to avoid

the Act's limitations is totally without merit. Jim Wright did not

contribute any of his personal funds to his campaign in 1985 and

- 1986.5/ Thus, the royalty payments did not provide Mr. Wright

- with political contributions.6'

In order to violate the limitations of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a, a
a .0

gift or other form of payment must be made to influence a Federal

election. Here, the royalty payments simply do not constitute

contributions. Accordingly, because the allegations of Count I

of the Complaint in MUR 2649 are without merit and fail to give

rise to a violation of the Act, Carlos Moore requests that the

Commission find no reason to believe a violation of the Act

occurred.

V/ Mr. Wright was fortunate enough to have a sufficient war chest
so that this was not necessary.

YJ Nor did these amounts defray Mr. Wright's personal living
expenses.
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Count II: Royalty Income Paid Out By Carlos Moore Does

Not Constitute Excessive Honoraria

Complainant is apparently alleging that Carlos Moore violated

2 U.S.C. $ 441i(a) through the making of excessive honoraria in

the form of book royalty payments. Complainant fails to support

its allegation other than by supposition and its claims are

entirely without merit, as demonstrated below.

Complainant's charge that payments from the sales of

Reflections of a Public Man were in some manner subject to the

honoraria limitation of the Act are directly contrary to past FEC

precedent. As long ago as 1975, the Commission recognized that

royalties from the publication of a book are not honoraria and

are not subject to the limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i. See Advisory

Opinion 1975-77, 1 5134 (CCH) (November 5, 1975). The Commission's

conclusion in that Opinion was based expressly on the

uncontroverted intent of Congress with regard to honoraria, as

stated by Senator Cannon:

The intent is that the publishing
of a book does not constitute an

C honorarium under the language used
in the bill.

120 Cong. Rec. H10334 (daily ed., October 10, 1974). Thus, the

FEC has long recognized the exemption of royalty income from the

honoraria provision and continues to do so today. See Advisory

Opinion 1984-56, (CCH) 1 5798 (December 6, 1984) (Any royalty

paid on the basis of net proceeds from the sales of a book would

not be considered an honorarium under the Act and would not be

limited).

- 7 -



Moreover, even where material has been previously published

and is subsequently compiled and published in a book, the

Commission recognizes and applies the exemption to the honoraria

limitation for any income generated by sales of such a work. See

Advisory Opinion 1978-59, (CCH) 1 5351 (September 20, 1978)

(Payments resulting from the republication in a book of previously

published material, will be treated as income from the publication

of a book and thus will not be subject to the limitation on

honoraria of 2 U.S.C. S 441i).

Similarly, complainant's charge that Reflections of a Public

Man is not, in fact, a book is groundless. Reflections of a

Public Man is clearly and conspicuously a book. The Commission has

never opined on the particular characteristics a "book" must have

-- to so be considered a book.7/ However, Mr. Wright's work has

-- always been considered a book, and to consider it any other type

of literary work defies logic. Even where, as here, the contents

of a book have previously been presented to the public as part of

a candidate's speeches or writings, their compilation in book

form will not be subject to the honoraria limitation.

Mr. Wright had no specific knowledge of any book purchasers.

He did not sell this book; Carlos Moore was responsible for

marketing and sales. Moore was also responsible for delivering

the books to the purchasers. No suggestion was made to any buyers

that they would be making an honorarium. To the contrary, the

7/ A "book" is commonly defined as (1) a volume made up of written
or printed pages fastened along one side and encased between
protective covers or (2) any written or printed literary work.
See The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language at
p.151 (1976).
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direct implication of any book sale was royalty income to Mr.

Wright. 8 ' As stated above, Moore established a separate bank

account for the receipt of all proceeds from sales of this book,

and all proceeds were, in fact, so deposited into that account.

Mr. Wright never received payments directly from book purchasers.

Instead, he was paid periodically by Mr. Moore, in sums governed

by the publishing contract.

Accordingly, because the allegations of Count II of the

Complaint in MUR 2649 are without merit and fail to give rise to

a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i, Carlos Moore respectfully requests

that the Commission find no reason to believe that a violation of

the Act occurred.

110 Count III

Complainant makes no allegation in Count III with respect to

Carlos Moore. Accordingly, Carlos Moore respectfully requests

U-) that the Commission find no reason to believe a violation of the

Act occurred.

Conclusion

As demonstrated above, the complaint filed by Citizens for

Reagan contains groundless and wholly unfounded charges based

upon speculation in the news media and is completely devoid of

any evidentiary support. Simply put, a book is a book and as

§/ Moreover, the suggestion that the New England Life Insurance
Company purchased $2,000 of books as a way to avoid the limitation
of 2 U.S.C. S 441i is groundless and without merit. The books
were not purchased either in addition to an honorarium or in lieu
of one.
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U. S.
such generates royalty income to the author. Reflections of a

Public Man is such a book. The facts establish without dispute

that neither campaign contributions not honoraria were generated

through its sales. Accordingly, Carlos Moore respectfully requests

that the Commission find no reason to believe that he violated

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Respectfully submitted,

William C$ 01 aker
Eric F. Kleinfeld

Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Attorneys for
William Carlos Moore

- 10 -



JAM 199 A. MeN WLEN II

O LGt A Attachment A

THE STATE OF TEXAS I
I

COUNTY OF TARRANT I

This Agreement, made this AzLtki day of December.
1984. between James C. Wright, Jr. hereinafte, called tne
AUTHOP. and Madison Systems Corporatin. d/b/a Madison Pub-
lashing Company. a Texas Corporation, hereinafter call.o
the Publisher.

WTNKSSETH THAT.

WH4lTEAS. "he AUTHOR is Le cdAtoL. author and propriotL-wf in unpuzblished nanuscvrpt the sub ect of title of which
is Q Ucctons of a uhblc an. herc-ater called the Work,
asnd doslres Lne Publisher to publish and market said Work.

NOW THER 'FCRE, in consideration of the premises andtne covenan:s and agrecments hcrenafter contained, the
partaes hereto agree as follows,

The AUTHOR hereby grants to Publisher the sole
and exclusive right to print, reprint, publish,
republish. reproduce and sell the Work, or anypart thereof. in all forms throughout the world
during the full terms of copyright and all renewalsthereof obtainable in any and all countries of
the world, subject only to the terms and conditionsexpressed in this agreement, together with all
copyright thereto, registered or unregistered,

C, now or hereafter existing in THE AUTHOR.
2. AUTIOR agreas, at Author's expense, to use hiaNO best efforts to secure copyright protection for

the work in the United States. Any additional copy-right protection outside the United States shallba accomplished pursuant to mutual written agreementof the parties hereto. AUTHOR agrees to obtaincopyright renevale in the United States it requested
to do so in writing by Publisher throughout theVf) term of this Agreement.

3. THE AUTHOR hereby covenants that he is the soleeditor, author, and proprietor of the Work andhas the sole and exclusive right to sell it# that
the Work is original and does not infrtnge uponany statutory copyright or upon any right at comeonC law. proprietary right, civil right, or any otherright whatsoever: that the Work is innocent and
contains no matter which is scandalous, obscene,libelous, or in any vise contrary to lawl thathe has not heretofore, pledged, or otherwise encum-bered the Work and that he has full powwer to
enter into Lhis agreeisnt dn4 maku the grants herein
contained. THE AUTHOR covenants that he will indem-nify, defend, and hold harmless Publisher against
any and all suits, claims, demands, or recoveries.whether groundless or otherwise, including (without
lamitation of the foregoing generality) damages,
costs, losses, expenses, and counsel fees, which
ay be made, instituted, or incurred at any tVe
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by or against PubLiiher by reaion of any failase
ot TIhI AU'HOR Ur ur IliJ LVMLwbW11LeLiQoa1. covenanta.
undertakings, or agreements heroin contained.

4. It is acknowledged by the parties hereto that Pub-
lisher has already printed 20,000 copies of the
Work in a form and content which is acceptable
to both parties.

S. Publisher shall pay all expenses of publication
of the Work including production. marketing. trans-

portation. mailing, advertising end other miscell-
aneous expensee, and AUTHOR shall not be required
Lu .'ewv any investment other than the ox1ponso of
securing United States Copyright protection for
the Work. It 's agreed that thu retail Sales prico
of the Work shall be $5.95 unless changed by mutual
written amendment to this agreement. All proceeds
from Soles shall be initially paid to Publisher.
't s agreed that the proceeds from the sales of
tho Work shall be divided between Publisher and
Author as followss

A. Sulk Sales -

S. Single Sales -

C. Wholesale or
Discount Sales -

Publisher to receive
$2.70 per book
Author to receive $3.25
per book

Publisher to receive
52.70 per book
Author to receive $3.25
per book
(Publisher shall have
the right to add mailing
or other extra handling
expenses to the agreed
Sales price end Publish-
er shatl be entitled
to receive these addi-
tional amounts as reim-
bursement)

Publisher to receive
$2.70 per book.
Author to receive $3.25
per book.
(The a ve amounts
of $2. to Publisher
and $3.25 to Author
shall be reduced in
the case of wholesale
or discount sales by
the amount of the dis-
count given as followss

The amount to be receiv-
ed by Publisher shall
be reduced by the first
$ .70 of the total
discounted price per
book and the balance
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of the discount given
shall be deducted from
the $3.2S per book
to be received by
Author. (For example
if a discount Gale
is made with a total
discount Of $1.70 per
book the Publisher
shall receive $2.00
and Author shall reseive
$2.25.)

6. -t is agreed that Publisher shall prepare
an accounting of sales receipts every three

(3) months and pay Author the amount agreed

upon herein at that tine. Author or his repre-

sentative shall have the right upon reasonable
request to inspect the books and records of

Publisher to verify the amounts paid.

7. It is agreed that Publisher shall not assign

or transfer any ownership rights granted to

Publisher hereunder to any third party without

the prior written approval of Author, however,

Publisher shall have the right to pledge or

mortgage his ownership rights hereunder in

connection with obtaining financing related
to carrying out the provisions of this Agree-

4) ment. AUTHOR shall have the right to Assign
his ownership rights or a part of them.

01% S. Publisher shall have the right, in Publisher's

sole discretion, to determine how many ed"t.

N0 tional copies of the work shall be publiAhed
and at what times said additional copies shall

be published. In this connection, in the event

all published copies are sold and thereafter
Publisher does not commence publishing addL-
tional copies (a minimum amount of an aditlon-
al 5,000) of the Work for sale for a peLiod
of thirty (30) days. then AUMON sha1 have
the right to give written notice to PublLsher
of termination of this Agreement. In the event
Publisher does not commene publication of
additional copies of the work (in a manimm
amount of an additional 5,000) within thirty
(30) days after receipt of such written notice

C1. of termination then this Agreemoet shall 
term-

sinte, become null and void and be of no f uth-

er force and effect, and AUTHOR shall be en-

r") titled to all Copyright interests in the Work.

9. Publisher agrees to pay all state sales taxes
for which Publisher is liable in connection

with the sales made pursuant to this Agmant
and to indemnify AUTHOR from any liability
therefor.

10. In the event at the end of the sales program

there remain unsold copies of the Work, Pub-

lisher shall, at its option, have the right

to sell said copies at a reduced rate and
in such event the proceeds from such sale

shall be paid 45.38% to Publisher and 54.62t
to AUTHOR.
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11. In the event the Work is used or sold in Connootion
with syndication, motion picture rights, Television
Rights. dramatization rights or mechanical repro-
duction rights the parties shall be entitled to
the proceeds as followst 45.300 to Publisher
and 54.620 to AUTHOR. The decision to s411 any
rights covered by this paragraph and the terms
of any such agreement shall be made by mutual
written amendment to this Agreement by the parties
hersto.

12. TH9 AUTHOR agrees that as long as the Work shall
be published by the ?b.klisher. he will not publish.
Contract to publish, or furnish to any other puo-
11sher for sale or trade or otherwise, any work
upon the same subect wnich in the opinion of
the Publisher .. rnflicts wath the sale of the Work.

13. This Agreement sha e be binr:d g upon and inure
to the benefit of the parties hereto. theLr respec-
tive heirs. executors, administrators, succossors,
of lasgna. and snall aoi:t-:a.u during the life
of any and all copyrIghts of the Work and of oil
:evisons or abridgments or other variations thcrc-
of su:ect to copyright, and of all renowals thero-
of. Subect. however, to the provisions of Para-
graph 9 hereof for the possible earlier termination
of this Agrccment.'0

14. This Agreoment constitutOS tha antire agreement
C - between the parties hereto and all prior agreements

both oral and written are merged into this Agree-
ment.

15. AUTHOR shall have the right to review and approve
all advertising for the sale of the Work prior
to the time it is used.

AUT14ORA.- +

PUBLISHER,

14ADISON SYSTEMS CORPORATION
d/b/a MADISON PUILISHING COMPANY

gwSy

mY _ _ _ _ _
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* AnY o MFfe or empboyee of the L~Aive Drnhcme at aa Irat equal toor w nc ofthe annualrateo bmNc Pay i efet for Padma -. , NSUS a o4Januy 1. 1965 fore pured in 0(6g dys inenla-ia yer 1965 I o--, a FiaJ Dhchmue atamit am or boa May 15, 1s 6 if he or shcItImm to be acb an idhfw or eMpye en MaUy 1& 196K

na princ of dh adi in
om .nt i ed dm the at 4h or Ibwpookim ha puodysinm.... yew Ion don haI - m Statemnt or bohe ay15 1 V ha or she

I tobe am& m empbyn MyI S. 66
WEE 70 OWAIN AUTN(cmeo em 8temd&rd odofio C=N u.s M of ernt~~em& ma. D.C. =I& Wlpe No, ( ,25l4L k i

•ehW by AiWn Fdm a d th oes bdeing AMe Now 9.For a h W UN& a dn"No (or 6 e0 me n* adap~ eI~~ ak ~ mm a bsemsh m &-I-en 4w mdher)~ m m hee d amruw m 0 smm d be dwb w"ial
typ or pint

RWPOMT3 P3300 The pwiWe mudW by thin VD um tomen in enh jer 96 el
~~w iso a Mbb ori.be swml~ metkge

L UPOV3UME A1DW3DN u~s

In .ina, the r indift t I. to ineiee w bd in dif binto bar
=Av ria orr3 kent cphild aatthe trn" d le bslw oaki efto need

depndatchidrn' Sea inueullm danclsd "HI O" shoul echce in the "am marked
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momU owy ionwa w m" am~ At Mdm* we "Nowuie 6tmdmes anl ember own"w nw be .. ps,

AM YOU AWARI OF ANY IDVMMBy 04 PROP="T em LLA3IL OF A SFL02.1O DWENI'M aSIL ORPOFUET TIANSACTI0en OT A WOLUs OR DmXpmogw Canai WN"C YOU HAVZ W AgpM WCAoui micngyKMNUTT IU SANDAUWs reM RuvioW. iu. No...I.

'For'~ mmstb weam -UU deMmali &Nca UN atum m 7



M. Woeud b Pmwbass to acese Nratua travebu ese nb byov M a m a freso atilei eACT Oa ue s m ch S
b, do so do amo: hr ashm!- r 71r I- ONd~b~?

1 fohr aw wed Waoe oe to am a (nwolr ert)ehould beam"

sma d0peien chil m Omd net ai he areported.ff
meamhum. of s euhe d lawum Dmkjs asft to an7. ~ im6~ n 6U

A In 1 rC TYPE AMOUNT varTwm.
Atnw a t n pt--.sMphzi $&AL.
A4 3ea--

Sp'A* 1~n~n-*
~m pa~

NtAnora4 -- L~gac 4

1nd~i:~a A- 4. ai
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V. LIABILITES
GENERAL GU'IDELINES.

All Persoal obligaboria augeating over 110.000 owed to oe ceditor AT ANY TWME during 1I6Mwhether secured or not, ad regardles of the repayment terms or intaret, rates, KM be IhUd" MThidentity of the liability sowuld include the name a( the individual or oranizto to which the hahft a
owed, And the amount dA@cW*We should be the cateory o( value of the large amount owped dulqthecalerndar year Any wontminent liabilty. such as that ofa guarantor or endorser, or the liabilities Ofa bqgams.in which the reporting individual has an iterest need not be liated-

EXCLUSION& Any worigeg secured by the PERSONAL RESIDENCE of the rePortlong individual o o(including a secon d raxidece or vacation horne) that is NOT held for the PRODUMTON 0F Ah-
any ban secured by a PERSONAL MOTOR VEHICLE, or household fbrmature or apane.proviemahloan does not exceed the purchase price of the item; and any liabsiliy owed to areav.

0=111 I CAIUDOK
Iligitco. Inc. D

Bc ank of Arlinann TexK% 0'CSp Rnhill Lake In3Mstors Com--- C
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VIII. rOSMONS
GENERAL GIJIDELI

The identity of all iod beld an or beore the date of fiigduring the Current Caledar yea SO anofficer. director, truAt.e partner, Proprietor, rwprtatoro consultant of any woportimnfirm Partnership. or other heulnam enterprime an; Dnopofit "~b any labo orgnion or anyeducationaI or other ingtitution.
EXCLU'SION& Poaitione heod in any roligiome sociaL. ftermal, or politica otitim aNd pouItome solely of

an honorary nature.
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Jms C. Wright. Jr.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

WHO MLST FILE AND WHEN:
* Each Member in office on May 15. 1967 must file a FinancWl DWlam Statement on or before May 15.

1967.

" Any oft~er or emplyee of the Uegisat Branch axnpenastW at a raws equal tor in excess of the annual
rate o( bask pay m effect for G .- 16.16196, .d January 1. 1e8L hi apeod in esm 0(60 days in
calendar year 196 shall ffeanad Do t as or beo May15 117. lb. or ibe continues
to be sich an officer or s oe on May1/ 1997, and receives mpmo equlto or i eem of the annual
rate a basic pay in effect for grad G.-1, WSI1am d ay , I

* Any on d oa Memb, who h been desatW m apriacWal aatfr a"s of dthe Et in Govern-
'omeat A IM or l1 sad who rm the d.usofb a or he p for a peri ema 0d o ada

W "6 s W a -1e Dom Stqemnt a orbWer May 15. 1W. it e or do eiabes to be
ma em oe on May1W WT.

wmlIE T00WFT.4 A ourAIf(z Camtmuatinmd* oEmlCuada. U± Hume 0(Rupmtm.v

Room HT-. Capudl Oig, Wsuk. D.C. 061L TI,Ie 1 N. @i 36-?l Adftai hrm and
-" tivwoet bookiets me be ibmSnd m the ComwUttUe Ae
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Mir my attach a IWeabau SW.OLSc
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REPOTIN PZRUOW Tb wo sw b Uk Dbomnr htatm is aoAu yew =6 o other-
wise ind. Gjb or -wo reapbd ve iedduse e aadm *e momhm y' repo"t

dmduLa se ame a Jeh Wr or wple ond e diafoikT d.

1. sPOw= ND DiN r DmcN mmgz
EXEMPTION

Ingpiinnl. the reputiftg Hmd~ Is 1--kd to iselede fiwod ~Im I ou bi wer ~pWe
oram~emt IL However in RAUE CIRCUMSTANCES. WHERE ONE OR NOUFINANCIAL IN-inher~tudbe~ed

Nwescow MSTbeWkadbyheek" theW makedr If 4k opmina d dependent cW6 a
/unsncia Wuiu se diam seed "Nsh be cewdud in the wpace m iked.

FANDAt rot Ifrnnos

(1) 1le Ktem a the sole interest or y of the spouse or dependent cA d and the reportn intvdual
has .N0 KNOWLEDGE of the Mm;

(2) The item was not in an way. past or present. DERIVED FROM THE INCOME. ASSETS. OR AC-
TIVITIES of the rpo'ing dTe po ng inm f neither bERIVES..NOR EXPECTS TO DERIVE. any f&unal ar eonouo benvet
from the itern.

NOTE Ow f1rmw iVmM. M the adm' we eanmSed ftw mcemi. d ethu omna mt I umwd

I Ar YOC AWAUr Of AM INTBIIIM O PIRT OR UABILrIIU Or A SPO O8 DCPPUOI CMA OR
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August 30, 1988

Janice Lacy
Federal Election Comittee
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20465 CA) -,

Re: MUR 2649 Vernon Savings & Loan, F.S.A.

Dear Ms. Lacy:

The FSLIC as Receiver for Vernon Savings and Loan, F.S.A.
respectfully requests permission to file its response to the
above referenced complaint out of time. NMehanical probleas
prevented filing the response on its due date.

The undermigned attorney called your office on the 29th to
explain the delay and request additional time. Ne was advised to
put the request in writing. An additional day to respond until
August 31, 1988 is requested in order to allow final review and
approval by the undersigned's supervising attorney who is out of
the office today.

Si rely,

Charles D/ al
Trial A torney
(202) 377-7469

Ps
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 2O4i S 6, 1988

Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation, as
Receiver for Vernon Savings
and Loan, F.S.A.

Attn: Charles B. McDonald
Trial Attorney
Office of General Counsel
Federal Home Loan Bank Board
1700 G Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20552

cc RE: MUR 2649
Vernon Savings and Loan,

F.S.A.

-- Dear Mr. McDonald:

This is in response to your letter dated August 30,
tr- 1988, which we received on August 30, 1988, requesting a second

time extension until August 31, 1988 to respond to the above
referenced complaint. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter, this Office granted the requested
extension. Accordingly, your response, was due by the close of
business on August 31, 1988. To date, however, we have received
no response from you. Please submit your response to this Office
as soon as possible.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

A a G le

B Y : 
r eAssociate Genral Cou mel
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September 6, 1988 0

Lawrence M. Noble, Esquire W
General Counsel 2
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2649 - Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
and Richard M. Bates, as Treasurer

Attn: Janice Lacy

Dear Mr. Noble:

The Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee ('DCCC")
and Richard M. Bates, as Treasurer ("Respondents") hereby reply
through counsel to the Commissiones notification that a
complaint has been filed against them by Citizens for Reagan
("Complainants").* 1

This Complaint seeks to revive an issue which was
addressed and resolved, on the public record, over a year ago.
The facts of this matter were and remain simple. DCCC
mistakenly did not identify the need for, or make timely
reimbursement for, certain facilities used for Committee
activities. When the error was discovered, it was corrected.
Full disclosure to the public and the Commission was made.
Complainant thus presents no basis for further action by the
Commission.

/ This response addresses only the issues raised by
Complainants in Count Three of their Complaint, the only
portion of the Complaint in which allegations are made about
Respondents.

Tet~ex: 444)2'- P( -, Ul 0FASIMILE (202)223-2088
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Lawrence N. Nobl4*
September 6, 1988
Page 2

It should be noted that DCCC has for some years maintained
procedures for reimbursing its use of facilities, other than
individually owned facilities made available as a contribution
in-kind subject to limit and full public disclosure. These
procedures were regularly comunicated, by both management and
by counsel, to appropriate staff.

In this case, DCCC made use of facilities, a houseboat,
which certain staff erroneously believed to be a "personal
residence," and to be somehow subject to unlimited exemption
under the Act. To this date, DCCC does not have knowledge
about its precise ownership.

Nevertheless, when press reports suggested that some of
the costs of the boat's use may have been referred for payment,
by the boat captain, to a corporation (Vernon Savings & Loan),
DCCC management acted promptly and publicly to remedy the

C) problem. Because the actual ownership of the houseboat was not

clear from the information available to DCCC, DCCC made full
reimbursement to representatives of Vernon Savings and Loan.
DCCC requested that the representatives arrange for
reimbursement of the financial institution to the extent, if
any, it had incurred costs in connection with the use of the
boat, and for any reimbursement which may have been required of
the actual owner or owners of the boat, if they were other than
Vernon.

DCCC made full review of its records to confirm facts
relating to its use of the houseboat placed on the public
record in other legal proceedings. These facts have never been
contested; nor does Complainant contest them. The public has
had the benefit of full disclosure and complete remedial action.

In these circumstances, the Complaint should be dismissed,
as it has been "mooted" by the intervening events of one year
and its purpose is political and not remedial.

Ver truly yours,

Robert E.Bauer
Counsel for Respondents

RFB: smb
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September 6, 1988

C1

Lawrence M. Noble, Esquire
General Counsel -"

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

Re: MUR 2649 - The Honorable Tony Coelho

Attn: Janice Lacy

Dear Mr. Noble:

Counsel to Congressman Tony Coelho files this response in

connection with the Complaint filed by Citizens for Reagan and

transmitted by the Commission by letter dated July 25, 1988.

The response is being submitted this date under an extension

requested by Congressman Coelho and granted by the General
Counsel.

Congressman Coelho was Chairman of the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee ("DCCC") over the period that

the DCCC activities identified in the Complaint occurred. On

the basis of information appearing in press reports and further

developed in an independent DCCC staff review, the Congressman

directed the immediate implementation of remedial action. This

action, and related public disclosure over one year ago, is

described in DCCC's response to the Complaint, filed this date,

in which the Congressman also joins.

Ver truly yours,

obert F. Bauer

Counsel to
Congressman Tony Coelho

0212E
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September 8, 1988

Louis G. Lerner, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission'
999 HEN St. N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20465

RE: MUR 2649
FSLIC as Receiver for Vernon Savings & Loan
Association, FSA

Dear Mr. Lerner:

This letter is in response to your letter of July 25, 1988
informing the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation
(NFSLICH) of the opportunity to respon to a oosplaint filed by
Citizens for Reagan with the Federal Election Coinission (NFEC M),in charging individuals, including Don Dixon, former owner of Vernon
Savings and Loan Association (OVernon') with violations of theFederal Elections Campaign Act of 1971. If assets of Vernon were

"I wrongfully diverted to benefit certain political campaigns, and
have not yet been returned, the FSLIC as receiver for Vernon is

C interested in seeking to recover those assets for the benefit ofVernon's creditors. To this end, we are happy to assist your
office.

Nevertheless, the FSLIC as receiver of Vernon Savings and
Loan Association, FSA is not an appropriate target of the FEC's
enforcement powers. Our position is based on the absence of any
charges against Vernon brought by Citizens for Reagan and on
FSLIC's status as a federal agency and its fiduciary duty as a
receiver for failed savings institutions. A brief description of
FSLIC's statutory and regulatory framework will make this clear.

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board ('Bank Boardw) is an
independent agency in the Executive Branch of the United States
organized pursuant to the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, 12 U.S.C. §
1421 at ag. It operates and directs the FSLIC, a corporate
governmental agency that is responsible, pursuant to Title IV of
the National Housing Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1724 r& seg., for insuring



Louis G. Lerner, Esq.
September 8, 1988
Page 2

the accounts of all federal savings and loan associations and
most state chartered savings and loan associations. 12 U.S.C. §§
1437, 1725(a) and (c), and 1730(k) (1).

The Bank Board regulates and supervises all federally-
insured savings and loan associations to ensure the safety and
soundness of their operations for the protection of their
depositors, creditors and the general public. See, e.g. 12
U.S.C. § 1464(a)(1) and 1725(c). FSLIC has been charged by
Congress with responsibility to maintain the financial stability
of the savings and loan industry throughout the United States and
to protect the creditors and depositors of such institutions
throughout the creation, maintenance and protection of the FSLIC
insurance fund. 12 U.S.C. §§ 1724, 1726(b), 1729(f), 1730(m).

Congress has given the Bank Board broad discretion and
exclusive authority to appoint 'ex parte and without notice,' the
FSLIC as receiver to take over the affairs of a state chartered
federally-insured savings and loan association such as Vernon
Savings and loan, if, 'in the opinion of the Board,' the
association is (1) insolvent or (2) has substantially dissipated

!f its assets and earnings due to violation of law or unsafe and
unsound practices, 2r (3) is in an unsafe or unsound condition to
transact business. EM 12 U.S.C. § 1464(d)(6)(A) and 12 U.S.C.
§§ 1724(b) and 1729. The FSLIC has broad power to 'operate such
association,' 'to merge it with another association,' 'to proceed

v to liquidate its assets,' or 'to make such other disposition of
the matter as it deems appropriate.' 12 U.S.C. S 1729(b)(2).

In its separate corporate capacity as insurer of depositors'
accounts FSLIC must make payment on each insured account at the
failed association. 12 U.S.C. §§ 1728(a), 1729(b). When, as was
the case with Vernon, FSLIC cannot find an acquirer for the
failed thrift, it must either payout the insured deposits in cash
or transfer the accounts to another institution along with
sufficient cash or other consideration for the assumption of the
insured deposit liabilities. FSLIC like any other creditor of
the association must seek to recoup its insurance payments from
the assets of the failed institution. 12 U.S.C. §§ 1739(b)(2).
FSLIC Corporate thus becomes the single largest creditor of the
receivership. The receiver, of course, has a fiduciary duty to
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Louis G. Lerner, Esq.
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maximize the recovery for all the creditors of the failed
institution.

On and prior to March 20, 1987, Vernon Savings and Loan
Association ("Old Vernonm) was a savings and loan association
chartered under the laws of the State of Texas with its accounts
insured by the FSLIC. On or about March 20, 1987, the Bank Board
having found the institution insolvent, appointed the FSLIC as
Receiver for Old Vernon. On that date, the FHLBB approved the
organization of a new savings and loan, a federal mutual
association, Vernon Savings and Loan Association, FSA ("Vernon
FSA"), whereby Vernon, FSA purchased substantially all the assets
and assumed certain alleged liabilities of Old Vernon from the
receiver.

Because Vernon, FSA assumed nearly all of the assets and
liabilities of Old Vernon, its financial position was also
extremely precarious; it proved impossible for Vernon FSA to
attain solvency. On November 19, 1987, the Bank Board declared
Vernon, FSA insolvent and appointed the Federal Savings & Loan
Insurance Corporation ("FSLIC") as the sole receiver of Vernon,
FSA pursuant to 12 U.S.C. S 1464(d)(A). FSLIC insurance of
accounts was provided for by transfer of accounts to a new
institution. As receiver, FSLIC succeeded without further action

If) to all of the powers, rights and privileges of Vernon, FSA. 12
U.S.C. S 1729(b); 12 C.F.R. § 547.7.

As indicated above, the FSLIC in both its corporate and
receiver capacities is a government agency. It is therefore

Cexcluded from the FEC's enforcement authority. That enforcement
authority, found at 2 U.S.C. § 437g., by its terms, applies only
to "persons." Se 9g 2 U.S.C. 9 437g.(a)(5)(A). The term
persons is defined at 2 U.S.C. 431(11) so as to exclude "the
Federal Government or any authority of the Federal Government."
The FEC's enforcement authority therefore does not extend to
Federal Government authorities such as FSLIC. See FEC v. Gus
Savaae For Congress. 606 F. Supp. 541, n.1 at 542 (N.D. Ill.
1985).

This exclusion is consistent with the purpose of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, § 301 It seg., Al amended, 12
U.S.C. § 431 It seg., (the "FECA") which the Supreme Court has
described as promotion of "full disclosure of campaign-oriented
spending to insure both the reality and the appearance of the
purity and openness of the federal election process." B
V 424 U.S. 1, 78, 96 S. Ct. 612 (1975). Correspondingly,
Congress saw the creation of an independent Federal Election
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Commission with primary civil and criminal prosecutorial powers&
as helping Oto ensure careful compliance with all provisions& of
the act. S. Rep. No. 93-689, 93rd Cong. 2d Sess., reprinted jn
1974 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 5587, 5590.

Neither compliance with the FEC's statutes and regulations
or promotion of the 'purity and openness' of elections would be
furthered by initiating enforcement actions against the FSLIC as
receiver for Vernon. First, the FSLIC fully supports the
laudable goals of FECA. Secondly, there is no possibility that
the FSLIC will engage in any activity inconsistent with the FEC's
statutes or regulations. Finally, penalties, like punitive
damages, are generally imposed to punish the wrongdoer and to
deter others from committing the same act. Scott v. McDonald,
165 U.S. 58, 86 (1896). Those policies would not be served by
imposing penalties against a receiver of a failed financial
institution.

In Professional Asset Management. Inc. V. Penn SqUare Bank,
566 F. Supp. 134, 137 (W.D. Okla. 1983), the court found that an
award of punitive damages would not punish the bank but innocent
depositors. The Court declined to hold the receiver, FDIC,

Jliable for punitive damages. In Matter of GAC Corp., 681 F.2d
1295 (11th Cir. 1982), the court rejected the argument that
punitive damages assessed against a bankrupt's estate would deter
future wrongful conduct. The Court stated, 0. . . wrongful
conduct will not be deterred when the punitive damages are paid
from the wrongdoer's estate rather than from his own pocket. We
agree . . . that the effect of allowing a punitive damages claim
would be to force innocent creditors to pay for the bankrupt's
wrongdoing. Such a result would be inequitable . . . U L at
1301.

The same result would apply here if the FEC were to continue
any enforcement action against the FSLIC as receiver of Vernon
FSA. Innocent creditors, including the FSLIC insurance fund,
which protects depositors and helps to insure the financial
stability of the nation's trillion dollar thrift industry, would
be harmed without any corresponding furtherance of the FEC's
goals.

The FSLIC shares the FEC's concern about the violations of
the FECA alleged in the complaint. However a careful reading of
the complaint reveals that no complaint is raised against Vernon
itself, instead the complaint is against Don Dixon, who as the
controlling person of Vernon allegedly diverted Vernon assets to
improper uses.
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Louis G. Lerner, Zsq.
Septomber 7, 1988
Paqe 5

Not only would these diversions constitute apparent
violations of the FECA, they also would constitute fraud upon
Vernon by the individuals whose responsibility it was to protect
Vernon. However, the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
has repaid $23,282.28 for use of the yacht and for a flight on
one of Vernon's airplanes. The FSLIC as reciever is double
checking it's records to make sure that no further obligation is
owed by the Committee.

Sincerely.

Dorothy [Nichols
Senior Associate General Counsel

cc: Janice Lacy
Charles B. McDonald
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COMPLAINANT: Citizens for Reagan

RESPONDENTS: The Honorable James C. Wright, Jr.
The Honorable Tony Coelho
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
and Richard M. Bates as treasurer

William Carlos Moore
Donald R. Dixon
Vernon Savings and Loan Association

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (4) (A)
2 U.S.C. S 434(b) (8)
2 U.S.C. S 441a
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
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MUR 2555
MUR 2544
Advisory Opinion 1984-56
Advisory Opinion 1978-59
Advisory Opinion 1975-77

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. GENERATION OF NATTER

The Office of the General Counsel received a complaint on

July 18, 1988 from Citizens for Reagan, a Virginia corporation.

The complaint alleges that The Honorable James C. Wright, Jr.,

The Honorable Tony Coelho, the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee ("the Committee"), William Carlos Moore, and Donald R.

Dixon were in violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended (the "Act"), by participating in the publication
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and sale of Mr. Wright's book, *Reflections of a Private Man,0

and by holding political events aboard a yacht owned by Mr. Dixon

which were financed by Vernon Savings and Loan Association F.S.A.

(wernon Savings and Loan") .

Respondents were notified of the complaint on July 25, 1988.

On August 2, 1988, this Office received a request from counsel

for Mr. Wright for an extension of time to respond to the

complaint. The request stated that counsel would be in Texas for

several days researching this matter and an extension would be

needed in order to fully respond. In light of the circumstances,

this Office granted a fifteen-day extension of time until

August 26, 1988. On August 15, 1988, this Office received

another request from the same counsel on behalf of Mr. Moore,

requesting a similar extension of time. The request also

explained that the extension is necessitated by Mr. Moore's

responsibilities in responding to the Committee on Standards of

Official Conduct of the House of Representatives. This Office

granted a fifteen-day extension of time until August 26, 1988.

We subsequently received responses from Mr. Wright and Mr. Moore

on August 26,r 1988.

On August 9, 1988,, this Office received two more requests

for extensions of time from counsel for Mr. Coelho and the

Committee. Counsel explained that due to vacations scheduled

prior to receipt of the notification, certain key individuals

would not be available to assist in the preparation of either



-3-

response. This office granted a twenty-six day extension until

September 6, 1988 to each respondent. On September 6, 1988, we

received a response from each respondent.

Finally, this Office received a request for an extension of

time from counsel at the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance

Corporation * on August 8, 1988. Counsel explained that the

additional time would allow his agency to make a more complete

response to our inquiry. This Office granted a twenty-day

extension until August 29, 1988. On August 29, 1988, counsel

requested two additional days to respond, until August 31, 1988,

to allow final review and approval by counsel's supervising

attorney who was out of the office on the day the response was to

be filed. We received a response from counsel on September 9,

1988.

In addition to the responses noted above, we received a

response from Donald R. Dixon on August 12, 1988. After

analyzing all responses, this Office will report to the

Commission with appropriate recommendations.

Staff Person: Janice Lacy

*/ As a result of alleged corporate misconduct by Mr. Dixon and

others, Vernon Savings and Loan was placed in receivership by the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board and the Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation, to whom we sent the complaint.
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In the Matter of ))

James C. Wright, Jr. )
William Carlos Moore )
Congressman Wright Appreciation )

Committee and Henry Kerry, SENSITIVE
as treasurer

Madison Systems Corporation d/b/a )
Madison Publishing Company )

S. Gene Payte )
Gene Wood )
Bernard Rapoport )
Democratic Republican Independent )

Voter Education PAC and ) MURS 2555/2649
Wallace Clements, as treasurer )

Donald R. Dixon )
7ernon Savings and Loan )
Association )

Tony Coelho
Democratic Congressional Campaign )

Committee and Richard M. Bates, )
as treasurer )

Coelho for Congress Committee )
and Jeff Denno, as treasurer )

INIRODUCTION

On August 30, 1988, the Commission made reason to believe

determinations in MUR 2555 involving, inter alia, Vernon Savings

and Loan Association and Donald R. Dixon. The complaint in

MUR 2649 cites these same respondents and raises certain issues

similar to those being addressed in NUR 2555. (See discussion

(. below at page 39.) The complaint in UR 2649 also contains

allegations concerning Congressman James C. Wright, Jr., which

are unrelated to the issues in MUR 2555. For purposes of the

present report, the allegations in the complaint in MUR 2649 are

addressed in two separate sections: the first section discusses

the allegations concerning Congressman Wright, and the second



section discusses 0 remaining allegations. *ropriate

recommendations are made in e*h section., and a recommendation is

made that the appropriate portion of MUR 2649 be merged with MUR

2555.

1. G AION OF K&ll3 I3 KU 2649

On July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan (the "Complainant"), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint against Congressman

James C. Wright, Jr., William Carlos Moore, Congressman Tony

Coelho, Donald R. Dixon, and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee, a qualified party related committee. In reviewing the

complaint, this Office added Vernon Savings and Loan Association as
1/

an additional respondent.- Notification of the complaint was

mailed to these respondents on July 25, 1988.
CN

The Complainant alleges that the publication and sale of

Congressman Wright's book, Reflections of a Public Man, was

actually a scheme by Congressman Wright and Mr. Moore to evade the

contribution and honorarium provisions of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (Mthe Act*). Specifically, the

Complainant alleges that: (1) Congressman Wright violated
C_

1/ James Wright resigned his seat in the U.S. House of
Representatives on June 30, 1989 and Tony Coelho resigned his
seat on June 15, 1989. Additionally, during the period of the
allegations raised by the complaint (Summer, 1986), Vernon
Savings and Loan Association (*Vernon") was a savings and loan
association chartered under the laws of the State of Texas with
its accounts insured by the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation (FSLICO). Since that time, the FSLIC has twice
declared Vernon insolvent. On or about November 19, 1987, the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board appointed the FSLIC as sole receiver
for Vernon; accordingly, the complaint was sent to the FSLIC.
However, because Vernon was the entity in existence at the time
of the alleged violations, this Office has determined that Ve:-:.
should be named as the respondent, rather than the FSLIC.



Section 441a of that by accepting excess cign

contributions in the guise of hook proceeds; (2) Mr. Moore

violated Section 441a by spending approximately $16,000 to

publish the book in cooperation with Congressman Wright, which

resulted in an excessive contribution to Congressman Wright; and

(3) Congressman Wright used the sale of the book as a means to

circumvent the honorarium limitations of Section 441i of the Act.

The complaint also contains allegations that other parties

committed violations of the federal election laws. The

Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan, a state

chartered federally-insured bank, made contributions to

Congressman Tony Coelho and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee (the ODCCC') in violation of Section 441b, which

prohibits corporate contributions. In support of this

allegation, the Complainant asserts that Congressman Coelho and

the DCCC hosted eight political fundraising events in the summer

of 1986 aboard the yacht.'High Spirits" and charged the entire

cost of these fundraisers, $25,184, to Vernon Savings and Loan.

Alternatively, the Complainant questions whether payment of the"

fundraisers constituted excessive contributions by Mr. Dixon, w

controlled Vernon at the time. These allegations are based upon

several articles which appeared in newspapers and periodicals

from June 29, 1987 to June 17, 1988.

On August 2, 1988, this Office received a request from

Congressman Wright for an extension of time until August 26,

to respond to the complaint. On August 8, 1988, this Office

received a request from the FSLIC for an extension of time u--
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August 29, 1988. Oleugust 9, 1988, Congressm oelho requested

an extension until September 6 *1988; on the same day, this

Office received a request from the DCCC for an extension until

September 6, 1988. This Office granted all four requests for

time extensions.

On August 12, 1988, Mr. Dixon submitted to this Office his

response to the complaint. On August 15, 1988, this Office

received a request from Mr. Moore for a time extension until

August 26, 1988, which was granted. On August 26, 1988,

Congressman Wright and Mr. Moore submitted their responses. On

August 30, 1988, this Office received a second request from the

FSLIC for another time extension until August 31, 1988, which

also was granted. Congressman Coelho and the DCCC submitted

their responses on September 6, 1988, and on September 9, 1988,

the FSLIC submitted its response.

11. SPurnICxIIr O UPLnrUxw IN a 249

Mr. Moore and Congressman Wright claimed in their responses

that the complaint 'contains groundless and wholly unfounded

charges based upon speculation in the news media and is

completely devoid of any evidentiary support.* Attachments I(10)

and 1(33). This claim raises the issue of the sufficiency of the

complaint upon which this matter is based.

On November 15, 1979, the Commission approved the

recommendation of the General Counsel to continue to accept

complaints based on newspaper articles pursuant to Agenda

Document #79-299. As noted in that document, the legislative

history of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1), particularly the debates in "-



House of Representaaes, indicates that the r irements of signed,

sworn and notarized complaints'stemmed from a desire to deter false

accusations by requiring that complainants identify themselves and

their sources and that they face prosecution for false statements.

(See, e.g., remarks of Representative Rostenkowski,

122 Cong. Rec. H2542 (daily ed., Mar. 30, 1976).) The Agenda

Document provides that "[tihese concerns are met without further

requirements for external complaints based on newspaper articles."

Agenda Document #79-299, page 3. The issue of possible inaccuracies

is met by the requirement that news articles used as the basis for

complaints be substantive in their statements of fact.

In summary, Agency Document #79-299 recommended that complaints

based on newspaper articles be accepted:(N

*..so long as a complaint...satisfied 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(1), by including a sworn statement that
the complainant believes the facts to be true as
alleged, and satisfies 11 C.F.R. S 111.2 (now
S 111.41, in that the news article on which the
complaint is based must be substantive in its facts....

The Complainant has cited to several newspaper articles which

report particular activities and names of particular persons, and

Cwhich are thus substantive. The Complainant also has stated, "T! e

allegations contained in this (clomplaint are based upon

information, belief, reason and logic. They are derived from

numerous articles by investigative reporters and editorials in

national publications.* Complaint at pages 10-11. Additionall1 .

the complaint contains a signed, sworn and notarized statement t-it

*based on information and belief, the facts set forth [in the



complaint) are tru~d correct." Id. at pagl. Therefore, this

Office concludes that the presant complaint meets the Commission's

criteria for a complaint based upon newspaper articles.

III. COU O WA INmcYIGAYXO

On June 9, 1988, the House Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct ("House Committee") voted to undertake an inquiry into

allegations that Congressman Wright had violated the Code of

Official Conduct of the U.S. House of Representatives or other law,

rule, regulation, or standard of conduct. A Special Outside Counsel

was charged with conducting an inquiry into these allegations. On

February 21, 1989, the Special Outside Counsel issued a report

analyzing the information obtained during his investigation and
'0 reaching certain conclusions (*Counsel's Report').

On April 13, 1989, the House Committee issued a "Statement of

the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in the Matter of

-- Representative James C. Wright, Jr.* (MCommittee Statement') which

included a 'Statement of Alleged Violation," the latter being the

'* charges filed following a preliminary inquiry. The House Committee

found reason to believe that Congressman Wright had violated various

House Rules, as well as 2 U.S.C. 5 441i, in connection with the
marketing and sale of his book, Reflections of a Public Man. The

House Committee cited seven instances in which Congressman Wright

received royalty income from the sales of books which was, in fact,

honoraria for speeches. The factual findings from the House

Committee's investigation of this issue have been incorporated i-

this Report.
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IV. ACTUAL AND - AINW s8

A. Publication and Sale ,of "Rfletions of a Public Nan

1. Backgroud4

Complainant alleges that during the 1985-86 election cycle,
2/

while a candidate for Federal office,- Congressman Wright

received $54,642 in unreported excessive campaign contributions in

connection with the sale and publication of a 117-page compilation

of previously published articles and speeches authored by

Congressman Wright and entitled Reflections of a Public Man.

According to the complaint, this book was published by Madison

Publishing Company ("Madison") of Ft. Worth, Texas, a company headed

by William Carlos Moore, an advisor and a longstanding vendor to

Congressman Wright's campaign committees. Complainant alleges that04
Congressman Wright's book was the only book ever published by

__ Madison, was essentially unavailable in bookstores, and was never

listed in Books in Print. Rather, Complainant claims that most of

tf the 20,000 copies of the books were sold at political events by

campaign workers.

Complainant further claims that under the publishing agreement

with Mr. Moore, Congressman Wright received $3.25 for every copy of

the $5.95 book which was sold. Complainant contends that this

fifty-five percent royalty rate is far greater than the standard

2/ Congressman Wright filed his Statement of Candidacy with t-e
Commission on August 7, 1985, designating the Congressman Wright
Appreciation Committee (the "Wright Committee") as his principal
campaign committeel the Wright Appreciation Fund is a joint
fundraising committee authorized by the Wright campaign.



royalty rate, beino ughly three times the r4 received by3,
best-selling authors.- Compldinant also provides quotes which
criticize the literary substance and legitimacy of the book.-/

Complainant further alleges that Congressman Wright's

authorized campaign committees may have underwritten the cost of

publishing the book. In support of this allegation, Complainant

provides that in the year Mr. Moore published the book,

Congressman Wright's committees paid Mr. Moore $68,864 in fees,

more than a third of which was for "professional services."-

However, Complainant also claims that Mr. Moore is quoted as

saying that he advanced $16,000 of his own money, including

3/ Complaint at Page 5, citing The Washington Post, June 6,00 1988, at A6. Complainant claims that according to sources at the
publishing company Simon & Schuster, the normal royalty rate iseight percent, and that royalties can go as high as fortypercent, but only if the author pays for the publishing. Seeid., citing The New York Times, June 12, 1988, at 32.

4/ Complainant claims that the book's publisher referred to t!-e-- book as "a two-bit book with very little fresh stuff." Complaint
at Page 3, citing The New York Times, June 12, 1988, at 1. But
see a review 0 the book which states that "it's actually not a* bad~ book," and that 'it's not inconceivable that the Speaker's
work is indeed worth $54,600, or even more.* Roll Call, June 5.
1988, at 5. This book is apparently Mr. Wright's fifth book.
See Footnote 19, infra.

5S/ Complainant provides that between 1976-87, Congressman
Wright's campaign committees paid five different Moore-owned
companies more than $650,000. Complaint at Page 4, citing The
Washington Times, June 9, 1988 at F2. Congressman Wright an---
Hr. Moore resonded that Congressman Wright's campaign committa-
have employed Mr. Moore and one of his companies, Madison Syst--i
Corporation, for seven successive election cycles, and that
Madison Systems Corporation has rendered a variety of services •
Congressman Wright's campaign committees, including printing,
media, computer, telephone banks, organization of a block capt
program, polling, mailing and consulting services. See
Attachments 1(2) and 1(26).



$10,000 from a ban Neant to publish the back~

complainant further chargt4 that at least two bulk

purchasers admitted that they bought the books to evade the

contribution limitations of the Act. Complainant reports that

one individual, S. Gene Payte, allegedly purchased $6,000 worth

of the books, saying that he did so "to help Mr. Wright without

violating Federal election laws" which permitted him to

contribute no more than $1,000 to Congressman Wright's

campaign.- Complainant further reports that another bulk

purchaser, Gene Wood, said that he bought $1,000 worth of the

books "because he, too, wanted to go beyond that $1,000

contribution he had already made to Mr. Wright's campaign

fund.! /- Additionally, Complainant alleges that the Teamster's

PAC bought 1,000 copies of the book on two separate occasions,

paying $12,000 for 2,000 copies, with the first purchase being

made two days after the PAC allegedly contributed the maximum

LO legal amount of $10,000 to one of Congressman Wright's authorized

campaign committees.

6/ Complaint at Page 5, citing The New York Times, June 12,
1988, at 32.

7/ Complaint at Page 6, citing The New York Times, June 12,
t988, at 1. Research conducted by this Office shows that
Mr. Payte contributed $2,000 to the Wright Appreciation Fund
during the 1985-86 election cycle, the period during which he
allegedly made bulk purchases of Congressman Wright's book.

8/ Id. Dr. Wood apparently contributed $2,000 ($1,000 to t!.e
Congressman Wright Appreciation Committee, and $1,000 to the
Wright Appreciation Fund) during the 1985-86 election cycle,
period during which this contributor allegedly made bulk
purchases of Congressman Wright's book.
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In response to these alle3ations, Congressman Wright asserts

that the income he received from sales of his book constitutes

royalty income, not campaign contributions. Congressman Wright

argues that there is nothing in the Act which prohibits a Federal

candidate from writing a book and receiving royalty income, and

that the purpose of the royalty payments received from sales of

the book was not to influence his election, but rather to

compensate him for the use of copyrighted material. Congressman

Wright asserts that in late 1983, Mr. Moore suggested that

Congressman Wright author a book. The purpose of the book,

Congressman Wright maintains, was to present to the public the
essence of his political and professional philosophy, with each

topic being short enough to hold the reader's attention span and

be self-contained. Reflections of a Public Man, the outgrowth of

-- this idea, was published in 1984. Also during that year,

Congressman Wright states, he entered into an arm's-length

agreement with Madison Publishing Company, a company headed byzr9/
Mr. Moore, for the publication and marketing of the book.- In

his response to the complaint, Congressman Wright submitted the

/ The royalty agreement actually is signed by Congressman
Wright as author, and by Mr. Moore on behalf of "Madison Syste's
Corporation d/b/a Madison Publishing Company" as publisher. It
also should be noted that the publishing contract is dated
December 12, 1984, which is claimed to be subsequent to the dat-
the book was published. See The Washington Post, June 11, 1984.
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publishing agreement, which provides a royalty to Congressman

Wright of $3.25 per 
book.0/

Congressman Wright argues that all aspects of the book's

publication met the indicia of a royalty agreement, and that none

came close to resembling a campaign contribution. Both Mr. Moore

and Congressman Wright explain in their responses that Mr. Moore

collected all sales receipts prior to any disbursements of

royalty payments to Congressman Wright; that all sales receipts

from the book were deposited in a separate bank account

established specifically for that purpose; and that no other

deposits were made into this account. Furthermore, Congressman

Wright argues that he disclosed his receipt of such disbursements

as royalty income on yearly Financial Disclosure Statements for

1985 and 1986 filed with the Clerk of the House, and paid income

tax in those years on these receipts. Finally, Congressman

Lrn

10/ See Attachment 1(11-14). Congressman Wright reports that in

aditi"W to this arrangement, a Fort Worth newspaper publisher

offered to publish the book and provide Congressman Wright with 3

Croyalty of $2.98 per book, an approximately fifty percent royalty

rate. See Attachment 1(3). The Special Outside Counsel,

however, concluded that this is significantly different from the

royalty rate at issue, because under this arrangement,

Congressman Wright would have received fifty percent of the net

proceeds, not of the gross proceeds. See Counsel's Report at 54,

n.40.

11/ Congressman Wright also submitted these reports to the

Commission. The income from sales of the book is described on

the reports as 'Unearned Income," received from 'Madison

Publishing Company* as 'Book Royalties" in the amount of

'$15,001 - $50,000.' See Attachments 1(16) and 1(24).
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Wright claims that he made no rontributioaw from his personal

income to his campaign committees in 1985 and 1986, and that he

did not use the funds from the book to defray his personal living
12/

expenses.-

Regarding the dual role of Mr. Moore as both the publisher

of Congressman Wright's book and a vendor to Congressman Wright's

campaign committees, Mr. Moore claims that he did not intend to

influence a Federal election by transmitting royalties to

Congressman Wright; rather, his role was simply that of a

publisher engaged in an arm's-length commercial transaction.

Both Congressman Wright and Mr. Moore claim that the royalty

agreement between them is separate, distinct and independent from

the vendor-vendee relationship between Madison Systems

Corporation and Congressman Wright's campaign committees. They

support this argument by claiming that Congressman Wright's

campaign committees played no role in the publication or

marketing of the book: the committees paid no publication costs

and purchased no books. Mr. Moore and Congressman Wright further

maintain that all disbursements made to Madison Systems

Corporation by Congressman Wright's campaign committees were made

in compensation for duly-jondered services, that all services

12/ Reports filed by Congressman Wright's committees with the
Commission confirm that Congressman Wright neither contributed
nor loaned funds to any of his three campaign committees during
the 1985-86 or 1987-88 election cycles.
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provided by Madison Systems Cceporation were invoiced and billed

to Congressman Wright's campaigns, and that all bills were paid.

Moreover, they argue, the funds paid by Congressman Wright's

campaign committee to compensate Mr. Moore for his services as a

vendor were never deposited into the same account into which

Mr. Moore deposited receipts from sales of the book.

2. Legal Analsis

The first step in analyzing whether the publication and sale

of Congressman Wright's book resulted in violations of the Act is

to determine when the sale of a book by a candidate for Federal

office results in the making of contributions and expenditures

within the meaning of the Act, and thereby triggers the

application of the Act. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8) (A) (i) provides that

the definition of ucontribution* includes wany...deposit of money

- or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office." Similarly, the

definition of 'expenditure' includes "any purchase, payment,

distribution...or anything of value, made by any person for t'e

purpose of influencing any election for Federal office.'

2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(A)(i). Applying these definitions to

candidate-related business ventures, the Commission has perntt,

candidates to sell noncampaign materials provided such mater i'

and sales activities are entirely separate from the campaign.

Advisory Opinion 19e6-2.
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Furthermore, concerning the sale of books by a candidate for

Federal office, the Commission has permitted a candidate to sell

philosophical pamphlets which were previously written by the

candidate and which reflected his ideas, without such sales

resulting in contributions and expenditures within the meaning of

the Act. Advisory Opinion 1978-72. In AO 1978-72, the

Commission determined that the funds received by a candidate from

the sale of a pamphlet containing the candidate's articles

constituted earned business income, to be treated as personal

funds of the candidate within the meaning of Commission

Regulations, provided the price charged was reasonable and was

the same price as that which would have been charged were the

writer not a candidate. In permitting this activity, however,

the Commission placed the following conditions on the candidate's

selling activity:

...if either the advertising for your pamphlet or the
pabphlet or articles themselves include solicitations for
our cam i n or any express advocacy of your election or

the defeat of any clearly identified candidate, the money
received is a reportable contribution and the expenses for
the ads or Pamphlet would be reportable expenditures under
the Act.

Id. (Emphasis added.) Accordingly, the Commission concluded

that candidates can engage in commercial activity, including tl.

sale of pamphlets, which yields personal income to the candidate.

However, this rule is subject to at least the condition that t a

commercial activity cannot include solicitations for the

candidate's campaign or express advocacy.
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The Commission reiteratee these rul33 in a later Advisory

Opinion which again addressed the legality of a candidate's

involvement in commercial activity. In Advisory Opinion 1986-2,

the Commission determined that receipts from a candidate's door-

to-door sale of dry beans and popcorn as a means of financing his

campaign for Federal office were contributions and the costs of

selling such products were expenditures, subject to the

limitations and prohibitions of the Act. Tn this Advisory

Opinion, the Commission stated that, although it had previously

permitted candidates to participate in commercial activity

without contributions and expenditures resulting, those instances

did not involve the solicitation or acceptance of campaign

contributions. Distinguishing factors in the Commission's

determination to view this candidate's activity as campaign-

related were the candidate's sale of products as part of his

congressional campaign activity, and the candidate's use of these

products to solicit campaign contributions.

Applying these rules to the facts before the Commission, the

primary issue raised is whether the sale of Congressman Wright's

book was a purely commercial activity, or whether the sale of t!e

book was used to solicit contributions for Congressman Wright's

campaign and consequently was campaign-related activity which

triggered the application of the Act.I1--/ It is the position of

13/ This Office is recommending that Madison Publishing Compan,"
ei requested to supply to the Commission the book and the

advertising for the book for purposes of examining whether theso
materials include any campaign-related solicitation or express
advocacy.



this office that any express c- implied message that Proceeds

from the sale of the book would be used to help Congressman

Wright's campaign would constitute a campaign-related

solicitation. If such solicitations were made, then, regardless

of whether the money received ever reached Congressman Wright's

campaign, the money received and the expenses incurred in selling

Congressman Wright's book would be considered received and

incurred for the purpose of influencing a Federal election, and

would constitute reportable contributions and expenditures

subject to the application of the Act/

A number of facts give rise to reason to believe that the

purchase of the books may have been for the purpose of

influencing an election. First, statements allegedly made by

- bulk purchasers of Congressman Wright's book provide evidence

- that such purchases were prompted by solicitations for
1O Congressman Wright's campaign. Specifically, the complaint

contains a news account which provides the following concerning

two bulk purchasers of the book:

One friend of Mr. Wright's here said he bought
$6,000 worth of the paperbacks at $5.95 apiece.
The friend, S. Gene Payte, a developer, said he
did so to help Mr. Wright without violating
Federal election laws.

14/ The Counsel's Report does not address this issue. Rather,
EWe only issue raised which is related to Congressman Wright's
campaign is whether Madison Publishing Company used campaign
funds to publish the book.
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Another friend, Gene Woodr said that-to 'help
Jim,' he bought $1,000 worth of the books
because he, too, wanted to go beyond the
$1,000 contribution he had already made to
Mr. Wright's campaign fund.

Complaint at Page 6, citing The New York Times, June 12, 1988, at

Page 1. These bulk purchasers had already apparently contributed

the maximum amounts permissible under the Act to Congressman

Wright's campaign; yet, these statements appear to express an

intent by the purchasers to contribute even more money to

Congressman Wright's campaign. Most notably, Dr. Wood is cited

as indicating that he purchased bulk amounts of Congressman

Wright's book to "go beyond the $1,000 contribution he had

already made to Mr. Wright's campaign fund,' not for literary
15/

enjoyment or for distribution of the books to others.--

As noted, if contributions were solicited in connection with

the sale of the book, or if purchasers were led to believe that

the proceeds of the book were helping Congressman Wright's

campaign, then the sale would be campaign-related. Given this

central issue, the statement by a contributor, who apparently had

contributed the maximum amount permissible under the Act, that he

bought bulk amounts of the book in order to 'go beyond' the

contribution he had already made to Congressman Wright's

campaign, is evidence that the purchaser was told or led to

15/ Both Mr. Payte and Dr. Wood are cited in the Counsel's
Report, where it is concluded that the bulk sales violated House
Rules. See Counsel's Report at pages 85-86, and 90. The House
Committeeild not include these instances, however, in its
Statement. Neither the Counsel's Report nor the Committee's
Statement addresses the issue of whether campaign solicitations
were made in connection with these bulk purchases.
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believe that bulk purchases of the book would result in

contributions to Congressman Wright's campaign.

Second, there is a pattern of bulk purchases of Congressman

Wright's book by contributors who had already given maximum

contributions to his campaign. In addition to the two bulk
purchasers discussed above, the Complainant alleges that another
bulk purchaser, the Democratic Republican Independent Voter
Education Committee, had already contributed the maximum amount

permitted under law to Congressman Wright's campaign at the time
it made a $12,200 bulk purchase of the book. -66/ Furthermore, the
list of bulk purchasers released by Congressman Wright contains

co the name of at least one other contributor who had given $1,000
17/

to Congressman Wright's campaign.-

-- --The Democratic Republican Independent Voter EducationCommittee (*DRIVE-PACO) contributed $5,000 for the 1986 primaryelection and $5,000 for the 1986 general election on February 20,t1 1985 to the Wright Appreciation Fund, one of Congressman Wright'sauthorized committees. See February 1985 Monthly Report forDRIVE-PAC, Schedule B. Wi Counsel's Report also names DRIVE-PACas a bulk purchaser. See Counsel's Report at 86-88. The HouseCommittee has not citea"his instance as a violation.

17/ Congressman Wright released to reporters the names of bulkpurchasers of his book in June, 1988. See Wall Street Journal,June 15, 1988. This list was not supplrNeto the Commission bany parties to this Matter. However, this Office researchedwhether any of the persons on the list appearing in the article
cited above contributed to Congressman Wright's campaign. Thisresearch revealed that the list of bulk purchasers includes atleast one other contributor to Congressman Wright's campaign,Bernard Rapoport, an insurance executive, who contributed $1,000in 1985. Additionally, the Counsel's Report noted that over 9,percent of the book sales were bulk purchases; the Report citesMr. Rapoport as having bought 1,000 copies of CongressmanWright's book for $6,269. See Counsel's Report at 70 and 89.
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Finally, other facts placd-the book project close to

Congressman Wright's campaign, again providing evidence that the

book project was not entirely separate from Congressman Wright's

campaign. The entity with exclusive rights to market the book,

Madison Systems Corporation d/b/a Madison Publishing Company, is

controlled by one of Congressman Wright's chief campaign vendors

and advisors, Mr. Moore. The book apparently was sold to

contributors to Congressman Wright's campaign and marketed at

political events by campaign workers, instead of through the more

traditional channels of bookstores and book clubs./ Moreover,

the book was not published by a publishing house actively engaged

in the business of publishing books, even "vanity press" books;

instead, the book was published by *Madison Systems Corporation

d/b/a Madison Publishing Company,' as the company's first and

18/ The Counsel's Report contains evidence of unorthodox
marketing methods. For example, in the publishing agreement for
the book, Madison Publishing Company is given the sole and
exclusive right to sell Congressman Wright's book. See
Attachment 1(11)v at Paragraph 1. The Counsel's Report states,
however, that Congressman Wright and some of his Congressional
staff also helped macket the book. See Counsel's Report at 69.
Additionally, Mr. Moore marketed theaok to only two bookstores.
See id. at 67. Furthermore, Mr. Moore's company develops and
maiTniins lists of Republican and Democratic voters, and sells
these lists to political committees. See id. at 59.
Mr. Moore marketed the book through phone S"inks using a list of
Democrats who lived in Congressman Wright's Congressional
district, and sent direct mail advertising for the book to a li.t
of Democratic voters. See id. at 68.



only publishing prct.i? Finally, Congres& Wright received

an unusually high royalty rate /

These facts alone are not determinative that the sale of the21/
book was actually campaign-related,-- but the facts do indicate

that the publication and marketing of the book were conducted under

unusual circumstances involving Congressman Wright's contributors

and one of his chief campaign contractors, persons close to

Congressman Wright's campaign.

0

Aks of IF7ebZruary, 1989, Madison Publishing Company had
published only one book, Congressman Wright's book. See
Counsel's Report at 60. Congressman Wright apparently1as_- published several previous books with major publishing houses.
The Library of Congress Card Catalogue shows that three books
authored by Congressman Wright were published by Coward-McCann
publishers of New York (1965-72); one book by Putnam of New YorktO (1976); and one book (apparently a collection of essays by
Congressman Wright and others), by Lippincott of Philadelphia
(1970). See also Counsel's Report at 65-66. However, one expert
publisher,7--rtonF L. Janklow, testified that Reflections of a
Public Man would not have been published by a standard publisher.

C See Counsel's Report at 63.

n MY Previous to Congressman Wright's arrangement with Mr. Moore.em. Congressman Wright never contracted to receive a royalty greater
than 15 percent of a book's retail price. See Counsel's Report
at 65. Mr. Janklow also testified before the-House Committee
that in 17 years he has never heard of a royalty higher than 15
percent, even for nationally known authors. See id.
21/ The Special Outside Counsel concluded that Osince there is
no evidence that the money Madison Publishing used to produce te
book were campaign funds, we find no basis for concluding that
campaign funds were used in violation of House Rules." Counsel'i
Report at 75.



-21-

In sump the Coeission has determined that candidates can

engage in business ventures without triggering the application of

the Act to such activity. The legality of such candidate-related

ventures, however, hinges on the independence of such ventures

from the candidate's campaign. The foregoing facts call into

question whether the sale of Congressman Wright's book was

conducted separately from Congressman Wright's campaign;

specifically, the facts raise the issue of whether those

marketing the book to bulk purchasers either made express or

implied solicitations for Congressman Wright's campaign. The

factors discussed above provide evidence that such solicitations

- may have been made in connection with the sale of Congressman

NX Wright's book. Consequently, there is reason to believe that the

N sale of Congressman Wright's book is campaign-related.

The Advisory opinions cited above provide guidance

concerning the application of the Act to such campaign-related
upO

activity. As noted above, Advisory Opinion 1978-72 states the

general rule that if campaign-related solicitations do occur,

then *the money received is a reportable contribution and the

expenses for the ads or pamphlet would be reportable expenditures

under the Act.* Likewise, Advisory Opinion 1986-2 provides that

if selling activity is campaign-related, "all proceeds received

and costs incurred...in selling the products ... constitute

reportable contributions and expenditures." The discussion below

applies these rules to the various parties involved in the sale

of Congressman Wright's book.



-22-

as * RInd m Mvtm Crouoation d/b/a WI==m
Publishing rmnn a-A =Nllim Car]os Moor*

1. FaiLure to Porward Contributioms

2 U.S.C. s 432(b) requires every person who receives a

contribution for an authorized political committee to forward

such contribution to the treasurer of that committee within 10

days of receipt. Under the rules contained in the Advisory

Opinions, any campaign-related proceeds from the book constituted

contributions to Congressman Wright's campaign. Mr. Moore's

response to the complaint states that he "collected all sales

receipts prior to the disbursements of proceeds to Jim Wright."

Attachment 1(28). Accordingly, Madison, through Mr. Moore,

collected the proceeds of the book. Such action appears to be in

conformity with the publishing agreement between Congressman

Wright and Madison, which provides that "all proceeds from the

-- sales shall be initially paid to the Publisher." Attachment

n 1(36) at Paragraph 5.

It appears that Madison failed to forward to the treasurer

of the Wright Committee contributions for Congressman Wright's
C
ncampaign that Madison received in the form of proceeds from the

sale of Congressman Wright's book. Accordingly, this Office

recommends that the Comission find reason to believe that

Madison Systems Corporation d/b/a Madison Publishing Company 3n.

William Carlos Moore violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(b).

ii. Corporate Contributions

Pursuant to Advisory Opinion 1978-72, if the Wright

book is campaign-related, then the expenses for the book woull
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reporcable expenditures under the Act. However, Madison, a
corporation, apparently paid all of che publishing and markecing

expenses of Congressman Wrighc's book, having allegedly advanced

$16,000 co pay these expenses. The period of cime during which

chis advance was made is unknown. Additionally, Madison paid

Congressman Wright a 55 percent royalty race; as discussed above,

the typical royalty race is 8 percent. This raises the issue of
whecher, in advancing such funds for a campaign-relaced book and
in concraccing for such a high royalty race, Madison made a

prohibited corporace in-kind concribucion co the Wright campaign.

11 C.F.R. 5 114.10 provides chat a corporacion may extend
credit co a political committee provided chat the credit is
extended in the ordinary course of che corporacion's business.

Otherwise, such extension of credit by a corporation can be
-- considered an advance which constitutes a corporate concribucion

prohibited by 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). Because the publication of

Congressman Wrighc's book allegedly is Madison's first and only

book project, Madison has no past praccice regarding the

C__ extension of credic for publication costs which can provide an
indication of the ordinary course of Madison's business.

Furchermore, $16,000 appears co be a relatively substantial

amount of money co advance a commiccee for campaign-related

materials. Addicionally, ic appears chat the difference between

the usual and ordinary royalty race (8 percenc) and the royalty

race Madison contracted wich Congressman Wright (55 percenc)

represents a corporate contribution by Madison. This combination

of the payment of $16,000 by Madison and the unusually high
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royalty rate appears to be outside the ordinary course of

business and thus constitutes a prohibited corporate

contribution. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) also prohibits any officer from

consenting to any contribution by a corporation. Mr. Moore

signed the publishing agreement for Madison. The agreement shows

no title with his name; however, Mr. Moore's response to the

complaint refers to *Carlos Moore and his corporation, Madison

Systems Corporation" (Attachment 1(26)). Additionally, the

Corporations Division for the State of Texas has Mr. Moore on

record as the President of Madison. Thus, it appears that

Mr. Moore is an officer of Madison, and, as such, is subject to

Section 441b(a). Accordingly, this Office recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that Madison Systems

__ Corporation d/b/a Madison Publishing Company and William Carlos

-- Moore violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

t f b. Bulk Purcaser s

According to Advisory Opinion 1986-2, all proceeds from

the sale of a campaign-related book are to be treated as

contributions and are subject to the limitations of the Act.

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) states that no person shall make contributions

to any candidate and his authorized comittee which, in the

aggregate, exceed $1,000 for any election.

i. 8. Geno Payte, Gene Wood, and Bernard Rapoport

S. Gene Payte contributed $2,000 to the Wright

Appreciation Fund during the 1985-86 election cycle ($1,000 for

the primary election; $1,000 for the general election). It

appears that Mr. Payte bought $6,000 worth of Congressman
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Wright's books during this period, and stated that he did so "to

help Mr. Wright without violating the Federal election laws."

See page 16 supra. Thus, there is reason to believe that

Mr. Payte made contributions to Congressman Wright's campaign in

excess of $1,000 per election. Accordingly, based on the excess

amount of contributions made and Mr. Payte's alleged statement,

this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe

that S. Gene Payte violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

Gene Wood allegedly bought $1,000 worth of Congressman

Wright's books after already contributing $1,000 to the Wright

Appreciation Fund and $1,000 to the Wright Appreciation Committee

during the 1985-86 election cycle. He allegedly bought the books

to "help Jim" in addition to his prior contributions to

Congressman Wright's campaign. See page 17 Supra. Accordingly,

Dr. Wood may have contributed in excess of $1,000 per election to

Congressman Wright's campaign. Based on such excess

contributions and the statement allegedly made by Dr. Wood, this

Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Gene Wood violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

Mr. Rapoport allegedly bought 1,000 copies of Congressman

Wright's book for $6,269, having already contributed $1,000 to

Congressman Wright's campaign during the 1985-86 election cycle.

Accordingly, Mr. Rapoport appears to have contributed in excess

of $1,000 for any election to Congressman Wright's campaign.

Thus, this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Bernard Rapoport violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).
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It. Demc.atic .lican landeuMndeut Voter
ucat n P0ltica1 Action Comttee

Finally, DRIVE-PAC, a multicandidate committee,

contributed a total of $10,000 ($5,000 for the primary election

and $5,000 for the general election) to the Wright Appreciation

Fund during the 1985-86 election cycle. Additionally, DRIVE-PAC

allegedly bought $12,200 worth of Congressman Wright's books

during this period. 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(2) states that no

multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to

any candidate and his authorized political committee which in the

aggregate exceed $5,000 per election. From these facts, it

appears that DRIVE-PAC may have contributed in excess of its

limitations to Congressman Wright's campaign. Thus, this Office

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Democratic Republican Independent Voter Education Political

Action Committee and David Sweeney, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. S 441a(a).

C. 2b. comtgq.. a Wright Appreciation C iittee
i. Failure to Repot Coutributioma

Pursuant to the above discussion, there is reason to

believe that monies received from the sale of Congressman

Wright's book were reportable contributions which should have

been remitted directly to the Wright Committee. See Advisory

Opinion 1978-72. 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) requires political

committees to report all receipts within a reporting period.

Additionally, Advisory Opinion 1975-15, which addressed the
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legality of a campaign committee's remittal of royalty payments

to a candidate, concluded that the full amount of funds

transmitted by a contributor to a committee (regardless of

whether the contributor obtained any item) is reportable as a

contribution. Finally, Advisory Opinion 1986-2 provides that the

reporting of the contributions and expenditures related to the

sale of products by a candidate is the responsibility of the

candidate's campaign committee.

Under these rules, all of the proceeds Mr. Moore received

for purchases of Congressman Wright's book appear to have
constituted reportable contributions. Mr. Moore apparently

transmitted 55 percent of the proceeds to Congressman Wright in

the form of royalties, but remitted no proceeds to the Wright

Committee. 2 U.S.C. 5 432(e)(2) provides that a candidate who

receives a contribution shall be considered, for purposes of the

Act, as having received the contribution as an agent of the

authorized committee of the candidate. As noted above, there is

reason to believe that the proceeds from the book are

contributions. If so, Congressman Wright received the apparent

contributions represented by the book proceeds as an agent of t'-e

Wright Committee, which failed to report such contributions.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find rea

to believe that the Congressman Wright Appreciation Committee 3ni

Henry Kerry, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b).
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The Commission determined in another inscance chat

royalty payments by a campaign commiccee co a candidate are

reportable expendicures. See Advisory Opinion 1975-15. There, the
campaign commiccee of George Wallace paid him royalties from
proceeds received by the campaign for the sale of fundraising items
featuring Mr. Wallace's likeness. The Commission concluded chat
*since both the royalty payment and the cost of procuring the items
from the suppliers are necessary expenses incurred to provide an
inducement for the making of a contributcion, they will be regarded

as expenditures.... , and thus are reportable under the Act. zd.
Additionally, all financial transactions of che campaign chat are

related to the sale of icems co contributors are considered

reportable expenditures. 14.

Under these rules, if che sale of the books generated

concributions, the royalty payments co Congressman Wright from the

sale of the book would be considered reportable expenditures. 2/

These sales proceeds were not remitted co the Wright Committee, but

were paid directly co Congressman Wright. Even though the Wright

Committee never received any proceeds from the book nor itself pad

royalties to Congressman Wrighc, an agent of the committee -
Congressman Wright - had knowledge chat such royalty payments

2/The Spec al Outside Counsel concluded chat the incomegenerated by the book was not "copyright royalcies.' SeCounsel's Report ac 53. The House Committee, howeverr'WcIdedchat ic would not adopt such an approach in chis case. Rather,
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were being made from the proceeds of the book. Congressman

Wright's knowledge that such payments were made can be attributed

to the Wright Committee. Pursuant to the discussion above, it

appears that the Wright Committee failed to report such royalty

payments to Congressman Wright. Therefore, this Office

recommends that the Commission include the Wright Committee's

failure to report the royalty payments in its determination that

there is reason to believe that the Congressman Wright

Appreciation Committee and Henry Kerry, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 434(b).

iii. Corporate In-Kind Contributions

Congressman Wright signed the publishing agreement

wherein Madison agreed to pay the publication costs of the book,

which apparently totalled $16,000 (see Attachment 1(12), at

paragraph 5). The book was then published, so it appears that

Madison paid such costs. Since the book appears to be campaign-

related, these costs would ordinarily be considered campaign

expenditures under the rules expressed in the Advisory Opinions.

As discussed at Section (a)(ii) above, it appears that this

22/ (continued)
M-ie House Comittee determined that selected bulk sales of
Congressman Wright's book "represented honoraria consideration in
the form of a roalt .. .. Committee Statement at 22.
(Emphasis In original). [Tlhe Committee believes that,
notwithstanding that the congressman's income was nominally a
royalty derived from the sale of books, because each 'sale' was
arranged as compensation for a speech, the result is that the
income was, in fact, the honorarium for the speech.' Committee
Statement at 36. This Office has applied this approach in
recommending a finding that Congressman Wright received royalties
out of campaign contributions received as a result of sales of
the book.
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expenditure, as well as the unusually high royalty rate

contracted by Madison, are in-kind contributions to the Wright

campaign; because Madison is a corporation and the $16,000

advance and high royalty rate are apparently outside Madison's

ordinary course of business, the contribution appears to be a

prohibited corporate contribution.

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) prohibits any political committee from

knowingly receiving a prohibited corporate contribution. At

issue is whether the Wright Committee received this prohibited

corporate contribution. Congressman Wright signed the publishing

agreement with Madison and thus had reason to know that Madison

would make the $16,000 expenditure; it appears that the

expenditure was made, as the book was published, marketed and

sold. Similarly, Madison gave an apparent contribution to

Congressman Wright in the form of an unusually high royalty rate;

Congressman Wright signed the contract wherein Madison agreed to

give such a rate. As noted above regarding the receipt of

contributions by a candidate, 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(2) provides that

any candidate who receives a contribution shall be considered to

have received the contribution as an agent of the authorized

committee of such candidate. Thus, it appears that Congressman

Wright received prohibited contributions from Madison as an agent

of the Wright Committee. Accordingly, this Office recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that the Congressman

Wright Appreciation Committee and Henry Kerry, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).
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iv. Zcessive Contributios

Advisory Opinion 1986-2 states that *all proceeds from

the (campaign-related] sale...are treated as contributions and

are subject to the prohibitions and limitations of the Act."

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(f) provides that no political committee shall

knowingly accept any contribution in violation of the

contribution limitations.

As explained above, it appears that Dr. Wood, Mr. Payte,

Mr. Rappoport, and DRIVE-PAC made excessive contributions to the

Wright Committee in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a). Because it

-- is unclear to what extent the Wright Committee knew of these

contributions, this Office makes no recommendation at this time

regarding whether the Congressman Wright Appreciation Committee

and Henry Kerry, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

Ln Should the investigation indicate the Wright Committee knew of

6these excessive contributions, we will make appropriate

Nrecommendations.

C d. Jms C. Wright, Jr.

As discussed above, it appears that Congressman Wright may

have accepted corporate contributions in the form of advance

payment of expenses for the book and the unusually high royalty

rate Congressman Wright received for his book. 2 U.S.C. S 441b

prohibits any candidate from knowingly accepting any illegal

corporate contribution. Thus, this Office recommends that the
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Commission find reason to believe that Congressman James C.

Wright, Jr. violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Congressman Wright apparently received a percentage of the

book proceeds as royalty payments. As discussed above, such

proceeds appear to have been contributions to Congressman

Wright's campaign. 2 U.S.C. 5 432(b) provides that every person

who receives a contribution for an authorized political committee

must forward the contribution to the treasurer no later than 10

days after receiving the contribution. See also 11 C.F.R.

S 102.8. Congressman Wright did not remit any of the proceeds

from the book he received to the Wright Committee. Thus, this

' Office recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

James C. Wright, Jr. violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(b).

3. Excessive Uonorari =s

1. Dackomd

An additional issue raised by a slightly different set of

circumstances set forth in the complaint is whether the royalto;

Congressman Wright received from the sale of Reflections of a

Public Man constituted excessive honorariums. L Complainant

essentially alleges that in addition to generating campaign

contributions, Congressman Wright used sales of the book to avo

the honorarium limits of the Act. Specifically, Complainant

23/ Both the Counsel's Report and the Committee Statement
3Tscuss this issue. The Rouse Committee found one alleged
violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 4411 in connection with Congressman
Wright's honorarium for a speech before Southwest Texas State
University. See Committee Statement at 37. See also Counsel'
Report at 75-79.
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claims that one bulk purchaser of Congressman Wright's book, The

New England Life Insurance Company ("New England Life"), paid

$2,000 for copies of the book in lieu of paying Congressman

Wright an honorarium, citing a statement by Gordon D. MacKay, an

executive of New England Life, to this effect. See Complaint at

page 8 (citing The Washington Post, June 16, 1988).

Additionally, Complainant charges that Congressman Wright's book

is not a true "book," but a "two-bit pamphlet" used by

Congressman Wright to evade the honorarium provisions of the Act.

Id. The Counsel's Report gives $1,000 as the figure for New

England Life's purchase. 
24/

Congressman Wright argues that the royalty income he

received did not constitute excessive honorariums. Additionally,

Congressman Wright argues that the charge that bulk purchases by

New England Life were actually honorarium payments is groundless

and without merit. Congressman Wright argues that he chose not

to accept an honorarium for his appearance before New England

Life, and claims that such a choice is commonplace. Moreover,

Congressman Wright asserts that he had no specific knowledge of

any book purchaser, including New England Life; rather,

24/ A :$37 1,OF onorarium from New England Life would have put
Congressman Wright over the limit of $25,500 established by House
rules. Congressman Wright's 1985 disclosure report that he
submitted to the Commission shows that Congressman Wright
collected $26,085 in honorariums, $1,000 of which he contributed
to charity, leaving a total of $25,085 collected for 1985. See
Attachment 1(19). Furthermore, the Counsel's Report notes that
Congressman Wright had accepted near the maximum amount in
honorarium during the first six months of each year from 1983 t.
1986. See Counsel's Report at 70, n. 44.



-34-

Congressman Wright claims, Mr. Moore was responsible for the

marketing and sale of the book. Congressman Wright assertedly

was paid periodically from a separate bank account in which all

proceeds from the book were deposited, and never received

payments directly from book purchasers. Furthermore, Mr. Moore

confirms that he was responsible for delivering the books to

purchasers. He claims that no suggestion was made to any buyers

that they would be making an honorarium, and that the books were

not purchased by New England Life either in addition to or in

lieu of an honorarium.

Congressman Wright's House disclosure reports reflect this

reasoning. Regarding the disclosure of the alleged honorarium

payment by New England Life, Congressman Wright's Financial

Disclosure Statement for 1985 does not list that company as a

LO source of any honoraria received during 1985. The same report

d does disclose unearned income in the form of "Book royalties"

from Madison Publishing Company in the category of $15,001 to

$50,000. See Attachment 1(16).

Finally, Congressman Wright argues that Complainant's charge

that Congressman Wright's book was actually not a book is

groundless, and that to consider it any other type of literary

work "defies logic** Congressman Wright argues that the

compilation of articles in book form does not subject such a book

to the honorarium limitations, even where the contents have been

previously presented to the public. See generally Attachment

T(7-9).
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2. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. S 441i(a) provides that no elected officer shall

accept any honorarium of more than $2,000 for any appearance,

speech, or article. See also 11 C.F.R. 5 110.12(a). Commission

Regulations provide that for purposes of this rule, "article*

means a writing other than a book, which has been or is intended

to be published. 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(b)(4)(emphasis added).

Under the Regulations cited above, a book is not subject to

the rules on honoraria. The Commission also has determined that

generally royalties received from the sale of a book are not

honoraria, and thus would not be subject to the honorarium

limitation. See Advisory Opinion 1975-77. This rule was upheld

in a later Advisory Opinion wherein the Commission determined

that any royalty paid on the basis of the net proceeds from sales

of a book would not be considered an honorarium under the Act and

Commission regulations, and would not be limited. Advisory

Opinion 1984-56. The Complainant alleges, however, that

Congressman Wright's book is not really a true book, but a

compilation of articles, and consequently should be subject to

the honorarium limitation of the Act. But, the Commission has

determined that even royalties received for the reprinting of an

article in a book are treated as income from the publication of a

book and are not subject to the honorarium limitations. See

Advisory Opinion 1978-59.

Given these rules, it is the position of this Office that

Congressman Wright's book was not subject to the honorarium
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limitations of the Act.Ms Reflections of a Public Man appears

to have been marketed and sold as a book. While it appears that

the book contained material that had previously been presented to

the public, the Commission has determined that such compilations

in book form are not subject to the honorarium limitations of the

Act. Therefore, Reflections of a Public Man may be classified as

a book, even though it is a compilation of articles and speeches,

and royalties received from the sales of Congressman Wright's

book would not be subject to the honorarium limitations of

2 U.S.C. S 4411.

The foregoing facts, however, also raise the following issue

related to Congressman Wright's appearance before New England

Life: whether the bulk purchase of Congressman Wright's book by

New England Life was, in fact, consideration for his appearance

and, as such, resulted in the making of an honorarium by New

England Life to Congressman Wright. The Regulations provide that

*honorarium* means a payment of money or anything. of value

received by an officer or employee of the Federal government, if

it is accepted as consideration for an appearance, speech, or

article. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.12(b). The Regulations further provide

that *accepted* means *that there has been actual or constructive

35/ This position is consistent with the approach taken by the
Rouse Committee. As noted above at Footnote 22, the Rouse
Committee decided to investigate whether selected bulk sales of
Congressman Wright's book represented honoraria consideration in
the form of royalty payments. The House Committee did not adopt
the conclusion of the Special outside Counsel that the income
generated from the book was not "copyright royalties.* This
Office agrees with the position of the Rouse Committee.
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receipt of the honorarium and that the federal officeholder or
employee exercises dominion or control over it and determines its

subsequent use.* 11 C.lOR. 5 110.12(b)(5). Under this

definition, proceeds from book sales qualify as honorariums if

the purchase of books was accepted as consideration for an

appearance by an officer of the Federal government.

Applying these rules to the facts before us, receipt of

royalties from book sales qualifies as "anything of value," and

thereby can result in honorariums. Although Congressman Wright

claims that the books were not purchased in lieu of the payment

N of an honorarium, an executive from New England Life apparently

claimed that the firm purchased books instead of paying

Congressman Wright a cash honorarium for his appearance before

the company. Such a statement raises the issue of whether the

Ln books were marketed to New England Life with the understanding

that a bulk purchase by that company would constitute

consideration for Congressman Wright's appearance. Such payments

appear to have been ultimately received by Congressman Wright, as

reported in his financial disclosure statement for 1985. From

these facts# it appears that Congressman Wright may have accepte!

~fThe Counsel's Report found that New England Life purchased
$1,000 worth of books. Counsel's Report at 81. For purposes
this Report, this figure will be used.
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proceeds from bulk purchases of his book as an alternative to

accepting an honorarium payment as consideration for a public

appearance.127

This transaction, however, involves only a $1,000 payment

for the books. Even assuming that in this case the book proceeds

were honoraria, the resulting honorarium payments to Mr. Wright

based on his percentage of royalties would have been $5501 an

amount which is within the $2,000 limit of the Act. Accordingly,

the acceptance by Congressman Wright of this honorarium appears

to have not violated the Act.

The New England Life transaction was not, however, unique.

Rather, it highlights a practice of selling bulk amounts of

Congressman Wright's books to companies before which Congressman

Wright made appearancest but from which he did not report

honorariums. The House Committee found reason to believe that

Congressman Wright violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i in connection with a

speech given before Southwest Texas State University. In that

instance Congressman Wright received a $3,000 check from the

University. Later the University was sent 504 books after being

informed that Congressman Wright had already reached his yearly

limit for honorariums and would like to use the $3,000 to

purchase books for the University. Congressman Wright endorsed

the $3,000 check to Madison Publishing and received $1#650 in

royalties. Because he initially accepted the entire $3,000, t'.e

2Z/f The Counsel's Report notes that Congressman Wright knew t'-eo
E~oks were purchased in lieu of an honoriarium. See Counsel's
Report at 81.

I
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Rouse Committee found that Congressman Wright had accepted an

honorarium in violation of Section 441i.?-# In light of these

facts and findings, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe James C. Wright violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i.

C. Fundraisers Aboard the Yacht "High spirits'

1. Nerger

MUR 2649 involves two separate situations with two separate

sets of respondents. The first situation involves whether the

marketing and sale of Congressman Wright's book Reflections of a

Public Man resulted in violations of the Act; the second situation

involves whether fundraisers which allegedly were held aboard the

0% yacht *High Spirits' and hosted by the DCCC and Congressman Coelho

resulted in violations of the Act. Accordingly, MUR 2649

essentially involves two separate enforcement actions. As

discussed below, the second situation is closely analogous to

MUR 2555, which also names Vernon and Mr. Dixon as respondents and

involves similar issues of fact and law. This Office recommends

28/ See Comittee Statement at 5-6; Counsel's Report at 75-76.
aditoally, the Counsel's Report cites a separate instance where
Congressman Wright violated Section 441i. This involved an
appearance by Congressman Wright before the Satellite Broadcasting
and Communications Association, and the Association's subsequent
purchase of 1,680 copies of the book for $10,000. The Counsel's
Report concluded that Congressman Wright's receipt of $5,500 from
this "sale* was an honorarium received in violation of Section
441i. See Counsel's Report at 81-82. The House Committee,
howevert-id not list this instance as an alleged violation of
Section 441i; the Committee Statement offers no explanation of why
the Committee did not do so. The other instances cited in the
Counsel's Report of bulk purchases by groups before which
Congressman Wright made speeches involve royalty receipts of less
than $2,000, the limit imposed by Section 441i, and thus do not
represent violations of Section 441i.
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therefore, that the Commission continue to consider the issues

pertaining to Congressman Wright in the context of MUR 2649, but

merge the issues pertaining to the DCCC, Vernon, Mr. Dixon, and

Congressman Coelho with MUR 2555."'

2. Background

The remaining allegations in the complaint concern Vernon

Savings and Loan ("Vernon"), a state chartered federally-insured

bank. The Complainant alleges that Vernon made prohibited

corporate contributions to Congressman Coelho and the DCCC by

paying the costs of fundraisers which allegedly were hosted by

Congressman Coelho and the DCCC, and which were held aboard30/
03 Vernon's corporate yacht, "High Spirits." - Specifically,

Complainant alleges that, as Chairman of the DCCC, Congressman

Coelho hosted eight fundraisers in the summer of 1986 aboard the

-_ "High Spirits,* the entire cost of which, $25,184, was charged to

,jn Vernon. Complainant further claims that Mr. Dixon owned the yacht

used by Mr. Coelho and 
the DCCC.3L

29/ The factual discussion in this Report combines the results of

the investigation in M4UR 2555 and an analysis of the allegations
about Vernon, the DCCC, Congressman Coelho and Mr. Dixon presented
in the complaint in MUR 2649.

30/ Complainant's allegations regarding the source of the
contributions are inconsistent. Complainant initially alleges that

the entire cost of the fundraisers was charged to Vernon (see
Complaint at Page 9), but then later questions whether these costs
were unlawful excessive contributions by Mr. Dixon (see Complaint
at Page 12).

31/ Information obtained in connection with the investigation .n
MUR 2555 reveals that during most of the period in question,
"Blanco Junction, Ltd.,' owned the yacht. Regarding the legal
relationship between Vernon and the yacht, the FSLIC provides tiat
Vernon had a First Preferred Ship Mortgage on the yacht, and fun-ed
many of the "operational" expenses of the yacht through loans to
the owners of the yacht.
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Complainant alleges that at some time subsequent to these

fundraisers, Federal authorities considered initiating

foreclosure proceedings against Vernon, and that Congressman

Wright personally interceded on behalf of Mr. Dixon in an effort

to delay these proceedings. Despite these efforts, Complainant

claims, the FSLIC took control of Vernon and sued Mr. Dixon and

others for racketeering and for allegedly defrauding the thrift

of forty million dollars.

Complainant further claims that in 1987 the FSLIC made

public the yacht's logs which contained the records of Vernon's

payments for the costs of the fundraisers held in the summer of

1986. Complainant claims that it was only after these records

were publicly revealed that the DCCC and Congressman Coelho's

campaign committee reimbursed Vernon for their use of the yacht

during the previous 
year.

3. Legal Amalysis

a. Desoratic Congressional CONiqm CaIttee

The DCCC does not challenge the assertion that it

hosted eight fundraisers aboard the *High Spirits;O rather, the

DCCC addresses the circumstances under which it reimbursed Vernon

32/ Complainant's allegations regarding the recipient of these
contributions are again inconsistent. First, Complainant alleges
that 'as Chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committef,...Coelho hosted eight political fundraising
events...,' implying that Congressman Coelho hosted these
fundraisers in his capacity as Chairman of the DCCC, and not as a
candidate on behalf of his campaign committee. However,
Complainant then alleges that "Coelho's campaign committee
and... [the] Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
reimbursed Vernon...for the extensive use of the yacht in the
previous year." Complaint at Page 9 (emphasis added).
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for the costs of these fundraibtrs. See Attachment 1(55-56).

The DCCC asserts that its staff erroneously believed that the

'houseboate --/ used for the fundraisers was a "personal

residence," and was thereby "somehow subject to unlimited

exemption under the Act."1- /  See Attachment 1(56). The DCCC,

however, fails to identify the person whose *personal residence"

the yacht was purported to be and to state the basis of its

belief.

The DCCC further claims that after learning through the

press that the costs of the yacht's use were referred for payment

to Vernon, it made full reimbursement to Vernon. Accordingly,

the DCCC admits it mistakenly did not identify the need for, or

make timely reimbursement for, certain facilities used for DCCC

fundraising activities. It further claims, however, that when

the error was discovered, it was corrected, and that full

disclosure was made to the public and to the Commission.

Finally, the DCCC asserts that, to this date, it does not have

any knowledge about the boat's precise ownership. Therefore, te

I_/ &itnougn the DCCC refers to the "High Spirits" as a
*houseboat,* the vessel can more precisely be described as a
"yacht, inasmuch as evidence submitted in connection with the
investigation in NUR 2555 shows that vessel was acquired by
Vernon for over one million dollars and housed a captain, crew
and overnight guests.

34/ This statement apparently refers to the exemptions from
contributions found in the Act for the use of property and the
cost of food and beverages provided by volunteers on residential
premises. See 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(ii). Note, however, that -
all of these exemptions are "unlimited."
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DCCC contends, the complaint should be dismissed as it has been

"mootedO by the intervening events of one year.

The August, 1987 Monthly Report filed by the DCCC is

consistent with the DCCC's explanation. This report shows two

Itemized Disbursements to Vernon dated July 2, 1987 in the

following amounts:

Boat Charter $17,205.28
Airfare 6,077.00

Total $23,282.28

See Schedule B, Page 17, Line 19 (Attachment I(1)). The total

amount reported by the DCCC, $23,282.28, comports with the amount

the FSLIC reported as reimbursed from the DCCC to Vernon (see

Attachment 1(53)). This amount, however, does not comport with

$25,184, the amount claimed by Complainant to be the total amount

of the expenses for the fundraisers. Additionally, Complainant

alleges that $25,184 represents the total cost of all eight

fundraisers, not of fundraisers and "airfare.'Ms
1

It is unclear from these figures whether the DCCC actually

made full reimbursement to Vernon for the total cost of all eight

fundraisers. Specifically, it is unclear whether the term "Boat

Charter" includes all of the various charges associated with

holding a fundralser aboard a yacht (i.e., the party cost of t'he

yacht, crev gratuities, and food and beverage costs). This

description is all the more confusing because, as explained

below, the amount the DCCC reported as reimbursed to Vernon does

35/ Further recommendations may be forthcoming regarding the
reimbursement of such 'airfare."
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not equal the amount of the expenses as recorded by the yacht's

captain in Vernon's billing sheets for the fundraisers.

This Office obtained these billing sheets in connection with

the investigation conducted in MUR 2555. The yacht's captain,

who recorded the expenses, explained that each billing sheet

"does not include the basic charter rate; it is only an

accounting of the expenses we incur here on the High Spirits."

Attachment IV(t). The captain further explained that "not shown

on these billing sheets is the cost of the boat which is $2,000

for a half a day or a party .... Crew gratuity is not shown which

is 151 of the Base Boat Charge." Attachment IV(2).

In reviewing these billing sheets, this Office found

billings for eight parties, with each sheet reporting "Tony

Coelho* as host. See Attachments IV(3-10). Even though the DCCC

is not recorded as the host of these fundraisers, Congressman

Coelho was then Chairman of the DCCC, and in its response to the

complaint, the DCCC addresses the issue of the reimbursement of

the eight fundraisers as though the DCCC, and not one of

Congressman Coelho's campaign committees, had hosted the

fundralsers. Thus, it is reasonable to assume for purposes of

this analysis that these fundraisers are the same eight

fundraisers which are the subject of the complaint. The costs of

these fundraisers are broken down below in accordance with the
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captain's explanation of the charges for parties held aboard the

yacht:

'tAL COSTS OF lUDRASIRS

Date of Party

9/06/86

8/12/86

8/10/86

8/07/86

6/25/86

6/03/86

5/19/86

5/13/86

TOTAL

Partx Costs

Incurred on Yacht

$ 1,124.78

1,279.06

1,029.91

1,467.84

989.75

1,106.34

692.54

1,494.02

$ 9,184.24

Basic Charter

Rate

$ 2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2f000

$16,000

Cr ew
Gratuity

$ 300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

$2,400

Party Costs
Basic Charter Rate
Crew Gratuity

Total Costs of Fundraisers:

DCCC Reimbursement:

Discre y between Vernon's
ded expenses and

reimburseaent by DCCC:

$ 9,184.24
16,000.00
2,400.00

$27,584.24

($17,205.28)

$10r378.96
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The following should be noted regarding these figures taken

from the captain's billing sheets. First, these figures are

identical to those shown on Vernon's records and invoices which

were submitted to the Commission by the PSLIC in connection with

the investigation in MUR 2555. See Attachment V. Second, there

is a $10,379 discrepancy between Vernon's recorded expenses for

the eight fundraisers and the DCCC reimbursement to Vernon for

these same fundraisers; the FSLIC records show that the DCCC

payment was for five, not eight, of the 1986 charters. See FSLIC

Response to Subpoena in UR 2555 at page 23. Third, the addition

of the "Party Costs Incurred on the Yacht8 ($9,184) and the

"Basic Charter Rate* ($16,000) equals $25,184, the amount

Complainant alleged was charged to Vernon. Although this $25,184

figure does not equal the total cost of fundraisers that this36/
Office gleaned from the invoices,- the figure is still $7,979

more than the DCCC's reimbursement to Vernon ($25,184 - $17,205).

In any event, an analysis of these figures shows a discrepancy

between the recorded expenses for the fundraisers as reported by

the yacht's captain, and the amount the DCCC reimbursed to Vernon

in payment for the fundraisers. It is not, therefore, clear

whether or not the DCCC reimbursed Vernon for all eight parties

even though the DCCC has implicity represented that it hosted all

eight.

36/ The 25,184 figure reported in the complaint apparently does
not include crew gratuities.
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Additionally, it is the position of this Office that under

the circumstances, the yacht "High Spirits" does not appear to

have qualified as a personal residence. The only evidence the

DCCC provided which would indicate that the yacht was a personal

residence is the DCCC's statement that its staff *erroneously

believed' that the yacht was a personal residence. Even so, the

DCCC fails to explain how it reached this wrong conclusion; it

does not, for example, identify the source of such

representations, nor identify the person whose residence the

yacht was purportedly claimed to be. The FSLIC notes that during

1986, Vernon used or rented the yacht 13 days; Mr. Dixon used or

rented the yacht 28 days; and "others' used or rented the yacht

13 days. See FSLIC Response to Subpoena in MUR 2555 at page 31.

Moreover, evidence submitted in connection with MUR 2555

indicates that the yacht was available for charters, and that

Vernon itself apparently even referred to usage of the yacht by

the DCCC and others as 'charters. 17/ This fact alone is

inconsistent with the DCCC's conclusion that the yacht was a

personal residence.

37/ Inforation obtained in connection with the investigation I-I
MUR 2555 indicates that an expense report submitted by the
captain of the yacht to the former Assistant Vice President of
Vernon noted that on 'April 9, 1986 Mercedes Benz of North
America chartered the Boat in Washington, D.C. This was paid in
full by the Charterer and is not included in Vernon Savings and
Loan's expenses.' See MUR 2555 Report at Page 33; see also
Attachment IV(2)(empnasis added). Regarding the genera'-
reference by Vernon of boat usage as 'charters,' see Attachment
V(2).
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Thus, it appears the DCCC's acceptance of the use of the

yacht, and of paid expenses in connection with at least five and

perhaps eight fundraisers which were not timely repaid,

constituted acceptance of a corporate contribution inasmuch as

the yacht was not a personal residence. Additionally, it can be

noted that the FSLIC specifically shows "Dondi Financial

Corporation' (the parent company of Vernon) as the entity which

paid expenses for at least one event hosted by Tony Coelho on

May 19, 1986. See Attachment V(3). Furthermore, despite the

DCCC's claim that it made "full reimbursement," it cannot be

concluded that such full reimbursement was made without further

itemization by the DCCC of its reimbursement to Vernon.

Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission find reason

to believe that the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee

and Richard Bates, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

b. frm Savings and Loan

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) prohibits corporations from making

any contributions or expenditures in connection with Federal

elections.38/ The Complainant alleges that Vernon made available

38/ As stated in the MUR 2555 Report, Vernon does not fit
squarely within the category of either a *national bank" or a
"corporation organized by the authority of any law of Congress"
for purposes of Section 441b. During the time period in quest:-
(Summer, 1986), Vernon was a federally-insured state chartered
bank, owned in full by the Dondi Financial Corporation.
Accordingly, because a state chartered bank is essentially the
same type of entity as a state corporation, this analysis treit
Vernon as a corporation.
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the yacht OHigh Spirits' to the DCCC for eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986, and paid for the entire cost of these

fundraisers.

The FSLIC has responded to the complaint as receiver of

Vernon. See Attachment I (49-54). The FSLIC argues that the

allegations are raised not against Vernon itself, but against

Mr. Dixon, "who as the controlling person of Vernon allegedly

diverted Vernon assets to improper uses." Attachment 1(52). For

the most part, the FSLIC argues that, as a policy matter, it is

not an appropriate target of the Commission's enforcement powers.

It bases this position on not only the absence of any charges

against Vernon brought by Complainant, but its status as a

federal agency and its fiduciary duty to act as a receiver for

failed savings institutions. On the other hand, the FSLIC

indicates that it is interested in recovering any assets of

Vernon which may have been wrongfully diverted to benefit

political campaigns and which may not yet have been returned.

Finally, the FSLIC reports that the DCCC reimbursed Vernon

$23,282.28 for the use of the yacht and for a flight on one of

Vernon's airplanes. SeeAttachment 1(53).

The DCCC does not challenge the assertion that it hosted the

eight fundraisers aboard the yacht. Rather, its response

addresses the circumstances underlying its reimbursement of

Vernon for the expenses Vernon covered in connection with these

fundraisers. See discussion at pages 42-43 supra.
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From these facts, it appears that Vernon made prohibited

'in-kind' contributions to the DCCC by providing the use of the

yacht to the DCCC for eight fundraisers and by paying the

expenses incurred in connection with such fundraisers, without

timely and total reimbursement from the DCCC. See discussion at

page 48 supra. Thus, this Office recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that Vernon Savings and Loan violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

As previously noted, Vernon Savings and Loan Association no

longer exists as an independent entity. The Federal Home Loan

Bank Board ('the Board'), having found Vernon Savings and Loan

Association insolvent, appointed the FSLIC as receiver for Vernon

Savings and Loan Association on March 20, 1987. On that date the

Board also approved a new federally chartered institution named

"Vernon Savings and Loan Association, rSA" ('Vernon, FSA').

Vernon, rSA purchased substantially all of the assets and assumed

certain liabilities of old Vernon. However, on November 19,

1987, the Board declared Vernon, FSA insolvent, and appointed the

FSLIC as the sole receiver of Vernon, FSA because of its

precarious financial position.

Given this substantial change in circumstances, this Office

recommends that the Commission take no further action against

Vernon Savings and Loan Association. This Office supports this

recommendation with the following considerations: Don Dixon, the

driving force behind the alleged violations of the Act, is no

longer at Vernon; the entity itself is not in a position to
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repeat the alleged violations; and any civil penalty levied

against Vernon would only hurt the creditors of the bank,

including depositors and the FSLIC insurance fund. However, as

Vernon's bank records are necessary to the resolution of factual

issues involving other potential respondents, this Office

recommends that the Commission address questions to the FSLIC, as

the receiver for Vernon Savings and Loan Association, FSA.

c. The Coelho for Congress Comittee

Complainant alleges that in acting as chairman of the

DCCC, Congressman Coelho accepted prohibited corporate

contributions in the form of fundraisers paid for by Vernon.

Complainant further alleges that Congressman Coelho's campaign

committee joined the DCCC in eventually reimbursing Vernon for

the cost of these fundraisers.

In his response to the complaint, Congressman Coelho answers

these allegations in his capacity as Chairman of the DCCC, never

addressing whether the Coelho for Congress Committee (the *Coelho

Committee*), his principal campaign committee, ever took part in

these fundraisers. See Attachment 1(57). Rather, Congressman

Coelho reports that he was Chairman of the DCCC for the period

during which the activities in the complaint occurred, and that

he directe4 the immediate implementation of remedial action and

the related public disclosure of such action as described in the

DCCC's response to the complaint. Beyond these comments, he

joined in the DCCC's response to the allegations.
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Given the allegation that the Coelho Committee reimbursed

Vernon for the use of the yacht, this Office researched the

Coelho Committee's disclosure reports and found that the Coelho

Committee paid Vernon $25,168.39 on July 2, 1987 for

"reimbursement - boat, plane use." 3-9/ The Coelho Committee does

not further itemize this amount to show any separate

reimbursements for "boat" and plane use.

This Office assumes that the "boat' referred to in the

report submitted by the Coelho Committee was the 'High Spirits"

inasmuch as the Commission has billing sheets from the captain of

the 'High Spirits' showing Congressman Coelho's name. Further,

the FSLIC has reported to the Commission that Vernon, NSA

received a check from Congressman Coelho for $25,168.39, which it

itemized as follows:

217.00 Airfare
24,952.39 Rental expense on Yacht High Spirits

The FSLIC reports that Mr. Coelho indicated that the payment was

for charters of the yacht on October 2, 1985, October 12, 1985

and November 11, 1985, although there is no record of his rental

of the yacht on that date. See FSLIC Response to Subpoena in

MUR 2555 at page 23.

39/ See 1987 Year-3nd Report, Schedule B (Attachment 111(2)).
it sho~ud be noted that despite the claim that Congressman
Coelho's committee reimbursed Vernon for use of the yacht,
Congressman Coelho failed to mention this $25,168 reimbursement
in his response to the Commission. It should also be noted th3t
the Coelho Committee reimbursed Vernon on the same day as the
DCCC reimbursed Vernon (July 2, 1987).
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This Office is thus aware of a total of eleven charters on

the High Spirits, eight in 1986 and three in 1985. This Office
has initially assumed that the total expenses of the 1986

fundraisers were generated by the DCCC, because both the

complaint and the response from the DCCC indicated that the 1986

fundraisers were hosted by Congressman Coelho on behalf of the

DCCC, and because the response from Congressman Coelho gave no
indication that the Coelho Committee hosted these (or any other)

fundraisers. However, as noted above, the FSLIC records show
that the DCCC payment was for five, not eight, of the 1986

charters. Id. Thus, the reporting of the Coelho Committee's
reimbursement and the fact that the Coehlo Committee apparently

held fundraisers aboard the "High Spirits' raises another

possibility: Since the billing sheets analyzed at Section (a)

above show only *Tony CoelhoO as the host of each party and list

no corresponding political committee, it is possible that a

portion of the 1986 expenses shown on the sheets can be

c- attributed to the Coelho Committee, not to the DCCC.40/

MThe interrogatories which this Office recommends that the

Commission pose to both the DCCC and the Coelho Committee ask for
the dates and expenses of each fundraiser each committee held

aboard the High Spirits. Until the Commission obtains this

4U/ Since the DCCC apparently accounted for five of the eightfrndraisers, three fundraisers hosted by Congressman Coelho in1986 are unaccounted for. Some billing sheets even showCongressman Coelho's name with others: *Tony Coelho for MartyFranks' (Attachment IV(3)) and "Mike Fraioli/Tony Coelho"
(Attachment IV(6)).



-54-

information, it can only be shown that fundraisers did indeed

take placel Congressman Coelho - as either Chairman of the DCCC,

or as a candidate connected with the Coelho Committee - hosted at

least eight of these fundraisers; and the Coelho Committee

reimbursed Vernon a total of $25,168.39 for use of the yacht and

for airfare.

With regard to the 1985 fundraisers held by the Coelho

Committee on the yacht, the pattern of apparent violations

arising from fundraisers held in connection with Vernon makes it
likely that the Coelho Committee's 1987 reimbursement to Vernon
represented payment for the 1985 uses of the yacht and for

expenses Vernon incurred in connection with such fundraisers.

Accordingly, the Coelho Committee's acceptance of the use of the

yacht, and of paid expenses in connection with any fundraisers

held aboard the yacht, may constitute acceptance of a corporate
to
'-r contribution. Therefore, this Office recommends that the

:Z" Commission find reason to believe that the Coelho for Congress

Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

I 441b(a). This Office makes no recommendation regarding

Congressma CoelboakA.4tbis time because the facts are unclear as
to whether he was personally involved in arranging for the

charters aboard the fligh Spirits.0 This Office will make

appropriate recommendations when the investigation more clearly

resolves his role.
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p .

d. Dan Di on

The complainant makes only-one specific allegation

against Mr. Dixon: The $25,184 Vernon apparently spent in

holding political events aboard the "High Spirits' may have

constituted an excessive contribution by Mr. Dixon. Complainant

does not make any further allegations nor describe Mr. Dixon's

role in the alleged violation.

In response to the complaint, Mr. Dixon argues that it would

be *redundant" for the Commission to begin an inquiry, inasmuch

as Mr. Dixon is involved in both FSLIC litigation and a

Department of Justice criminal investigation. This argument has

no merit, however, inasmuch as the Commission has exclusive

jurisdiction over civil enforcement of federal election laws.

See 2 U.S.C. 5 437g. Otherwise, Mr. Dixon does not confirm or

Ul) deny the complainant's allegations. Rather, he states that in

Wlight of the fact that he is in the midst of a Chapter 11 re-

organization bankruptcy proceeding, is party to major litigation

0 involving the FSLIC, and is the object of an ongoing criminal

investigation by the Department of Justice, he would not respond

on a point-by-point basis to the allegations. See

Attachment 1(59-60).

As for the other respondents' mention of Mr. Dixon,

Congressman Coelho joins in the DCCC response to the complaint;

in that response, the DCCC claims that it believed the yacht was

a "personal residence.' It does not, however, state the name of
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the purported resident, or otherwise name Mr. Dixon in its

response.

Despite this lack of information about Mr. Dixon's

involvement in the fundraisers, the factual scenario in the

complaint in MUR 2649 is strikingly similar to that in MUR 2555

in which Mr. Dixon apparently arranged for Vernon to pay for

political fundraisers held aboard the "High Spirits" for the

committee of a congressional candidate. The same facts are

encountered again in the present Matter: the same yacht, the

"High Spirits;" the same type of event, fundraisers hosted by

'political committees; and the same belief by the committee that

the yacht was a personal residence. In light of these

similarities, although the complaint and the responses to the

complaint fail to name Mr. Dixon, it is reasonable to use facts

U-) obtained from the investigation in MUR 2555 to explain

Mr. Dixon's role in the allegations presented in this complaint.

First, regarding Mr. Dixon's relationship to Vernon,

information obtained in connection with MUR 2555 indicates that

Mr. Dixon owned at least 70 percent of Dondi Financial

Corporation, a cmpanqy which in turn owned over 90 percent of

Vernon. *ConcerningqNr. Dixon's degree of control over Vernon,

lawyers for the FSLIC asserted that:

Dixon was a controlling person of Vernon
under [the Federal Rome Loan Bank Board
regulations) and exercised substantial
control over the management and
operation of Vernon. Although not
technically an officer or director of
Vernon, he was on Vernon's loan
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comittees [footnote omitted] and
orchestrated much of the scheme by which
the defendents looted Vernon.

Plaintiff's Memorandum of Law in Support of its Motions for

Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction, 7-8

(emphasis added). Furthermore, the FSLIC reports that witnesses

have indicated all major decisions were made by Mr. Dixon, and

that he was "quite probably" involved in causing Vernon to pay

for fundraisers held aboard the High Spirits. See FSLIC Response

to Subpoena in MUR 2555 at pages 28-29.

It is likely that the DCCC drew its erroneous conclusion

that the costs of the fundraisers fell within the "personal

residence' contribution exemption from the assertion of a

personal representative of Mr. Dixon that the yacht was a

personal residence of Mr. Dixon. See MUR 2555. / In fact, the

costs of these fundraisers appear to have been paid by Vernon, a

corporation.

2 U.S.C. 5 441f prohibits a person from permitting his name

to be used to effect a contribution from another person. It

appears from the facts above that Mr. Dixon may have used his

name to effect a contribution from Vernon to the DCCC.

Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that Don Dixon violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

41/ Ernest Osuna, Mr. Dixon's personal assistant, directly tolb'
a candidate committee that the yacht was Mr. Dixon's personal
property "with several other persons having minority ownership
interests." MUR 2555 Report at page 34.
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Additionally, 2 U.S.C. S 41b(a) prohibits any officer or

any director of any corporation to consent to any contribution or

expenditure by the corporation which is prohibited by

Section 441b(a). The purpose of Section 441b, according to

legislative history, is to eliminate the perceived evils of

corporate influence in politics by prohibiting corporate

contributions. See generally S. 4563, 59th Cong., 1st Sess.

(1906). From this purpose, it is clear that the imposition of

individual liability on officers and directors was intended to

deter individuals in corporate decision-making positions from

consenting to such prohibited contributions. Accordingly, it is

the position of this Office that where an individual has

authority over the managerial decisions of the corporation, the

- individual can incur liability under the Act for consenting to

- impermissible corporate contributions, despite the individual's
i>42/

lack of status as a formal officer or director.---

As noted above, the evidence submitted in connection with

MUR 2555 describes Mr. Dixon as the driving force behind Vernon's

17 Ts approach has been upheld in actions by the Securities
and Exchange Commission involving Section 16(b) of the Securit.es

and Exchange CommLssion Act. See, e Merrill Lynch, Pierce,
Fenner & Smith, Inc. v. Livin ston, 566 F.2d 1119 (9th Cir.
19). There, the court provided:

To achieve the beneficial purposes of the statute,
the court must look behind the title of the purchaser
or seller to ascertain that person's real duties.
Thus, a person who does not have the title of an
officer, may, in fact, have a relationship to the
company which gives him the very access to insider

information that the statute was designed to reach.

566 F.2d 1122.
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policies, despite his lack of status as an officer or director of

Vernon. Mr. Dixon also apparently was the driving force behind

the illegal contributions made by Vernon. Accordingly, it is the

position of this Office that although he was not a formal officer

or director, it appears that Mr. Dixon consented to corporate

expenditures made in connection with the fundraisers for

Congressman Coelho and the DCCC. Therefore, this Office

recommends that the 'ommission find reason to believe that

Donald R. Dixon violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44lb(a).

e. ftporting Violations

0% Section 434(b) requires political committees to

disclose all receipts received within a reporting period.

Because of the inconsistencies regarding each committee's

knowledge of the ownership of the yacht, as well as which

comittee actually used the yacht, this Office makes no

recosendation at this time regarding any possible reporting

violations. However, this Office may make recommendations at a

Clater date, depending on the facts revealed by the proposed

investigation in this Matter.

V. v2m IW IO

A. m 2649

This Office initially proposes to depose Mr. Moore on

behalf of Madison Publishing Company, to depose certain bulk

purchasers to whom the book was marketed, and to ask questions of

Congressman Wright, the Wright Committee and DRIVE-PAC, another

bulk purchaser. The purpose of these depositions and questions
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is to obtain more information about the marketing of Congressman

Wright's book, and whether the book was, in facto campaign

related. Additionally, this Office proposes to ask questions of

Congressman Wright and New England Life to obtain information

relating to whether the book was purchased in lieu of the making

of honorarium payments. This Office is also recommending

approval of a subpoena for a deposition of Congressman Wright to

be served if the investigation warrants.

B. NUR 2555

This Office seeks to ask questions of the DCCC, the

Coelho Committee, Vernon, and Mr. Dixon4 3 / regarding the

circumstances relating to the use of the yacht for fundraisers by

the DCCC and the Coelho Committee, especially the specific dates

each committee used the yacht and the expenses generated by such

fundraisers.

v1. _owl

1. Find reason to believe that the Congressman Wright
Appreciation Committee and Henry Kerry, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b).

2. Find reason to believe that the Congressman Wright
Appreciation Committee and Henry Kerry, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

3. Find reason to believe that Madison Systems Corporation
d/b/a Madison Publishing Company and William Carlos Moore
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

4. Find reason to believe that Madison Systems Corporation

d/b/a Madison Publishing Company and William Carlos Moore
violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(b).

43/ Mr. Dixon has asserted his fifth amendment privilege in his

response to earlier interrogatories posed to him in this Matter.

r7
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5. Find reason to believe S. Gene Payte violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a).

6. Find reason to believe Gene wood violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a).

7. Find reason to believe Bernard Rapoport violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a).

8. Find reason to believe the Democratic Republican Independent
Voter Education Political Action Committee and David
Sweeney, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a).

9. Find reason to believe that James C. Wright, Jr. violated
2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a).

10. Find reason to believe James C. Wright, Jr. violated
2 U.S.C. 5 432(b).

11. Find reason to believe James C. Wright, Jr. violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

12. Find reason to believe Vernon Savings & Loan Association
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) and take no further action.

- 13. Find reason to believe that the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee and Richard 4. Bates, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

14. Find reason to believe that the Coelho for Congress
Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a).

15. Find reason to believe Donald R. Dixon violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441b(a) and 441f.

16. Sever from MUR 2649 the issues pertaining to Vernon Savings
& Loan Association; the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee and Richard M. Bates, as treasurer; the Coelho for
Congress Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer; and
Donald R. Dixon; and merge that portion with MUR 2555.

17. Approve the attached interrogatories (8) and Factual and
Legal Analyses (12).

18. Authorize the attached subpoenas to Madison Systems
Corporation d/b/a Madison Publishing Company; William Carlos
Moore; S. Gene Payte; Gene Wood; Bernard Rapoport; and
James C. Wright, Jr.
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19. Approve the attached letters (13).

General Counsel

Attachments
1. Responses to Complaint
2. News Reports Regarding Congressman Wright's Book
3. Disclosure Reports
4. Vernon's Billing Sheets for Fundraisers
5. Selected FSLIC Submissions
6. Proposed Letters (13) and

Factual and Legal Analyses (12)
7. Proposed Questions (8)
8. Subpoenas (6)

Staff Person: Janice Lacy

IIN

Date I

)-1 ,o



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON oC 

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/DELORES HARRISCOmmISSION SECRETARY

DECEMBER 19, 1989

MUR 2555/2649 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORTDATED DECEMBER 11, 1989

The above-captioned %-cument was circulated to the
Commission on Thursday, December 14, 1989 at 4:00 P.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s)
as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner Josefiak

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

XXXX

xXXx

xxxx

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda
for Tuesday, January 9, at 10:00 a.m.
Please notify us who will represent your Division before the
Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MURS 2555/2649

James C. Wright, Jr. )
William Carlos Moore )
Congressman Wright Appreciation )

Committee and Henry Kerry, )
as treasurer )

Madison Systems Corporation d/b/a )
Madison Publishing Company )

S. Gene Payte )
Gene Wood )
Bernard Rapoport )
Democratic Republican Independent )

Voter Education PAC and )
Wallace Clements, as treasurer. )

-4 Donald R. Dixon )
Vernon Savings and Loan )

N. Association )
Tony Coelho )
Democratic Congressional Campaign )

Comitteee and Richard M. Bates,)
as treasurer )

Coelho for Congress Committee )
and Jeff Denno, as treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on January 11,

1990, do hereby certify that the Commission took the follow-

ing actions with respect to MURS 2555 and 2649:

1. Failed in vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to
approve recommendations 5, 6, 7, and 8 in
the General Counsel's report dated
December 11, 1989.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MURS 2555 and 2649
January 11, 1990

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the motion;
Commissioners Josefiak and McGarry dissented;
Commissioner McDonald was not present.

2. Decided by a vote of 4-1 to reject
recommendations 1, 2, 3. 4, 9, and 10
in the General Counsel's report dated
December 11, 1989.

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

3. Decided by a vote of 4-1 to find reason to
believe James C. Wright, Jr. violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

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

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 3
Certification for MURS 2555 and 2649
January 11, 1990

4. Decided by a vote of 4-1 to

a) Find reason to believe Vernon Savings
& Loan Association violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) and take no further action.

b) Find reason to believe that the
Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee and Richard H. Bates, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

c) Find reason to believe that the Coelho
for Congress Committee and Jeff Denno,

N. as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

d) Find reason to believe Donald R. Dixon
violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(a) and 441f.

e) Sever from MUR 2649 the issues pertain-
ing to Vernon Savings & Loan Association;
the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee and Richard M. Bates, as
treasurer; the Coelho for Congress
Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer;
and Donald R. Dixon; and merge that
portion with MUR 2555.

f) Direct the Office of General Counsel to
draft appropriate letters, Interrogatories,
Factual and Legal Analyses, and a subpoena
to James C. Wright, Jr., pursuant to the
actions noted above, and circulate them
for approval on a tally vote basis.

(Continued)



Federal Election Commission
Certification for MURS 2555 and 2649
January 11, 1990

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

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Canons
SeCretary of the Commission

Page 4
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( W5 t SENSITIVE
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISsION

In the Matter of

James C. Wright, Jr. ) MURS 2649/2555
Donald R. Dixon
Vernon Savings and Loan
Association

Tony Coelho )
Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee and Richard M. Bates,
as treasurer )

Coelho for Congress Committee
and Jeff Denno, as treasurer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On January 11, 1990, the Commission considered the complaint

in MUR 2649, and found reason to believe that James C.

Wright, Jr., violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441i, that Vernon Savings and

-- Loan Association ("Vernon") violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) and that

11) Donald R. Dixon violated 2 U.S.C. 55 441b(a) and 441f. The

Commission determined to take no further action as to the

violation by Vernon of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a). The Commission also

found reason to believe that the Democratic Congressional

Committee ("DCCC") and Richard M. Bates, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) and that the Coelho for Congress Committee and

Jeff Denno, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44lb(a).

The Commission also voted to sever from MUR 2649 the issues

pertaining to Vernon Savings and Loan Association; the Democratic

Congressional Campaign Committee and Richard M. Bates, as

treasurer; the Coelho for Congress Committee and Jeff Denno, as

treasurer; and Donald R. Dixon, and merge that portion with

MUR 2555. Finally the Commission voted to direct this Office to
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draft appropriate letters, interrogatories, Factual and Legal

Analyses, and a subpoena to James C. Wright, Jr., pursuant to the

actions noted above, and to circulate such documents for approval

on a tally vote basis.

Attached are the appropriate documents which are being

circulated for Commission approval.

11I. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Approve the attached letters and Factual and Legal Analyses.

2. Approve the attached interrogatories and requests for
documents.

3. Authorize the attached subpoena to James C. Wright,Jr

Date Lawrence M
Geral Counsel

Attachments

1. Proposed letters (6) and Factual and Legal
Analyses (5)

2. Proposed interrogatories and requests for documents (6)
3. Subpoena (1)

Staff Person: Janice Lacy



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

James C. Wright, Jr.
Donald R. Dixon
Vernon Savings and Loan

Association
Tony Coelho
Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee and Richard M. Bates,
as treasurer

Coelho for Congress Committee
and Jeff Denno, as treasurer

MURS 2649/2555

0 CERTIFICATION

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

.- Commission, do hereby certify that on March 7, 1990, the

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

tn actions in MURS 2649/2555:

1. Approve the letters and Factual and
Legal Analyses, as recommended in

C77 the General Counsel's report dated

March 5, 1990.

2. Approve the interrogatories and
requests for documents, as recommended
in the General Counsel's report
dated March 5, 1990.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission
Certification for MURS 2649/2555
March 7, 1990

Page 2

3. Authorize the subpoena to James C.
Wright, Jr., as recommended in the
General Counsel's report dated
March 5, 1990.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald, McGarry

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Monday, March 5, 1990 11:02 a.m.Circulated to the Commission: Monday, March 5, 1990 4:00 p.m.Deadline for vote: Wednesday, March 7, 1990 4:00 p.m.

Date



(FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% D(- oC4fj

March 14, 1990

R. Stan Hortenson
Miller, Cassidy, Larroca & Lewin
2555 M Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20037

RE: MUR 2649/2555
Donald R. Dixon

Dear Mr. Mortenson:

On July 25, 1988, the Federal Election Commission notifiedyour client, Donald R. Dixon, of a complaint alleging violations
of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended (0the Act*). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in thecomplaint, the Commission, on January 11, 1990, found that there
is reason to believe Donald R. Dixon violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 441b(a) and 441f, provisions of the Act. The Factual andLegal Analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's
finding, is attached for your information. Also on this date,
the Commission determined to merge that portion of NUR 2649 thatpertains to Mr. Dixon with NUR 2555. Accordingly, this Matter
will now be referred to as NUR 2555.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thatno action should be taken against Mr. Dixon. You may submit anyfactual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit suchmaterials to the General Counsel's Office along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 15 days of 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 Mr. Dixon, theCommission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.

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

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Karen Powell, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Questions
Factual and Legal Analysis
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In the Matter of ] MUR 2555
)
)
)

TO: Donald R. Dizon
2566 Monaco
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

In furtherance of its invo .. " - above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request. In

addition, the Commission hereby requests that you produce the

documents specified below, in their entirety, for inspection and

copying at the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, Room 659, 999 E 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 originals.



MUR 2555
Donald R. Dixon
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1 T~CZONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated inl the par-%..... Jiz.,..;ery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibic attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
comunications, or other items 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. Each claim of
privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on which it
rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery requests shall
refer to the time period from January 1, 1985 to the present.

The following interrogatories and requests for produciton 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 anty
supplemental answers the date upon which and the manner in which
such further or different information came to your attention.
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DZiMZZTZONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including theinstructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
commictee, association, corporation, or any oth.r ..pe _C
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you toexist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
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
telephone numbers, the present occupation or position of suchperson, the nature of the connection or association that person
has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents anydocuments and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUEST
FOR DOCUMENTS

1. State whether you represented that you owned the yacht "High
Spirits" and/or had paid the costs associated with
receptions and fundraisers held for the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee ("DCCC"), Tony Coelh:9and/or the Coelho for Congress Committee ("Coelho
Committee") during 1985 and 1986 to any of the following:

a. Congressman Tony Coelho;
b. any member of the staff of the DCCC;
C. any member of the staff of the Coelho Committee.

if so, please identify the person to whom the representation
was made and state the date, nature and content of each
conversation.

2. To your knowledge, did anyone make any of the
representations described in Question 2 above on your
behalf? if so, please identify such person(s).

3. State whether you in fact personally paid the costs of
receptions and/or fundraisers held aboard the "High Spirits"
during 1985 and 1986 for the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee ("DCCC") and/or the Coelho for Congress
Comittee ("Coelho Committee"). if you did make such
expenditures, please state the date(s) and amount(s) of such
expenditures.

4. itemize all checks you personally have received from the
DCCC, Congressman Tony Coelho, and the Coelho Committee
since January 1, 1985.

5. identify the purpose of the checks itemized in response to
Question 4 and state with regard to each whether these
checks were received in connection with fundraisers for
Congressman Tony Coelho, the DCCC and/or the Coelho
Committee held during 1985 and 1986. State whether you
remitted any of these funds to Vernon Savings & Loan
Association. Please provide copies of all such checks and
related invoices, ledgers, deposit slips and bank
statements.
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6. State whether Vernon savings and Loan Association paid for
rental fees and other fees and costs for the use of the
yacht "High Spirits" in 1985 and 1986 on behalf of the DCCC,
Tony Coelho or the Coelho Committee? If your answer is yes,
please specify the dates upon which the yacht was used and
for which of the above committees.

7. State whether Vernon Savings & Loan Association paid for
food, beverage or miscellaneous expenses associated with
fundraisers for the DCCC, Congressman Tony Coelho and/or the
Coelho Committee during 1985 and 1986. If yes, please
specify the dates of such fundraisers and the committee or
candidate that was benefited by each.

8. Provide copies of all invoices sent by you or one of your
agents to Congressman Tony Coelho, the DCCC, and/or the
Coelho Committee and/or their agents in 1985 or 1986.



V*NAL ELECTION COHISSION

rACTUAL AND LEGAL AALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Donald R. Dixon NOR: 2649/2555

I. ATIO Or ATTZR IN KUR 2649

On July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan (the *Complainant*), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint denoted MUR 2649 against

Donald R. Dixon and others. Notification of the complaint was

mailed to these respondents on July 25, 1988.

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan, a
1/

state chartered federally-insured bank,- made contributions to

Congressman Tony Coelho and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee (the "DCCC*) in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b, which

prohibits corporate contributions to federal committees. In

support of this allegation, the Complainant asserts that

Congressman Coelho and the DCCC hosted eight political

fundraising events in the summer of 1986 aboard the yacht *High

SpiritsO and charged the entire cost of these fundraisers,

$25,184, to Vernon Savings and Loan. Alternatively, the

Complainant questions whether payment of these fundraisers

constituted excessive contributions by Mr. Dixon, who controlled

Vernon at the time. These allegations are based upon several

articles which appeared in newspapers and periodicals from

June 29, 1987 to June 17, 1988. On August 12, 1988, Mr. Dixon

submitted his response to the Commission.

1/ During the period of the allegations raised by the complaint
(Summer, 1986), Vernon Savings and Loan Association (*Vernon")
was a savings and loan association chartered under the laws of
the State of Texas with its accounts insured by the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation ("FSLIC*). Since that
time, the FSLIC has twice declared Vernon insolvent. On or about
November 19, 1987, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board appointed t1e
FSLIC as sole receiver for Vernon.
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II. ANLYSIS

A. ntgeir

MUR 2649 involves two separate situations with two separate

sets of respondents. One situation involves whether fundraisers

which allegedly were held aboard the yacht "High Spirits" and

hosted by the DCCC and Congressman Coelho resulted in violations

of the Act. That situation is closely analogous to MUR 2555,

which also names Mr. Dixon as a respondent and involves similar

issues of fact and law. Thus, the Commission merges these issues

raised in the complaint in MUR 2649 pertaining to Mr. Dixon with

MUR 2555.

B. Background

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan

("Vernon") made prohibited corporate contributions to Congressman

Coelho and the DCCC by paying the costs of fundraisers which

allegedly were hosted by Congressman Coelho and the DCCC, and

which were held aboard Vernon's corporate yacht, "High
2/

Spirits.* Specifically, Complainant alleges that as Chairman

p7) of the DCCC, Congressman Coelho hosted eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986 aboard the "High Spirits," the entire cost of

which, $25,184, was charged to Vernon. Complainant further

2/ Complainant initially alleges that the entire cost of the
fundraisers was charged to Vernon (see Complaint at Page 9), but
then later questions whether these costs were unlawful excessive
contributions by Mr. Dixon (see Complaint at Page 12).
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claims that Mr. Dixon owned the yacht used by Mr. Coelho and the

DCCC.

Complainant claims that in 1987, after taking control of

Vernon, the FSLIC made public the yacht's logs which contained

the records of Vernon's payments for the costs of the fundraisers

held in the summer of 1986. Complainant claims that it was only

after these records were publicly revealed that the DCCC and

Congressman Coelho's campaign committee reimbursed Vernon for
4/

their use of the yacht during 
the previous year.

C. Apparent Violations

The complainant makes one specific allegation against

Mr. Dixon: The $25,184 Vernon apparently spent in holding

political events aboard the *High SpiritsO may have constituted

an excessive contribution by Mr. Dixon. Complainant does not

make any further allegations nor describe M4r. Dixon's role in the

alleged violation.

In response to the comp'aint, Mr. Dixon argues that it would

be Oredundanta for the Commission to begin an inquiry, inasmuch

3/ During most of the period in question, "Blanco Junction,
Ltd.,' owned the yacht. Regarding the legal relationship between
Vernon and the yacht, Vernon had a First Preferred Ship Mortgage
on the yacht, and funded many of the *operational* expenses of
the yacht through loans to the owners of the yacht.

4/ Complainant first alleges that *as Chairman of the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee,...Coelho hosted
eight political fundraising events...,* implying that Congressman
Coelho hosted these fundraisers in his capacity as Chairman of
the DCCC, and not as a candidate on behalf of his campaign
committee. However, Complainant then alleges that *Coelho's
campaign committee and... (the) Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee reimbursed Vernon...for the extensive use of the yacnt
in the previous year." Complaint at Page 9.
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as Mr. Dixon is involved in both FSLIC litigation and a

Department of Justice criminal investigation. This argument has

no merit, however, inasmuch as the Commission has exclusive

jurisdiction over civil enforcement of federal election laws.

See 2 U.S.C. S 4379. Otherwise, Mr. Dixon does not confirm or

deny the complainant's allegations. Rather, he states that in

light of the fact that he is in the midst of a Chapter 11 re-

organization bankruptcy proceeding, is party to major litigation

involving the FSLIC, and is the object of an ongoing criminal

investigation by the Department of Justice, he would not respond

on a point-by-point basis to the allegations.

The factual scenario in the complaint in MUR 2649 is

strikingly similar to that in MUR 2555 in which Mr. Dixon

apparently arranged for Vernon to pay for political fundraisers

held aboard the *High Spirits' for the committee of a

congressional candidate. The same facts are encountered again in

the present Matter: the same yacht, the *High Spirits;* the same

type of event, fundraisers hosted by political committees; and

the same belief by the committee that the yacht was a personal

residence. In light of these similarities, it is reasonable to

use facts obtained from the investigation in MUR 2555 to explain

Mr. Dixon's role in the allegations presented in this complaint.

First, regarding Mr. Dixon's relationship to Vernon,

information obtained in connection with MUR 2555 indicates that

Mr. Dixon owned at least 70 percent of Dondi Financial

Corporation, a company which in turn owned over 90 percent of
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Vernon. Concerning Mr. Dixon's degree of control over Vernon, it

has been learned that Mr. Dixon exercised substantial control

over Vernon, even though he was not technically an officer or

director of Vernon. Furthermore, it has been indicated that all

major decisions were made by Mr. Dixon, and that he was probably

involved in causing Vernon to pay for fundraisers held aboard the

High Spirits.

It is likely that the DCCC drew its erroneous conclusion

that the costs of the fundraisers fell within the *personal

residence" contribution exemption from an assertion of a personal

representative of Mr. Dixon that the yacht was a personal

residence of Mr. Dixon. See MUR 2555. In fact, the costs of

these fundraisers appear to have been paid by Vernon, a

corporation.

2 U.S.C. S 441f prohibits a person from permitting his name

to be used to effect a contribution from another person. It

appears from the facts above that Mr. Dixon may have used his

name to effect a contribution from Vernon to the DCCC.

Accordingly, there is reason to believe that Donald R. Dixon

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

Additionally, 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), prohibits any officer or

any director of any corporation to consent to any contribution or

expenditure by the corporation which is prohibited by

Section 441b(a). The purpose of Section 441b, according to

legislative history, is to eliminate the perceived evils of
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corporate influence in politics by prohibiting corporate

contributions. See generally S. 4563, 59th Cong., 1st Sess.

(1906). From this purpose, it is clear that the imposition of

individual liability on officers and directors was intended to

deter individuals in corporate decision-making positions from

consenting to such prohibited contributions. Accordingly, where

an individual has authority over the managerial decisions of the

corporation, the individual can incur liability under the Act for

consenting to impermissible corporate contributions, despite the

individual's lack of status as a formal officer or director.-5

As noted above, the evidence submitted in connection with

MUR 2555 describes Mr. Dixon as the driving force behind Vernon's

policies, despite his lack of status as an officer or director of

Vernon. Mr. Dixon also apparently was the driving force behind

the illegal contributions made by Vernon. Accordingly, although

he was not a formal officer or director, it appears that

Mr. Dixon consented to corporate expenditures made in connection

wxth the fundraisers for Congressman Coelho and the DCCC.

5/ This approach has been upheld in actions by the Securities
and Exchange Commission involving Section 16(b) of the Securities
and Exchange Commission Act. See, e.g., Merrill Lynch, Pierce,
Fenner & Smith, Inc. v. Livingston, 566 F.2d 1119 (9th Cir.
1978). There, the court provided:

To achieve the beneficial purposes of the statute,
the court must look behind the title of the purchaser
or seller to ascertain that person's real duties.
Thus, a person who does not have the title of an
officer, may, in fact, have a relationship to the
company which gives him the very access to insider
information that the statute was designed to reach.

566 F.2d 1122.
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Therefore, there is reason to believe that Donald R. Dixon

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

I.- -:,: - - 1-1 -1. 1. - 1. , -- .- -:- ,---,-.. - , 6- - .. t , ". .- 1; .11 11 -1 . I - . . - - TM



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% DC I04b)

March 14, 1990

Jeff Denno, Treasurer
Coelho for Congress Committee
928 12th Street, #402
P.O. Box 943
modeAto, CA 95353

RE: MUR 2649/2555
Coelho for Congress
Committee and Jeff
Denno, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Denno:

On January 11, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the Coelho for Congress Committee
(Committee") and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a),
a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

V:_ amended (Othe ActO). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which
formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached for your
information. Also, on this date the Commission determined to
merge that portion of MUR 2649 that pertains to the Coelho for
Congress Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer, with 14UR 2555.
Accordingly, this matter will now be referred to as 14UR 2555.

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
OA Counsel's Office along with answers to the enclosed questions

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 with
conciliation.

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



Jeff Denno
Page 2

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

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the ueneral
Counbt A u.,i&L.ywill not give extensions beyond 20 days.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be
made public.

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

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Questions
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In the Matter of ) HUR 2555
)
)
)

INTZRROUATORIES AND REQUEST
FOR PRODoCON OF DOCUNEUTs

TO: Jeff Denno, Treasurer
Coelho for Congress Comittee
928 12tb Street, #402
P.O. Box 943
isodesto, CA 95353

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request. In

addition, the Commission hereby requests that you produce the

documents specified below, in their entirety, for inspection and

copying at the Office of the ueneral Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, Room 659, 999 E 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 originals.
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Coelho for Congress Committee
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

-Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories and request for
production of documents, describe such items in sufficient detail
to provide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege
must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery requests shall
refer to the time period from January 1, 1985 to the present.

The following interrogatories and request 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.
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DKINITIOS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as

follows:

*You* shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom

these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,

employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

*Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and

i -a, shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to

0 exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
LI) letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of

telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accountingSstatements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,

-- reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,

-- diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

*Identify* with respect to a document shall mean state the
0 nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,

if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter

C" 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
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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And* as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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QUESTIONS

1. Provide the dates of all fundraising events hosted by the
Coelho for Congress Committee (the *Committee") aboard the
yacht *High Spirits." For each event,

a. itemize all expenses associated with that event;

b. identify the person(s) who initially paid such
, Luie dates of those payments, and the

amount(s) paid by such person(s);

c. specify the amount(s) the Committee reimbursed each
person identified at (b) above, and specify the date
such person was reimbursed; and

d. specify the report(s) filed with the Commission in
which the DCCC itemized each such reimbursement.

2. On July 2, 1987, the Committee paid Vernon Savings and Loan
Association (*Vernon*) $25,168.39 for "reimbursement - boat,
plane use.0 See Committee's 1987 Year-End Report.
Regarding this reimbursement, please provide the following:

a. the identity of the *boats to which the report refers;

b. the portion of the $25,168.39 which can be attributed
to Oboat* use;

c. the dates of each committee event or charter held
aboard the *boat;*

d. an itemization of the expenses associated with each
event listed in (c) above;

e. the identity of the person(s) who initially paid the
expenses specified in (d) and the dates of such
payments;

f. the date(s) on which the Committee was first billed for
such expenses; and

g. the amount(s) the Committee reimbursed each person
identified at (e) above, and the date(s) such person(s;
were reimbursed.
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3. State whether, prior to reimbursement, the Committee
reported the expenses specified at Questions (1) and (2)
above as debts owed on reports filed with the Commission.
If yes, identify such report(s).

4. The captain's logs for the yacht *High Spirits* shows a
total of $27,584.24 in expenses for fundraisers hosted by
Tony Coelho in 1986. Specify whether Congressman Coelho
hosted any of these fundraisers on behalf of the Committee
and give their dates.

5. Identify all Committee staff members who had contact with
Donald R. Dixon or his staff, or with Vernon personnel,
regarding the use of the yacht "High Spirits* for
fundraising events or charters between January 1, 1985 and
December 31, 1986.

6. Were representations made to the Committee concerning
whether the yacht "High Spirits* was a personal residence?
If yes, for each representation,

a. identify each person who made such representations;

b. describe the representation made by such person;

C. identify the person whose personal residence the yacht
was represented to be; and

d. identify the person(s) at the Committee to whom such
representations were made.

7. Explain in detail the efforts made by the Committee to
ascertain the ownership of the *High Spirits." State what
the Committee understood to be the relationship between the
"High Spirits* and Vernon.
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njRUST FOR DOCWZUMTS

Provide all documents regarding the expenditures made by or

on behalf of the Committee for events held on the *High Spirits"

during 1985-86, and all correspondence regarding such events,

including, but not limited to all letters, memoranda, telephone

logs, bills, invoice-!-. "- ncelled checks.
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FACTUAL AND LUGAL ANALYBIS

RE8PONDET: Coelho for Congress NOR: 2649/2555
Committee and Jeff
Denno, as treasurer

i. UUBATION OF HATTER IN M03 2649

On July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan (the "Complainant*), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint denoted MUR 2649 against

Congressman Tony Coelho, and others. Notification of the

complaint was - -- respondents on July 25, 1988.

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan, a
1/

state chartered federally-insured bank,- made contributions to

Congressman Tony Coelho and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee (the ODCCC') in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b, which

prohibits corporate contributions. In support of this

allegation, the Complainant asserts that Congressman Coelho and

the DCCC hosted eight political fundraising events in the

summer of 1986 aboard the yacht *High Spirits* and charged the

entire cost of these fundraisers, $25,184, to Vernon Savings and

Loan. Alternatively, the Complainant questions whether payment

of these fundraisers constituted excessive contributions by

Mr. Dixon, who controlled Vernon at the time. Complainant

alleges that in acting as Chairman of the DCCC, Congressman

Coelho accepted prohibited corporate contributions in the form of

1/ During the period of the allegations raised by the complaint
TSummer, 1986), Vernon Savings and Loan Association ('Vernon')
was a savings and loan association chartered under the laws of
the State of Texas with its accounts insured by the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation (*FSLIC*). Since that
time, the FSLIC has twice declared Vernon insolvent. On or about
November 19, 1987, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board appointed the
FSLIC as sole receiver for Vernon.
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fundraisers paid for by Vernon. Complainant further alleges that
Congressman Coelho's campaign committee joined the DCCC in
eventually reimbursing Vernon for the cost of these fundraisers.

These allegations are based upon several articles which appeared

in newspapers and periodicals from June 29, 1987 to June 17,
1988. Congressman Coelho submitted his response to the complaint

on September 6, 1988.

11. ANALYSIS

A. Merger

MUR 2649 involves two separate situations with two separate

sets of respondents. The second situation involves whether

fundraisers which allegedly were held aboard the yacht "High

SpiritsO and hosted by the DCCC and Congressman Coelho resulted

in violations of the Act. That situation is closely analogous to
MUR 2555 which involves similar issues of fact and law. Thus,
the Commission merges those issues raised by the complaint in t4UJR
2649 pertaining to Vernon and Congressman Coelho with M4UR 2555.

B. Background

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan
(*Vernon*) made prohibited corporate contributions to Congressman

Coelho and the DCCC by paying the costs of fundraisers which

allegedly were hosted by Congressman Coelho and the DCCC, and

which were held aboard Vernon's corporate yacht, *High
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Spirits.- / Specifically, Complainant alleges that as Chairman of

the DCCC, Congressman Coelho hosted eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986 aboard the "High Spirits, the entire cost of

which, $25,184, was charged to Vernon. Complainant further

claims that Mr. Dixon owned the yacht used by Mr. Coelho and the

DCCC 
3/

Complainant claims that in 1987 the FSLIC made public the

yacht's logs which contained the records of Vernon's payments for

the costs of the fundraisers held in the summer of 1986.

Complainant claims that it was only after these records were

publicly revealed that the DCCC and Congressman Coelho's campaign

committee, Coelho for Congress, reimbursed Vernon for their use
4/

of the yacht during the previous 
year.

2/ Complainant initially alleges that the entire cost of the
fundraisers was charged to Vernon, but then later questions
whether these costs were unlawful excessive contributions by
Mr. Dixon.

3/ During most of the period in question, OBlanco Junction,
Ltd.,* owned the yacht. Regarding the legal relationship between
Vernon and the yacht, Vernon had a First Preferred Ship Mortgage
on the yacht, and funded many of the *operational* expenses of
the yacht through loans to the owners of the yacht.

4/ Complainant first alleges that *as Chairman of the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee,.. .Coelho hosted
eight political fundraising events...," implying that Congressman
Coelho hosted these fundraisers in his capacity as Chairman of
the DCCC, and not as a candidate on behalf of his campaign
committee. However, Complainant then alleges that *Coelho's
campaign committee and... [the] Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee reimbursed Vernon... for the extensive use of the yacht
in the previous year.' Complaint at page 9.
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C. Ari arent Violation

In his response to the complaint, Congressman Coelho answers

the allegations raised in the complaint in his capacity as

Chairman of the DCCC, never addressing whether the Coelho for

Congress Committee (the OCoelho Committee*), his principal

campaign committee, ever took part in these fundraisers. Rather,

Congressman Coelho reports that he was Chairman of the DCCC for

the period during which the activities in the complaint occurred,

and that he directed the immediate implementation of remedial

action and the related public disclosure of such action as

described in the DCCC's response to the complaint. Beyond these

comments, he joined in the DCCC's response to the allegations.

iven the allegation that the Coelho Committee reimbursed

Vernon for the use of the yacht, the Commission researched the

Coelho Committee's disclosure reports and found that the Coelho

Committee paid Vernon $25,168.39 on July 2, 1987 for

*reimbursement - boat, plane use.* The Coelho Committee does

not further itemize this amount to show any separate

reimbursements for 'boat' and plane use. The Commission has

assumed that the *boat' referred to in the report submitted by

the Coelho Committee was the 'High Spirits,* inasmuch as the

Commission has billing sheets from the captain of the "High

Spirits' showing Congressman Coelho's name. Further, information

obtained during the course of the investigation in MUR 2555

5/ See 1987 Year-End Report, Schedule B. It should be noted
that e- Coelho Committee reimbursed Vernon on the same day as
the DCCC reimbursed Vernon (July 2, 1987).



indicates that Vernon, FSA received a check from Congressman

Coelho for $25,168.39, which was itemized as follows:

$ 217.00 Airfare
$ 24,952.39 Rental expense on Yacht High Spirits

Regarding this payment, Mr. Coelho has indicated that the payment

was for charters of the yacht on October 2, 1985, October 12,

1985 and November 11, 1985, although there is no record of his

rental of the yachL on that date.

Furthermore, the Commission has obtained billing sheets in

connection with the investigation conducted in MUR 2555 which

show Vernon's expenses arising from fundraisers hosted by 'Tony

Coelho." The yacht's captain, who recorded the expenses,

explained that each billing sheet "does not include the basic
CD

dharter rate; it is only an accounting of the expenses we incur

ehere on the High Spirits.' The captain further explained that

09 *not shown on these billing sheets is the cost of the boat which

is $2,000 for a half a day or a party.... Crew gratuity is not

shown which is 15% of the Base Boat Charge.*
C In reviewing these billing sheets, the Commission found

billings for eight parties, with each sheet reporting *Tony

Coelho* as host. Even though the DCCC is not recorded as the

host of these fundraisers, Congressman Coelho was then Chairman

of the DCCC, and in its response to the complaint, the DCCC

addresses the issue of the reimbursement of the eight fundraisers

as though the DCCC, and not one of Congressman Coelho's campaign

committees, had hosted the fundraisers. The response from
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Congressman Coelho gave no indication that the Coelho Committee

hosted these (or any other) fundraisers.

The costs of these fundraisers are broken down below in

accordance with the captain's explanation of the charges for

parties held aboard the yacht:

TOTAL COSTS OF FUNDRAISERS

Date of Party

9/06/86

8/12/86

8/10/86

8/07/86

6/25/86

6/03/86

5/19/86

5/13/86

TOTAL

Party Costs

Incurred on Yacht

$ 1,124.78

1,279.06

1,029.91

1,467.84

989.75

1,106.34

692.54

l1494.02

9,184.24

Basic Charter

Rate

$ 2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

$16,000

Crew
uratuity

$ 300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

$2,400

Party Costs
Basic Charter Rate
Crew uratuity

Total Costs of Fundraisers:

DCCC Reimbursement:

Discrepancy between Vernon's
recorded expenses and
reimbursement by DCCC:

$ 9,184.24
16,000.00
2,400.00

$27,584.24

($17,205.28)

10,378.96

The following should be noted regarding these figures taken

from the captain's billing sheets. First, there is a $10,379
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discrepancy between Vernon's recorded expenses for the eight

fundraisers and the DCCC reimbursement to Vernon for these same

fundraisers. Second, the combination of the OParty Costs

Incurred on the Yachts ($9,184) and the "Basic Charter Rate*

($16,000) equals $25,184, the amount Complainant alleged was

charged to Vernon. Although this $25,184 figure does not equal

the total cost of fundraisers that the Commission gleaned from
6/

the invoices, the figure is still $7,979 more than the DCCC's

reimbursement to Vernon ($25,184 - $17,205). Third, the

Commission is aware of a total of eleven charters on the High

Spirits, eight in 1986 and three in 1985.

QIt has initially been assumed that the total expenses of the

P 1986 fundraisers were generated by the DCCC, because both the
complaint and the response from the DCCC indicate that the 1986

fundraisers were hosted by Congressman Coelho on behalf of the

DCCC, and because the response from Congressman Coehlo gives no

indication that the Coelho Committee hosted these fundraisers.

However, it has also been reported to the Commission that the

DCCC check represented payment for five, not eight, of the 1986

charters. Thus, the reporting of the Coelho Committee's

reimbursement and the fact that the Coelho Committee apparently

held fundraisers in 1985 aboard the *High Spirits* raises another

possibility: Since the billing sheets analyzed above show only

*Tony Coelho* as the host of each party and list no corresponding

6/ The $25,184 figure reported in the complaint apparently does
not include crew gratuities.
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political committee, it is possible that a portion of the 1986

expenses shown on the sheets can be attributed to the Coelho

Committee, not to the DCCC.7
/

With regard to the 1985 fundraisers held by the Coelho

Committee on the yacht, the pattern of apparent violations

arising from fundraisers held in connection with Vernon makes it

likely that the Coelho Committee's 1987 reimbursement to Vernon

represented payment for the 1985 uses of the yacht and for

expenses Vernon incurred in connection with such fundraisers.

Accordingly, the Coelho Committee's acceptance of the use of the

yacht, and of paid expenses in connection with any fundraisers

held aboard the yacht, may constitute acceptance of a corporate

contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that the

Coelho for Congress Committee and Jeff Denno, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

7/ Since the DCCC apparently accounted for five of the eight
fundraisers, three fundraisers hosted by Congressman Coehlo in
1986 are unaccounted for. Some billing sheets even show
Congressman Coelho's name with others: *Tony Coelho for Marty
Franks" and OMike Fraioli/Tony Coelho*.
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March 14, 1990

Robert Bauer, Esquire
Perkins, Coie
1110 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2649/2555
Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee and
Richard M. Bates, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Bauer:

On July 25, 1988, the Federal Election Commission notified
your clients, the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
(Comaittee") and Richard M. Bates, as treasurer, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act*). A copy of the
complaint denoted MUR 2649 was forwarded to your clients at that
time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
January 11, 1990, found that there is reason to believe the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee and Richard H. Bates,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the
Act. Also on this date, the Commission determined to merge that
portion of t4UR 2649 which pertains to the Committee with MUR
2555. Accordingly, this Matter will be known as MUR 2555. The
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 Mr. Bates, 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 along with answers to the enclosed questions
within 15 days of 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
Mr. Bates, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable cause
to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.
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If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Offic-e of the
tieneral Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the teneral Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for pre-
probable cawb n after briefs on probable cause have
been mailed to the respondent.

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Karen Powell, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Leenn lliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Questions
Factual and Legal Analysis
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In the Matter of ) MUR 2555
)
)
)

INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCoMENTS

TO: Democratic Congressional
Campaign Comittee
and Richard 4. Bates,
as treasurer
4''u S. Capitol Street, S.E.
Second Floor
Washington, D.C. 20003

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request. In
addition, the Commission hereby requests that you produce the

documents specified below, in their entirety, for inspection and

copying at the Office of the ueneral Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, Room 659, 999 E 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 originals.
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Campaign Committee and
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including

doL~u~w=,&6.. %At&.. appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories and request for
production of documents, describe such items in sufficient detail
to provide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege
must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery requests shall
refer to the time period from January 1, 1985 to the present.

The following interrogatories and request for production offdocuments 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 whict
such further or different information came to your attention.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

*Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was

- prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
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
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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or* shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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QUESTIONS

1. Provide the dates of all fundraising events hosted by the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (the "DCCCO)
aboard the yacht "High Spirits" between January 1, 1985 and
the present. For each event,

a. itemize a'' & . -z-ciated with that event;

b. identify the person(s) who paid such expenses, the
dates of those payments, and the amount(s) paid by such
person(s); and

c. specify the amount(s) the DCCC reimbursed each person
identified at (b) above, and specify the date(s) on
which each person was reimbursed.

d. specify the reports filed with the Commission in which
the DCCC itemized each such reimbursement.

2. On July 2, 1987, the DCCC paid Vernon Savings and Loan
Association (*Vernon") $17,205.28 for "Boat charter." See
DCCC's 1987 August Monthly Report. Please explain this
expenditure by providing the following:

a. the identity of the "boat" referred to in the report;

b. the date of each charter of the boat by the DCCC paid
for by the $17,205.28;

c. the itemization of the expenses of each charter
specified in answer to Question 2(b) above;

d. the identity of the person(s) who initially paid these
expenses and the dates of such payments;

e. the dates on which the DCCC was first billed for the
$17,205.28; and

f. the amount(s) the DCCC reimbursed each person
identified at (d) above, and specify the date(s) such
person was reimbursed.

3. State whether prior to reimbursement the DCCC reported the
costs specified at Questions (1) and (2) above as debts owed
on reports filed with the Commission. If yes, identify such
report(s).
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4. The captain's logs for the yacht "High Spirits" show a total
of $27,584.24 in expenses for fundraisers hosted by

Congressman Tony Coelho in 1986. The DCCC reimbursement to

Vernon, however, as noted at Question 2, was $17,205.28.
Please explain the $10,379 discrepancy between these two

amounts. Was the DCCC ever billed for expenses related to

charters of the High Spirits or other "boats" connected with
Vernon Savings and Loan other than for the $17,205.28? If

yes, please state the AatQ xf At-. ,.lling and provide an

itemization of the expenses involved.

5. Identify all DCCC staff members who had contact with Donald
Dixon or his staff, or with personnel of Vernon Savings and

Loan, regarding the use of the yacht "High Spirits" for
fundraising events or charters between January 1, 1985 and
December 31, 1986.

6. Were representations made to the DCCC concerning whether the
yacht "High Spirits" was a personal residence? If yes, for

each representation,

a. identify each person who made such representations;

b. describe the representation made by such person;

c. identify the person whose personal residence the yacht
was represented to be; and

d. identify the person(s) at the DCCC to whom such
representations were made.

7. Explain in detail the efforts made by the DCCC to ascertain
the ownership of the *High Spirits." State what the DCCC

understood the relationship between the "High Spirits" and

Vernon to be.
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REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

Provide all documents regarding the expenditures made by or

on behalf of the DCCC for events held on the "High Spirits"

during 1985 and 1986, and all correspondence regarding such

events, including, but not limited tr -11 '-6-- moranda,

telephone logs, bills, invoices, ledgers and cancelled checks.
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDBT: Democratic Congressional NOR: 2649/2555
Campaign Committee and
Richard M. Bates, as
treasurer

I. uiERATION OF NATR IN NOR 2649

On July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan. (the *Complainant"), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint denoted MUR 2649 against

the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (the ODCCCO), a

qualified party related committee, and others. Notification of

the complaint was mailed to these respondents on July 25, 1988.

-- The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan, ao 1/
state chartered federally-insured bank,- made contributions to

Congressman Tony Coelho and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

-- Committee in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b, which prohibits

corporate contributions to federal committees. In support of

this allegation, the Complainant asserts that Congressman Coelho

and the DCCC hosted eight political fundraising events in the

summer of 1986 aboard the yacht *High Spirits* and charged the

entire cost of these fundraisers, $25,184, to Vernon Savings and

Loan. Alternatively, the Complainant questions whether payment

of these fundraisers constituted excessive contributions by

Donald R. Dixon, who controlled Vernon at the time. These

l/ During the period of the allegations raised by the complaint
(Summer, 1986), Vernon Savings and Loan Association (*Vernon")
was a savings and loan association chartered under the laws of
the State of Texas with its accounts insured by the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation (OFSLICO). Since that
time, the FSLIC has twice declared Vernon insolvent. On or about
November 19, 1987, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board appointed the
FSLIC as sole receiver for Vernon.
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allegations are based upon several articles which appeared in

newspapers and periodicals from June 29, 1987 to June 17, 1988.

On August 9, 1988, the Commission received a request from

the DCCC for an extension of time to respond to the complaint,

until September 6, 1988, which was granted. The DCCC submitted

its response on September 6, 1988.

II. ANALYSIS

A. Merger

MUR 2649 involves two separate situations with two separate

sets of respondents. One situation involves whether fundraisers

which allegedly were held aboard the yacht *High Spirits* and

hosted by the DCCC and Congressman Coelho resulted in violations

of the Act. That situation is closely analogous to MUR 2555

which involves similar issues of fact and law. Thus, the

Commission merges those issues raised by MUR 2649 pertaining to

the DCCC with MUR 2555.

B. B ckground

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan

(*Vernon*) made prohibited corporate contributions to Congressman

Coelho and the DCCC by paying the costs of fundraisers which

allegedly were hosted by Congressman Coelho and the DCCC, and

which were held aboard Vernon's corporate yacht, *High
2/

Spirits." Specifically, Complainant alleges that as Chairman of

2/ Complainant initially alleges that the entire cost of the
Tundraisers was charged to Vernon (see Complaint at Page 9), but
then later questions whether these costs were unlawful excessive
contributions by Mr. Dixon (see Complaint at Page 12).
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the DCCC, Congressman Coelho hosted eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986 aboard the "High Spirits,* the entire cost of

which, $25,184, was charged to Vernon. Complainant further

claims that Mr. Dixon owned the yacht used by Mr. Coelho and the

3/
DCCC.-

Complainant claims that in 1987 the FSLIC made public the

yacht's logs which contained the records of Vernon's payments for

the costs of the fundraisers held in the summer of 1986.

Complainant claims that it was only after these records were

r publicly revealed that the DCCC and Congressman Coelho's campaign

committee reimbursed Vernon for their use of the yacht during the
__ 4/

. previous year.

C. Apparent Violation

The DCCC in its response to the complaint does not challenge

the assertion that it hosted eight fundraisers aboard the "High

3/ During most of the period in question, "Blanco Junction,
Ltd.," owned the yacht. Regarding the legal relationship between
Vernon and the yacht, Vernon had a First Preferred Ship Mortgage
on the yacht, and funded many of the "operational" expenses of
the yacht through loans to the owners of the yacht.

4/ Complainant first alleges that "as Chairman of the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee,...Coelho hosted
eight political fundra.sing events...," implying that Congressman
Coelho hosted these fundraisers in his capacity as Chairman of
the DCCC, and not as a candidate on behalf of his campaign
committee. However, Complainant then alleges that "Coelho's
campaign committee and... [the) Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee reimbursed Vernon...for the extensive use of the yacht
in the previous year.n Complaint at Page 9.
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Spirits;* rather, the DCCC addresses the circumstances under

which it reimbursed Vernon for the costs of these fundraisers.

The DCCC asserts that its staff erroneously believed that the

*houseboat"- Sused for the fundraisers was a 'personal

residence," and was thereby "somehow subject to unlimited

exemption under the Act.'- /The DCCC, however, fails to identify
the person whose "personal residence* the yacht was purported to

be and to state the basis of its belief.

The DCCC further claims that after learning through the

press that the costs of the yacht's use were referred for payment

to Vernon, it made full reimbursement to Vernon. Accordingly,

the DCCC admits it mistakenly did not identify the need for, or

make timely reimbursement for, certain facilities used for DCCC

fundraising activities. It further claims, however, that when

the error was discovered, it was corrected, and that full

disclosure was made to the public and to the Commission.

Finally, the DCCC asserts that, to this date, it does not have

any knowledge about the boat's precise ownership. Therefore, the

5/ Although the DCCC refers to the 'High Spirits* as a
Thouseboat,m the vessel can more precisely be described as a
Wyacht,' inasmuch as the vessel was acquired by Vernon for overone million dollars and housed a captain, crew and overnight
guests.

6/ This statement apparently refers to the exemptions fromcontributions found in the Federal Election Campaign Act for theuse of property and the cost of food and beverages provided byvolunteers on residential premises. See 2 U.S.C.
S 431(8)(B)(ii). Note, however, that not all of these exemptions
are "unlimited.'



DCCC contends# the complaint should be dismissed as it has been

amooted* by intervening events.

The August, 1987 Monthly Report filed by the DCCC is

consistent with the DCCC's explanation. This report shows two

Itemized Disbursements to Vernon dated July 2, 1987 in the

following amounts:

Boat Charter $17,205.28

Airfare 6,077.00

Total $23,282.28

See Schedule B, Page 17, Line 19. The total amount reported by

the DCCC, $23,282.28, comports with the amount of the FSLIC

reported as reimbursed from the DCCC to Vernon. This amount,

however, does not comport with $25,184, the amount claimed by

Complainant to be the total amount of the expenses for the

fundraisers. Additionally, Complainant alleges that $25,184

represents the total cost of the eight fundraisers, not of

fundraisers and "airfare.0

It is unclear from these figures whether the DCCC actually

made full reimbursement to Vernon for the total cost of all eight

fundraisers. Specifically, it is unclear whether the term *Boat

Charter* includes all of the various charges associated with

holding a fundraiser aboard a yacht (i.e., the party cost of the

yacht, crew gratuities, and food and beverage costs). This

description is all the more confusing because, as explained

below, the amount the DCCC reported as reimbursed to Vernon dcez

not equal the amount of the expenses as recorded by the yacht's

captain in Vernon's billing sheets for the fundraisers.
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The yacht's captain, who recorded the expenses, explained

that each billing sheet "does not include the basic charter rate;

it is only an accounting of the expenses we incur here on the

High Spirits." The captain further explained that "not shown on

these billing sheets is the cost of the boat which is $2,000 for

a half a day or a party .... Crew gratuity is not shown which is

15% of the Base Boat Charge. "

In reviewing these billing sheets, the Commission found

billings for eight parties, with each sheet reporting *Tony

Coelho" as host. Even though the DCCC is not recorded as the

host of these fundraisers, Congressman Coelho was then Chairman

of the DCCC, and in its response to the complaint, the DCCC

addresses the issue of the reimbursement of the eight fundraisers

as though the DCCC, and not one of Congressman Coelho's campaign

committees, had hosted the fundraisers. Thus, it is reasonable

to assume for purposes of this analysis that these fundraisers

are the same eight fundraisers which are the subject of the

complaint. The costs of these fundraisers are broken down below

in accordance with the captain's explanation of the charges for

parties held aboard the yacht:
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TOTAL COSTS O FUUNDRAISRS

Date of Party

9/06/86

8/12/86

8/10/86

8/07/86

6/25/86

6/03/86

5/19/86

5/13/86

TOTAL

Pacty Costs
Incurred on Yacht

$ 1,124.78

1,279.06

1,029.91

1,467.84

989.75

1,106.34

692.54

1,494.02

$ 9,184.24

Basic Charter

Rate

$ 2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

$16,000

Party Costs
Basic Charter Rate
Crew tiratuity

Total Costs of Fundraisers:

DCCC Reimbursement:

$ 9,184.24
16,000.00
2,400.00

$27,584.24

($17,205.28)

Dicepncy between Vernon's
re expenses and
reimbursement by DCCC: $10,378.96

The following should be noted regarding these figures taken

from the captain's billing sheets. First, there is a $10,379

discrepancy between Vernon's recorded expenses for the eight

fundraisers and the DCCC reimbursement to Vernon for these same

fundraisers; it has been reported to the Commission that the DCCC

check represented payment for five (not eight) charters. Second,

the combination of the *Party Costs Incurred on the Yacht*

($9,184) and the *Basic Charter Rate" ($16,000) equals $25,184,

Crew
(;ratu Ity

$ 300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

$2,400
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the amount Complainant alleged was charged to Vernon. Although

this $25,184 figure does not equal the total cost of fundraisers
7/

that the Commission gleaned from the invoices,- the figure is

still $7,979 more than the DCCC's reimbursement to Vernon

($25,184 -$17,205). In any event, an analysis of these figures

shows a discrepancy between the recorded expenses for the

fundraisers as reported by the yacht's captain, and the amount

the DCCC reimbursed to Vernon in payment for the fundraisers. It

is not, therefore, clear whether or not the DCCC reimbursed

Vernon for all eight charters even though the DCCC has implicitly

represented that it hosted all eight.

Additionally, under the circumstances, the yacht "High

Spirits' does not appear to have qualified as a personal

residence. The only evidence the DCCC provided which would

indicate that the yacht was a personal residence is the DCCC's

statement that its staff *erroneously believed' that the yacht

was a personal residence. Even so, the DCCC fails to explain how

it reached this wrong conclusion; it does not, for example,

identify the source of such representations, nor identify the

person whose residence the yacht was purportedly claimed to be.

It was learned that during 1986, Vernon used or rented the yacht

13 days; Mr. Dixon used or rented the yacht 28 days; and *others"

used or rented the yacht 13 days. The yacht was available for

7/ The $25,184 figure reported in the complaint apparently does
not include crew gratuities.
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charters, and Vernon itself apparently even referred to usage of
8/

the yacht by the DCCC and others as "charters." This fact

alone is inconsistent with the DCCC's conclusion that the yacht

was a personal residence.

Thus, it appears the DCCC's acceptance of the use of the

yacht, and of paid expenses in connection with at least five and

perhaps eight fundraisers which were not timely repaid,

constituted acceptance of a corporate contribution inasmuch as

the yacht was not a personal residence. Additionally, it can be

noted that "Dondi Financial Corporation" (the parent company of

Vernon) is shown on one summary of expenses as the entity which

paid expenses for at least one event hosted by Tony Coelho on

May 19, 1986. Furthermore, despite the DCCC's claim that it made

Ofull reimbursement," it cannot be concluded that such full

reimbursement was made without further itemization by the DCCC of

its reimbursement to Vernon. Therefore, there is reason to

believe that the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee and

Richard Bates, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

8/ For example, an expense report submitted by the captain of
the yacht to the former Assistant Vice President of Vernon noted
that on *April 9, 1986, Mercedes Benz of North America chartered
the Boat in Washington, D.C. This was paid in full by the
Charterer and is not included in Vernon Savings and Loan's
expenses.*
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4I March 14, 1990

MS. Dorothy L. Nichols
Senior Associate teneral Counsel
Federal Home Loan Bank Board
1700 t Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20552

RE: MUR 2649/2555
Vernon Savings and Loan
Association

Dear Ms. Nichols:

XX On July 25, 1988, the Federal Election Commission notified
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, as receiver

C for Vernon Savings and Loan Association, of a complaint denoted
MUR 2649 alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, the Commission on January 11, 1990, found reason to
believe Vernon Savings and Loan Association violated 2 U.s.C.
5 441b(a). Specifically, it appears Vernon Savings and Loan
Association violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by providing the yacht
aligh Spirits" to Congressman Tony Coelho for eight campaign
fundraisers during the summer of 1986, and by covering the cost
of food, beverage and miscellaneous expenses related to the
aforementioned fundraisers. However, the Commission also
determined to take no further action with regard to Vernon
Savings and Loan Association. The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information. Also on this date, the Commission
determined to merge portions of MUR 2649, which relate to the
above-noted fundraisers, with MUR 2555. Accordingly, this Matter
is now known as MUR 2555.

Although the Commission has determined to take no further
action with regard to Vernon Savings and Loan Association, it
has issued the attached questions and requests for documents
and asks that your agency provide this information in connection
with the Commission's investigation. Please respond to the
enclosed questions and requests for documents within 15 days of
receipt of this letter. Requests for extensions of time will
not be routinely granted. Requests must be made in writing
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at least five days prior to the due date of the response and
specific good cause must be demonstrated. In addition, the
Office of the teneral Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions
beyond 20 days.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (12) (A) applies.
That section prohibits making public any investigation conducted
by the Commission without the express written consent of the
person with respect to whom the investigation is made. You are
advised that no such .r.- -. given in this case.

If you have any questions, please contact Karen Powell, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Questions and Request

for Documents
Factual and Legal Analysis
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In the Matter of ) MUR 2555
)
)
)

INTERROUATORIES AND RBQGZST
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCURNTS

TO: Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, as receiver for
Vernon Savings and Loan Association, F.S.A.
1700 u Street, N.V.
Washington, D.C. 20552

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request. In

addition, the Commission hereby requests that you produce the

documents specified below, in their entirety, for inspection and

copying at the Office of the 6eneral Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, Room 659, 999 E 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 originals.



MUR 2555
Vernon Savings and Loan
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories and request for
production of documents, furnish all documents and other
information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of

~mJ furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to

CK do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or

bQ knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and

1.6;3 detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

1W Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories and request for
production of documents, describe such items in sufficient detail
to provide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilege
must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery requests shall
refer to the time period from January 1985 to the present.

The following interrogatories and request 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.

L,
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DRFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the

instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

RYouO shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,

employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and

!Pi.., and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Document* shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to
exist. The term document includes, but is not limited to books,
letters, contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of
telephone communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting
statements, ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial
paper, telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets,
reports, memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio
and video recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts,
diagrams, lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and
other data compilations from which information can be obtained.

Identify* with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
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

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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUEST
FOR DOCUMENTS

1. State whether Vernon Savings and Loan Association ("Vernon")
and/or Dondi Financial Corporation paid rental and other

ard costs for use of the yacht "High Spirits" on behalf
of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee ("DCCC")
and/or the Coelho for Congress Committee ("the Coelho
Committee") on each of the following dates:

a. October 2, 1985
b. October 12, 1985
c. November 11, 1985
d. may 13, 1986
e. May 19, 1986
f. June 3, 1986
g. June 25, 1986
h. August 7, 1986
i. August 10, 1986
j. August 12, 1986
k. September 6, 1986

If so, please state the amount of fees paid, and the
committee benefited, and provide supporting documentation,
including cancelled checks, for each of the events involved.

2. State whether Vernon Savings and Loan Association paid for
food, beverage or miscellaneous expenses associated with
fundraisers for the DCCC and/or the Coelho Comittee held on
each of the dates cited in Question 1. If so, please state
the amount of the expenses involved, the committee
benefited, and provide supporting documentation, including
cancelled checks for each of the events involved.

3. State whether, between January 1, 1985 and the present,
Vernon received any checks (other than those received on

July 2, 1987 for $17,205.28 and $25,168.39) from:

a. the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee;

b. the Coelho for Congress Committee;

c. Congressman Tony Coelho.

If so, please provide copies of all such checks. If ccpies
are unavailable, specify the amount of each check, the pay~r
and the date received.



49RAL ELECTIONCOmSISSIO@o

?ACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Vernon Savings and Loan NOR: 2649/2555
Association

I. iENERATION OF RATTER IN NUR 2649

On July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan (the *Complainant'), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint denoted MUR 2649.

Notification of the complaint was mailed Co Vernon Savings and

Loan on July 25, 1988.

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan, a

state chartered federally-insured bank, made contributions to

Congressman Tony Coelho and the Democratic Congressional Campaign

Committee (the *DCCC") in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b, which

prohibits corporate contributions to federal committees. In

support of this allegation, the Complainant asserts that

Congressman Coelho and the DCCC hosted eight political

fundraising events in the summer of 1986 aboard the yacht 'High

Spirits" and charged the entire cost of these fundraisers,

$25,184, to Vernon Savings and Loan. Alternatively, the

Complainant questions whether payment of these fundraisers

constituted excessive contributions by Mr. Dixon, who controlled

I/ During the period of the allegations raised by the complaint
(Summer, 1986), Vernon Savings and Loan Association ('Vernon*)
was a savings and loan association chartered under the laws of
the State of Texas with its accounts insured by the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation ('FSLIC'). Since that
time, the FSLIC has twice declared Vernon insolvent. On or about
November 19, 1987, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board appointed the
FSLIC as sole receiver for Vernon; accordingly, the complaint was
sent to the FSLIC. However, because Vernon was the entity in
existence at the time of the alleged violations, the Commission
has determined that Vernon should be named as the respondent,
rather than the FSLIC.
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Vernon at the time. These allegations are based upon several

articles which appeared in newspapers and periodicals from

June 29, 1987 to June 17, 1988.

11. ANALYSIS

A. merger

MUR 2649 involves two separate situations with two separate

sets of respondents. The second situation involves whether

fundraisers which allegedly were held aboard the yacht "High

Spirits" and hosted by the DCCC and Congressman Coelho resulted

in violations of the Act. This situation is closely analogous to

0\0 MUR 2555, which also names Vernon as a respondent and which

C*W involves similar issues of fact and law. Thus, the Commission

- ~ merges those issues raised by the complaint in MUR 2649

pertaining to Vernon with MUR 2555.

CKB. Background
&0

The Complainant alleges that Vernon Savings and Loan

(*Vernon") made prohibited corporate contributions to Congressman

Coelho and the DCCC by paying the costs of fundraisers which

P9 allegedly were hosted by Congressman Coelho and the DCCC, and

which were held aboard Vernon's corporate yacht, *High

Spirits.* 2 Specifically, Complainant alleges that as Chairman of

the DCCC, Congressman Coelho hosted eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986 aboard the "High Spirits," the entire cost of

2/ Complainant initially alleges that the entire cost of the
fundraisers was charged to Vernon (see Complaint at Page 9), but
then later questions whether these costs were unlawful excessive
contributions by Mr. Dixon (see Complaint at Page 12).
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which, $25,184, was charged to Vernon. Complainant further

claims that Mr. Dixon owned the yacht used by mr. Coelho and the
3/

DCCC. -

Complainant claims that in 1987, after taking control of

Vernon, the FSLIC made public the yacht's logs which contained

the records of Vernon's payments for the costs of the fundraisers

held in the summer of 1986. Complainant claims that it was only

after these records were publicly revealed that the DCCC and

Congressman Coelho's campaign committee reimbursed Vernon for

their use of the yacht during the previous year. 4

C. Apparent Violation

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) prohibits corporations from making any

contributions or expenditures in connection with Federal

elections. The Complainant alleges that Vernon made available

the yacht "High Spirits* to the DCCC for eight fundraisers in the

summer of 1986, and paid for the entire cost of these

fundraisers.

I/ During most of the period in question, *Blanco Junction,
Ltd.," owned the yacht. Regarding the legal relationship between
Vernon and the yacht, the FSLIC provides that Vernon had a First
Preferred Ship mortgage on the yacht, and funded many of the
'operational' expenses of the yacht through loans to the owners
of the yacht.

4/ Complainant first alleges that 'as Chairman of the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee,... .Coelho hosted
eight political fundraising events...,' implying that Congressman
Coelho hosted these fundraisers in his capacity as Chairman of
the DCCC, and not as a candidate on behalf of his campaign
committee. However, Complainant then alleges that *Coelho's
campaign committee and... [the] Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee reimbursed Vernon... for the extensive use of the yacht
in the previous year.' Complaint at Page 9 (emphasis added).
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The FSLIC has responded to the complaint as receiver of

Vernon. The FSLIC argues that the allegations are raised not

against Vernon itself, but against Mr. Dixon, "who as the

controlling person of Vernon allegedly diverted Vernon assets to

improper uses." The FSLIC argues that, as a policy matter, it is

not an appropriate target of the Commission's enforcement powers.

It bases this position on not only the absence of any charges

against Vernon brought by Complainant, but the FSLIC's status as

a federal agency and its fiduciary duty to act as a receiver for

failed savings institutions. On the other hand, the FSLIC

indicates that it is interested in recovering any assets of

Vernon which may have been wrongfully diverted to benefit

political campaigns and which may not yet have been returned.

The FSLIC reports that the DCCC reimbursed Vernon $23,282.28

for the use of the yacht and for a flight on one of Vernon's

airplanes. The DCCC does not deny that these fundraisers

occurred. From these facts, it appears that Vernon made

prohibited *in-kind* contributions to the DCCC by providing the

use of the yacht to the DCCC for eight fundraisers and by paying

the expenses incurred in connection with such fundraisers,

without timely and total reimbursement from the DCCC. Thus,

there is reason to believe that Vernon Savings and Loan violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

Vernon Savings and Loan Association no longer exists as an

independent entity. The Federal Home Loan Bank Board (*the

Board"), having found Vernon Savings and Loan Association



-5- S
insolvent, appointed the FSLIC as receiver for Vernon Savings and

Loan Association on March 20, 1987. On that date the Board also

approved a new federally chartered institution named "Vernon

Savings and Loan Association, FSA" ("Vernon, FSA"). Vernon, FSA

purchased substantially all of the assets and assumed certain

liabilities of old Vernon. However, on November 19, 1987, the

Board declared Vernon, FSA insolvent, and appointed the FSLIC as

the sole receiver of Vernon, FSA because of its precarious

financial position. tiven these circumstances, the Commission

takes no further action against Vernon Savings and Loan

W Association.

0



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

March 14, 1990

William C. Oldaker
Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 2649
James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Oldaker:0
On July 25, 1988, the Federal Election Commission notified

your client, James C. Wright, Jr., of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint

-- was forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
January 11, 1990, considered the complaint, and found that there
is reason to believe Mr. Wright violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441i, a
provision of the Act. The 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 Mr. Wright. 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, along with
answers to the enclosed questions, within 15 days of 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 Mr. Wright, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation
has occurred and proceed with conciliation.
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If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the OfT-cie of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so tnat it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for
pre-probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause
have been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause

* p must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.Co

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

to

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (202 376-5690.

Sincerely,
C

Lee 'Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Questions
Factual & Legal Analysis



BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION COMISSION

In the Matter of ) MUR 2649
)
)

INTERROGATORIES

TO: James C. Wright, Jr.
1236 Longvorth Building
Nachington, D.C. 200515

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 day of your receipt of this request to the

Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission,

Room 659, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463.
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James C. Wright, Jr.
Page 2

INSTRUCTIONS

in answering these interrogatories, furnish all documents
and other information, however obtained, including hearsay, that
is in possession of, known by or otherwise available to you,
including documents and information appearing in your records.

-. - r is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of

N) furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting

CO the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability

LO to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
If) knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and

detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

The following interrogatories are continuing in nature so as
C 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.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employecos .j, %.*%'c.neys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"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

CO person, the nature of the connection or association that person
has to any party in this proceeding. if the person to be

- identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and documents and materials which may otherwise
be construed to be out of their scope.
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QUEST IONS

1. Please identify all groups, organizations and business
entities before which you made an appearance and/or gave a
speech, in 1984, 1985 and 1986 which also made bulk
purchases of the book, Reflections of a Public man. Provide
the date uL Aepccaran -e and the number of bookTs
purchased. Please state whether each group, organization or
business entity identified paid you an honorarium, and, if
so, the amount of such honorarium.

2. During 1984, 1985 and 1986 did you ever personally request
that a group, organization or business entity before which
you gave a speech, or otherwise appeared, purchase a
quantity of copies of your book, Reflections of a Public
Man? If yes, please identify the group, organization or

CO Fbusiness entity, and the date of your appearance.

3. Please identify the individual(s) associated with the
entities cited in your answer to Question 1 with whom
arrangements were made for your appearance and compensation.

LO 4. Identify all persons, including Congressional staff members
"I10 and consultants, who made arrangements on your behalf for

your appearances before, and compensation by, the entities
cited in your answer to Question 1.

I I . -- N



FEDERAL ELECTION COIUISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: James C. Wright, Jr. NOUR: 2649

I. * EERATION OF MATTER

on July 18, 1988, Citizens for Reagan (the 'Complainant"), a

Virginia corporation, filed a complaint against Congressman

James C. Wright, Jr., arnd others. Notification of the complaint

was mailed to these respondents on July 25, 1988. The

Complainant alleges that the sale of Congressman Wright's book,

Reflections of a Public Man, was actually a scheme by Congressman

Wright to evade the honorarium provisions of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act*). Specifically, the

Complainant alleges that Congressman Wright used the sale of the

book as a means to circumvent the honorarium limitations of

Section 441i of the Act.

On August 2, 1988, the Commission received a request from

Congressman Wright for an extension of time until August 26, 1988

to respond to the complaint. On August 26, 1988, Congressman

Wright submitted his response.

II. SUFFICIENCY OF COM4PLAINT

Congressman Wright claimed in his response that the

complaint *contains groundless and wholly unfounded charges based

upon speculation in the news media and is completely devoid of

any evidentiary support." This claim raises the issue of the

sufficiency of the complaint upon which this matter is based.
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On November 15, 1979, the Commission approved the

recommendation of the General Counsel to continue to accept

complaints based on newspaper articles pursuant to Agenda

Document #79-299. As noted in that document, the legislative

history of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1), particularly the debates in the

House of Representatives, indicates that the requirements of

signed, sworn and notarized complaints stemmed from a desire to

deter false accusations by requiring that complainants identify

themselves and their sources and that they face prosecution for

N. false statements. (See, e.g., remarks of Representative
Rostenkowski, 122 Cong. Rec. H2542 (daily ed., Mar. 30, 1976).)

The Agenda Document provides that *[t]hese concerns are met

without further requirements for external complaints based on

newspaper articles." Agenda Document #79-299, page 3. The issue

of possible inaccuracies is met by the requirement that news

articles used as the basis for complaints be substantive in their

C" statements of fact.

In summary, Agency Document #79-299 recommended that

complaints based on newspaper articles be accepted:

...so long as a complaint...satisfied 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(1), by including a sworn statement that
the complainant believes the facts to be true as
alleged, and satisfies 11 C.F.R. S 111.2 [now
S 111.4], in that the news article on which the
complaint is based must be substantive in its facts ....

The Complainant has cited to several newspaper articles

which report particular activities and names of particular
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persons, and which are thus substantive. The Complainant also

has stated, *The allegations contained in this [clomplaint are

based upon informations belief, reason and logic. They are

derived from numerous articles by investigative reporters and

editorials in national publications.' Complaint at pages 10-11.

Additionally, the complaint contains a signed, sworn and

notarized statement that "based on information and belief, the

facts set forth [in the complaint] are true and correct.* Id. at

page 13. Therefore, the present complaint meets the Commission's

co criteria for a complaint based upon newspaper articles.

III. CONURESSIONAL INVESTIGATION

On June 9, 1988, the House Committee on Standards of

official Conduct (Mouse Committee") voted to undertake an

Lr) inquiry into allegations that Congressman Wright had violated the

Code of Official Conduct of the U.S. House of Representatives or

other law, rule, regulation, or standard of conduct. A Special

COutside Counsel was charged with conducting an inquiry into these

allegations. On February 21, 1989, the Special Outside Counsel

issued a report analyzing the information obtained during his

investigation and reaching certain conclusions ('Counsel's

Report').

On April 13, 1989, the House Committee issued a 'Statement

of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in the matter

of Representative James C. Wright, Jr.' ('Committee Statement')
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which included a "Statement of Alleged Violation.* the latter

being the charges filed following a preliminary inquiry. The

House Committee found reason to believe that Congressman Wright

had violated various House Rules, as well as 2 U.S.C. S 441i, in

connection with the marketing and sale of his book, Reflections

of a Public Man. The House Committee cited seven instances in

which Congressman Wright received royalty income from the sales

of books which was, in fact, honoraria for speeches. The factual

findings from the House Committee's investigation of this issue

have been incorporated into this Report.

IV. ANALYSIS

A. Background

Complainant alleges that Congressman Wright used sales of

the book to avoid the honorarium limits of the Act. Accordingly,

an issue raised by the complaint is whether the royalties

Congressman Wright received from the sale of Reflections of a

Public man constituted excessive honorariums. Specifically,

Complainant claims that one bulk purchaser of Congressman

Wright's book, The New England Life Insurance Company ("New

England Life*), paid $2,000 for copies of the book in lieu of

paying Congressman Wright an honorarium, citing a statement by

uordon D. M4acKay, an executive of New England Life, to this

effect. See Complaint at page 8 (citing The Washington Post,,

June 16, 1988). Additionally, Complainant charges that
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Congressman Wright's book is not a true Obook,* but a *two-bit

pamphlet" used by Congressman Wright to evade the honorarium

provisions of the Act. Id. The Counsel's Report gives $1,000 as

the figure for New England Life's purchase."

Congressman Wright argues that the royalty income he

received did not constitute excessive honorariums. Additionally,

Congressman Wright argues that the charge that bulk purchases by

New England Life were actually honorarium payments is groundless

and without merit. Congressman Wright argues that he chose not

C:) to accept an honorarium for his appearance before New England

Life, and claims that such a choice is commonplace. moreover,

Congressman Wright asserts that he had no specific knowledge of

any book purchaser, including New England Life; rather,

U-) Congressman Wright claims, Mr. Moore was responsible for the

marketing and sale of the book. Congressman Wright assertedly

was paid periodically from a separate bank account in which all

proceeds from the book were deposited, and never received

payments directly from book purchasers. Furthermore, Mr. Moore

1/ A $1,000 honorarium from New England Life would have put
Congressman Wright over the limit of $25,500 established by House
rules. Congressman Wright's 1985 disclosure report that he
submitted to the Commission shows that Congressman Wright
collected $26,085 in honorariums, $1,000 of which he contributed
to charity, leaving a total of $25,085 collected for 1985.
Furthermore, the Counsel's Report notes that Congressman Wright
had accepted near the maximum amount in honorarium during the
first six months of each year from 1983 to 1986. See Counsel's
Report at 70, n. 44.
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confirms that he was responsible for delivering the books to

purchasers. He claims that no suggestion was made to any buyers

that they would be making an honorarium, and that the books were

not purchased by New England Life either in addition to or in

lieu of an honorarium.

Congressman Wright's House disclosure reports reflect this

reasoning. Regarding the disclosure of the alleged honorarium

payment by New England Life, Congressman Wright's Financial

Disclosure Statement for 1985 does not list that company as a

source of any honoraria received during 1985. The same report

does disclose unearned income in the form of "Book royalties"

from Madison Publishing Company in the category of $15,001 to

$50,000.

t ) Finally, Congressman Wright argues that Complainant's charge

11-1 that Congressman Wright's book was actually not a book is

1 3 groundless, and that to consider it any other type of literary

C work defies logic." Congressman Wright argues that the

compilation of articles in book form does not subject such a book

to the honorarium limitations, even where the contents have been

previously presented to the public.

B. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. S 441i(a) provides that no elected officer shall

accept any honorarium of more than $2,000 for any appearance,

speech, or article. See also 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(a). Commission
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Regulations provide that for purposes of this rule, "article"

means a writing other than a book, which has been or is intended

to be published. 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(b) (4) (emphasis added).

Under the Regulations cited above, a book is not subject to

the rules on honoraria. The Commission also has determined that

generally royalties received from the sale of a book are not

honoraria, and thus would not be subject to the honorarium

limitation. See Advisory Opinion 1975-77. This rule was upheld

in a later Advisory Opinion wherein the Commission determined

that any royalty paid on the basis of the net proceeds from sales

of a book would not be considered an honorarium under the Act and

Commission regulations, and would not be limited. Advisory

opinion 1984-56. The Complainant alleges, however, that

Congressman Wright's book is not really a true book, but a

compilation of articles, and consequently should be subject to

NT the honorarium limitation of the Act. But, the Commission has

C determined that even royalties received for the reprinting of an

article in a book are treated as income from the publication of a

book and are not subject to the honorarium limitations. See

Advisory Opinion 1978-59.

(iiven these rules, Congressman Wright's book was not subject

to the honorarium limitations of the Act.- Reflections of a

2/ This position is consistent with the approach taken by the
House committee. As noted above, the House Committee decided to

(continued)
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Public man appears to have been marketed and sold as a book.

While it appears that the book contained material that had

previously been presented to the public, the Commission has

determined that such compilations in book form are not subject to

the honorarium limitations of the Act. Therefore, Reflections of

a Public man may be classified as a book, even though it is a

compilation of articles and speeches, and royalties received from

the sales of Congressman Wright's book would not be subject to

the honorarium limitations of 2 U.S.C. S 441i.

The foregoing facts, however, also raise the following issue

related to Congressman Wright's appearance before New England

Life: whether the bulk purchase of Congressman Wright's book by

New England Life was, in fact, consideration for his appearance

and, as such, resulted in the making of an honorarium by New

England Life to Congressman Wright. The Regulations provide that

*honorarium* means a payment of money or anything of value

Creceived by an officer or employee of the Federal government, if

t it is accepted as consideration for an appearance, speech, or

article. 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(b) (emphasis added). The Regulations

2/ (continued)
investigate whether selected bulk sales of Congressman Wright's
book represented honoraria consideration in the form of royalty
payments. The House Committee did not adopt the conclusion of
the Special Outside Counsel that the income generated from the
book was not *copyright royalties." The Commission agrees with
the position of the House Committee.
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further provide that "accepted* means *that there has been actual

or constructive receipt of the honorarium and that the federal

officeholder or employee exercises dominion or control over it

and determines its subsequent use.* 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(b) (5).

under this definition, proceeds from book sales qualify as

honorariums if the purchase of books was accepted as

consideration for an appearance by an officer of the Federal

government.

Applying these rules to the facts before us, receipt of

royalties from book sales qualifies as "anything of value,* and

thereby can result in honorariums. Although Congressman Wright

claims that the books were not purchased in lieu of the payment

of an honorarium, an executive from New England Life apparently

U'> claimed that the firm purchased books instead of paying

Congressman Wright a cash honorarium for his appearance before

the company.-Y Such a statement raises the issue of whether the

books were marketed to New England Life with the understanding

that a bulk purchase by that company would constitute

consideration for Congressman Wright's appearance. Such payments

appear to have been ultimately received by Congressman Wright, as

reported in his financial disclosure statement for 1985. From

3/ The Counsel's Report found that New England Life purchased
fl,OOO worth of books. Counsel's Report at 81. For purposes of
this Analysis, this figure will be used.



-10-

these facts, it appears that Congressman Wright may have accepted

proceeds from bulk purchases of his book as an alternative to

accepting an honorarium payment as consideration for a public

4/
appearance.-

The New England Life transaction, however, involves only a

$1,000 payment for the books. Even assuming that in this case

the book proceeds were honoraria, the resulting honorarium

payments to Congressman Wright based on his percentage of

royalties would have been $550, an amount which is within the

$2,000 limit of the Act. The New England Life transaction was

not, however, unique. Rather, it highlights a practice of

selling bulk amounts of Congressman Wright's books to companies
c-)

before which Congressman Wright made appearances, but from which

he did not report honorariums. In connection with a speech given

before Southwest Texas State University, Congressman Wright

received a $3,000 check from the University. Later the

ITT University was sent 504 books after being informed that

r- Congressman Wright had already reached his yearly limit for

honorariums and would like to use the $3,000 to purchase books

for the University. Congressman Wright endorsed the $3,000 check

to Madison Publishing and received $1,650 in royalties. Because

4/ The Counsel's Report notes that Congressman Wright knew the

books were purchased in lieu of an honoriarium. See Counsel's

Report at 81.
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he initially accepted the entire $3,000- there is reason to

believe James C. Wright, Jr., violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

5/ The House Committee found that Congressman Wright had
accepted an honorarium in violation of Section 441i. See
Committee Statement at 5-6; Counsel's Report at 75-76.
Additionally, the Counsel's Report cites a separate instance
where Congressman Wright violated Section 441i. This involved an
appearance by Congressman Wright before the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association, and the
Association's subsequent purchase of 1,680 copies of the book for
$10,000. The Counsel's Report concluded that Congressman
Wright's receipt of $5,500 from this "sale* was an honorarium
received in violation of Section 441i. See Counsel's Report at
81-82. The House Committee, however, did not list this instance
as an alleged violation of Section 441i. The other instances
cited in the Counsel's Report of bulk purchases by groups before
which Congressman Wright made speeches involve royalty receipts
of less than $2,000, the limit imposed by Section 441i, and thus
do not represent violations of Section 441i.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

March 14, 1990

Gordon D. MacKay
The New England Life
Insurance Company

501 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02117

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. MacKay:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, United States Code. The
Commission has requested that you answer the attached
interrogatories in connection with an investigation it is
conducting. The Commission does not consider you a respondent in
this matter, but rather a witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A) applies.
That section prohibits making public any investigation conducted
by the Commission without the express written consent of the
person with respect to whom the investigation is made. You are
advised that no such consent has been given in this case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to this request.
However, you are required to submit the information within 15
days of your receipt of this request. All answers to questions
must be submitted under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, the
attorney assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Enclosure
Interrogatories



BEFORIL rEDERAL ELECTION COIUS ON

In the Matter of ) MUR 2649
)
)
)

INTERROGATORIES

TO: Gordon D. MacKay
The New England Life Insurance Company
501 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02117

- of its investigacion in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request to the

Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, Room

659, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463.



HUR 2649
Tbe new England Life Insurance Company
Page 2

INSTRUTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of,
known by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request,
no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to -'-."ched to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting
the interrogatory response.

if you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability

- to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or
knowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion and
detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories, describe such

_ items in sufficient detail to provide justification for the
claim. Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all the
grounds on which it rests.

The following interrogatories 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.



NUR 2649
fte 3fev England Life insurance Company
Page 3

DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named entity to whom these discovery
requests are addressed, including all officers, employees, agents
or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall 'dr-A%.%1 &_% ..-clude both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,
committee, association, corporation, or any other type of
organization or entity.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the
0 full name, the most recent business and residence addresses and

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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be
out of their scope.
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Page 4

QUESTIONS

News accounts report that The New England Life Insurance
Company (*New England Life") bought bulk amounts of Reflections
of a Public man by James C. Wright, Jr. in lieu of paying an
honorarium to Congressman Wright for his appearance before the
company in December, 1984. Please answer the following regarding
New England Life's purchase of the books:

1. Did New England Life make a bulk purchase of copies of
Reflections of a Public -".a. -*. -- 4 or 195? Iys
please state the number of copies purchased, the amount paid
and the date of purchase.

2. How did New England Life learn that it could purchase
Congressman Wright's book? Please identify all person(s)
who contacted your company regarding the sale of
Congressman Wright's books or with whom New England Life
discussed its purchase of the books. Please also identify
the person(s) at New England Life who discussed the
company's purchase of the books with Congressman Wright or
his representative(s).

3. Identify the person(s) at New England Life who made the
decision to purchase Congressman Wright's book.

LO4. Was New England Life prepared to give an honorarium to
n Congressman Wright related to his appearance?

"IT5. Has New England Life given honoraria to Congressman Wright
C-1 or other Members of Congress in the past? If yes, please
C' list the recipients and the date of such payments.
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March 16, 1990

Janice Lacey
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
6th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649; James C.
Wright, Jr.

- Dear Ms. Lacey:

As we discussed by telephone, Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg &
Phillips no longer represents Jim Wright in the above-captionedMUR. We have, however, taken the liberty of forwarding Chairman

Elliott's March 14th correspondence to Mr. Wright's attorney:
Abbe Lowell, Brand & Lowell, 923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20005.

-, Sincerely,

Eric F.lin Id
Manatt, Phel ,Rothebr

i l senberg& Phillips
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March 19, 1990

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. C

Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Karen Powell

Re: MUR 2649/2555 - Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee and Richard M. Bates. as Treasurer

Dear Mr. Noble:

This letter responds to the Commission's notification of
the above Respondents that reason to believe a violation of the
Act had been found by the Commission.

Your letter was received by counsel for Respondents on
March 15, 1990. A response would ordinarily be due on
March 30. Respondents request, however, an extension of time
of 20 days in this matter. A response would be filed on
April 19, 1990.

The Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents
which accompanied the Commission's finding requires a
substantial review of records and documents by the
Respondents. In addition, we must consult with former DCCC
staff, many of whom are no longer in Washington, D.C. The
additional time is necessary to complete a comprehensive review
of the records and information available in order to prepare
response to the Commission.

Should you have any questions or need additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Verj trul yours,

Robert . Bauer
Judith L. Corley
Counsel to Respondents

1649E

A%t I 1K*.A-& a BF I I FV I L( r, A%(, I% a R P* TI..%1) a St-AT rI I



BRAND & LOWELL
A PUO £I5IO&WAL C04PORmTION

923 FIFTEENTH STREET. N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005

TELEPHONE: 4202, 662-9700

TEL£COPIER: 12021 737-7565

March 23, 1990

C-:
VIA MEBSBNGER

Janice Lacy, Esquire r0
Office of the General Counsel W

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W., 6th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Matter Under Review 2649

Dear Ms. Lacy:

As we discussed by telephone on Wednesday, we have recently
assumed the representation of former Speaker James C. Wright, Jr.
Last Friday, March 15, 1990, former counsel for Mr. Wright
forwarded to us the Commission's March 14, 1990, determination

- that "reason to believe" exists that certain alleged bulk sales
of Mr. Wright's book, Reflections of a Public Man, may have

'1) violated honoraria limits.

We are currently seeking to obtain all the material
available to us regarding the book sales and will be reviewing
and analyzing not only the charge against Mr. Wright, but the
underlying facts and the results of the previously-conducted
investigations upon which the Commission's determination appears
based. In order both to conduct a thorough investigation of the
charges against Mr. Wright and to prepare a response that will
squarely address the Commission's determination, Mr. Wright
respectfully requests an extension of time to respond to the
Commission's determination until April 20, 1990.

If you have any questions in this regard, please contact
either me or Stanley Brand. Thank you very much for your
attention to this matter.

.1 The Commission has incorporated the findings of the

Special Counsel to the House Ethics Committee.
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S~ stanley M. Brand, Escuire

A1 ....- - l Brand & Lm~ll

923 Fiftnth Street. NW.

shina~tm. DC 20005

(202) 662-9700
a - U

I Of

9~WM~ZG f"jO:1

The above-named Individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and i authorized to receive any notifications and other

co= nications from the Comnission and to act on my behalf SEfoge

the Commission.

March 22, 1990

Date

mamw' s lInMi
- 3! ~~l

m M0-.,

swim" mom

James C. Wiight, Jr.

9A10 Lanhm Federal Building

819 Taylor Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

(817) 334-3450



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO% DC X0463

March 30, 1990

David E. Frulla, Esq.
Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2649
James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Frulla:

This is in response to your letter dated March 23, 1990,which we received on that date, requesting an extension of 21
days, until April 20, 1990, to respond to the Commission's
finding of reason to believe and to interrogatories posed toMr. Wright by the Commission. After considering the
circumstances presented in your letter, I have granted therequested extension. Accordingly, your response is due by the

- close of business on April 20, 1990.

i. If you have any questions, please contact Janice Lacy, theattorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

- Sincerely,

r--- 11 4 / ./, I////

General Counsel
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March 27, 1990

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel - •
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649/2555 - Coelho for Congress Committee N)

and Jeff Denno. as Treasurer

Attention: Karen Powell

Dear Mr. Noble:

Enclosed please find a Designation of Counsel for the
above-referenced Respondents in MUR 2649/2555.

Respondents received on March 21, 1990, the Commissionos
notification that it had found reason to believe that they had
violated the Federal Election Campaign Act and the Commission's
Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents. The
Committee has just retained this law firm as counsel, and we

-- wish to request an extension of time of 20 days to respond to
the Commission's notifications.

The extension is needed in order to have adequate time to
review documents, interview former campaign staff, and to
prepare the response. This process is complicated by the need
to coordinate with individuals located over a large geographic
area from New York to California, and by the need to review
records of the Committee covering an extended period of time,
including records from 1985.

With the 20-day extension, Respondents would file their
response with the Commission on April 25, 1990.

If you have any questions or need additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

<o et F. Baue
Judith L.. Corley

Counsels for Respondents

1672E

TF FX: 44-(02- Ks , 1 Fu m.F i102) 2_.-3-2O(M
A :I(A(H.F I . * Li AN.FL. i E r, LE% 0 RTLAND8 SETTE



2649/2555

NA w inU. Robert f.Ba,.r-T,,Ah v_ .

AdMO S PERKINS COE

1110 Vermont Avenue. N.W,. #1200

Washin~ton, D.C. 20005

T * - (20)__887-9030

.he above-named individual is hereby des

coc..*1 and is authorized to rcetive any noti

.omunications from the "ommisi. and to act

the Comission.

3/23/90
Date $ natu ..

SI nS 338 Coelho for Conress

-. 6a P.O. Box 943

Modesto, CA 95353

. .. ... II_ _ _ _ _ _ _

SEiSPO : ________________

ignated as my

ficatilons and ot'ec

on my behalf befoc

--



WILLIAM M. RAVKIND. P.C.
ATTORNEY AND COUNSELOR AT LAW

970 NORTH TOWER - LOCK BOX 332

PLAZA OF THE AMERICAS

DALLAS. TEXAS 75201

TELEP"ONE

214,220-0550 March 26, 1990

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M1TJR 2649/2555
Donald R. Dixon

Dear Ms. Elliott:

Mr. Dixon has asked that I enter my appearance in this
matter and answer your March 14, 1990 letter to Stan
Mortenson.

Mr. Dixon's activities are the subject matter of an
extensive investigation by the Bank Fraud Task Force. The
Task Force investigation already has resulted in a number
of indictments, guilty pleas and convictions.

Without in any way meaning to argue the point, I am
compelled to observe that certain government witnesses have
been less than candid. As a result of this type of
testimony, I have advised against Mr. Dixon making any
statements relating to any matter under investigation. My
concern is that government witnesses may structure their
testimony in an attempt to explain Mr. Dixon's version of
the facts. Please believe me, I already have heard what I
believe to be perjured testimony by government witnesses.
I attribute no wrongdoing to any member of the government,
only to certain witnesses.

A criminal indictment against Mr. Dixon appears imminent.
We expect to sucessfully defend against these charges.
Thereafter, we will be more than willing to respond to your
interrogatories and state our position. Accordingly, we
request that this matter be extended to a date subsequent
to the anticipated criminal proceeding. Otherwise we will
be in the position of providing the United States with
criminal discovery not otherwise available. Respectfully,
granting this request would protect both the Fifth



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
March 26, 1990
Page -2-

Amendment rights of the citizens without in any way
prejudicing the concerns of the Federal Election
Commission.

Respectfully,,

William M. Ra~ d

WMR:er

cc: Mr. R. Stan Mortenson
Miller, Cassidy, Larroca & Lewin
2555 M Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20037
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New England Mutual
Ldfe Insurance Company
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The New England Mitchell A. Karman

April 3, 1990

Ms. Janice Lacy
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Ms. Lacy:

Enclosed please find New England Life's preliminary
responses to the interrogatories sent by the Commission in
connection with the above-referenced investigation.

As we have discussed, Gordon D. MacKay is out of the
country and will not return to his office in Boston until
April 17, 1990, at the earliest. Thus, the enclosed
responses are unsigned. Ann Weissenborn of your office
indicated to me that the unsigned answers should be
submitted pending Mr. MacKay's return. New England Life
reserves the right to modify these answers after Mr. MacKay
has had an opportunity to review them.

Sincerely,

Mitchell A. Karman

MAK/mh

i.D 1e

I 2

-v - ;
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Res2nSes of NMv Zauand Life to FIC QOstions - NUR 2649

1. Question:
Did New England Life make a bulk purchase of copies of
Reflections of a Public Man in late 1984 or 1985? If
yes, please state the number of copies purchased, the
amount paid and the date of purchase.

Response:

New England Life purchased multiple copies of the book

Reflections of a Public Man by a check dated December 11,

1984, in the amount of $1,000 to Madison Publishing

Company. New England Life has no records indicating the

exact number of books purchased. The books were donated

by New England Life to the Jeremiah Burke public school

in Boston.

2. Question:
How did New England Life learn that it could purchase
Congressman Wright's book? Please identify all person(s)
who contacted your company regarding the sale of
Congressman Wright's books or with whom New England Life
discussed its purchase of the books. Please also
identify the person(s) at New England Life who discussed
the company's purchase of the books with Congressman
Wright or his representative(s).

Response:

Mr. Gordon MacKay, Senior Vice President of Public

Affairs for New England Life, learned about the book

sometime in 1984. Mr. MacKay does not recall

specifically how or when he learned about the book,

except that Mr. MacKay is certain that he did not learn

of the book from Congressman Wright. Nobody from New

England Life ever discussed the purchase of the book with

Congressman Wright or his representatives.



3. Qu.tion :
Identify the person(s) at New England Life who made
the decision to purchase Congressman Wright's book.

Response:

The decision to purchase the book was made by Mr. Gordon

MacKay.

4. Question:
Was New England Life prepared to give an honorarium
to Congressman Wright related to his appearance?

Response:

Gordon MacKay attended a meeting on behalf of New England

Life in Granbury, Texas on December 7, 1984. Congressman

Wright appeared at that meeting and addressed the group.

The sponsor of the meeting in Granbury was Craig Raupe,

who at the time was a registered lobbyist for New England

Life. Mr. Raupe, who is now deceased, indicated to Mr.

MacKay that no honorarium for Congressman Wright was

necessary for his speaking at the meeting. Mr. MacKay

had decided sometime before the meeting that he wanted to

have New England Life buy some of the books and donate

them to a public school in Boston, but wanted to wait for

an appropriate occasion. He determined that the Granbury

meeting provided the appropriate occasion. Mr. MacKay

had the check drawn to Madison Publishing Company when he

returned from Texas. At no time did Mr. MacKay have

direct contact with Congressman Wright or any of his

staff on this matter.

-2-



5. Question:
Has New England Life given honoraria to Congressman
Wright or other Members of Congress in the past? If
yes, please list the recipients and the date of such
payments.

Response:

New England Life objects to this question as overly broad

and unduly burdensome. Even limiting this request to the

years specified by attorney Janice Lacy of The Federal

Election Commission, namely 1983, 1984 and 1985, New

England's recordkeeping during those years does not

facilitate easy recall of the pertinent documents.

Corporate auditors have indicated that it would take

three people working full-time approximately three weeks

to fully and accurately respond to this question.

In addition, New England Life objects to producing

information regarding all honoraria payments to Members

of Congress because this broad request seeks information

totally unrelated to The New England's purchase of the

book Reflections of a Public Man, and asks for

* information totally unrelated to Congressman Wright.

Without waiving its objection, New England Life states

that reviews it has undertaken in connection with prior

investigations of Congressman Wright revealed no

honoraria payments made to Congressman Wright by New

England Life in the years 1983, 1984, or 1985.

-3-
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BRAND & LOWELL
A V*OFS$1OtA4L CORPOR&TION 

0..

923 FIFTEENTH STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2000S HAND &'LiVi 1E)
TELEPONE: -02, 662 970"-

TELECOPIER' ,,02, 737 7565

April 20, 1990

VIA MESSENGER

Janice Lacy, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel .
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W., 6th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Matter Under Review 2649

Dear Ms. Lacy:

Enclosed please find the original Response To Complaint and
Suggestion of Lack of Jurisdiction for filing in this matter.

If you have any questions in this regard, please contact
- either me or Stanley Brand. Thank you very much for your

attention to this matter.

lla
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In the Matter of )

)James C. Wright )
)
)
)
)

Matter Under Review 2649

RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT AND SUGGESTION OF LACK OF JURISDICTION

Background

On March 14, 1990 the Federal Election Commission (the

"Commission") notified James C. Wright, Jr., through his then

counsel, that it had found "reason to believe" that Mr. Wright

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441i. The complaint alleging violations of

the Federal Election Campaign Act was originally filed on

July 15, 1988.1

Specifically, the allegations concern whether royalties

received by then Congressman Wright actually constituted earned

income in connection with speeches and appearances and thereby

exceeded the limits on honoraria established by law. 2 U.S.C.

§ 441i.2

The complaint alleges only that the bulk purchase by New

England Life Insurance Company of books were "in lieu of"

1 On or about March 22, 1990, Brand & Lowell was
substituted as counsel to Congressman Wright in MUR 2649. The
FEC continued to send all notices to previous counsel and so the
March 14, 1990 letter was referred to Brand & Lowell sometime
thereafter.

2 2 U.S.C. § 441i imposes a limit of $2000 per speech,
appearance on honoraria. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.12(a).



honoraria and therefore excessive. The Commission's Factual and

Legal Analysis specifies only two bulk purchases of books, of the

number that were made, as possibly in violation of the honoraria

limitation, and does not include the New England Life purchase

among the two in connection with which it has found "reason to

The narrow focus of the Commission's "reason to believe"$

finding appears to be two bulk purchases: 1) Southwest Texas

University's purported purchase of $3000 of books; and 2) an

appearance before the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

Association and subsequent purchase by that group of 1,680 copies

of the books."

ro James C. Wright resigned as Speaker of the House effective

- June 30, 1989 during pendency of proceedings before the House

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct concerning, ine

ala the allegations that the purchase of the very books

involved in the Commission's "reason to believe" finding may have

C-1 violated rules, statutes or standards of conduct applicable to

rIK 3 The Commission specifically found the New England Life
purchase did not violate 2 U.S.C. § 441i because under the
royalty agreement the payment received was well within honoraria
limits even if actually paid in consideration for a speech.

4The "Questions" submitted to respondent in connection
with the finding appear much broader and request information with
respect to "all groups, organizations and business entities
before which you made an appearance and/or gave a speech in 1984,
1985 and 1986 and which also made bulk purchases of the book..."1
We question whether these broader and onerous requests are within
the scope of the reason to believe finding, but because we raise
a more fundamental issue concerning the Commission's lack of
jurisdiction do not now press the objection.
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Members, including 2 U.S.C. § 441i. Now, almost 2 years after

the complaint was filed and a protracted and costly congressional

proceeding, the Commission seeks to resuscitate the complaint,

almost a year since the Speaker's resignation. Were this alone

not enough of a reason to dismiss the complaint, there is a

further, more fundamental reason, and that is because the

Constitution's Speech or Debate clause bars litigation against

Speaker Wright of the very issues considered by the House

Committee in the proceeding which lead to his resignation.

During his tenure as chief constitutional officer of the House of

Representatives, former Speaker Wright was keenly aware of and

sensitive to the ancient responsibility with which he was

"charged... [to] protect[ ] the rights of &U the Members of the

House, majority and minority Members alike." The Office and

Duties of the Speaker of the House of ReDresentatives, H.R. Doc.

No. 354, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. 5 (1978). From time immemorium,

the Speaker has been called upon to reinforce separation of

powers between the branches, beginning with the protection by the

Speaker against encroachment by the Crown in the affairs of

Parliament formalized in the Speakers' Petition delivered at the

beginning of each session of Parliament to the King. Reinstein &

Silvergate, Legislative Privilege and the Separation of Powers:

86 Harv. L. Rev. 1113, 1123-24 (1973).

The former Speaker raises this issue now because it is

constitutionally compelled and not because of any concern that

the book purchases are violative of 2 U.S.C. § 441i, which he
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vigorously contested before the House and will so contest here if

necessary.'

Just as former Presidents are duty bound to respect the

mandates of the Constitution which protect them from litigation

questioning acts taken during their term of office, Nixon v. GSA

Administrator, 433 U.S. 425 (1977); United States v. Poindexter,,

Cr. No. 88-0080-02 (D.D.C. Mar. 16, 1988), so too the former

Speaker is duty bound to assert the Speech or Debate Clause to

preserve the separation of powers which underlies it.

CO 5 What reinforces the lack of merit in the complaint and
reason to believe finding is the lack of even a 2riN tacie case

- based on the Special Counsel's own evidence. While we do not
make a full defense on the merits because Speech or Debate
precludes it, the evidence simply doesn't support the claim that

LO 2 U.S.C. § 441i was violated. The Special Counsel's 2=M findings
establish that: 1) counsel for the Satellite Broadcasting
Communications Association suggested it purchase books to
enlighten its members about soon-to-be Speaker Wright; 2) neither
Speaker Wright nor his staff prompted this recommendation; 3)

C Speaker Wright's appearance was not made contingent on this
purchase; and 4) nothing reflects that Speaker Wright knew of the
purchase when or after he appeared, other than that he ultimately
received undifferentiated royalty income from this and other
sales. As regards Southwest Texas State University (SWTSU), the
Report states that Speaker Wright was "offered" $3,000, but does
no fn his appearance to have been contingent thereon. Insofar
as a check may have been pressed upon Speaker Wright or his
staff, however, any conceivable, technical acceptance of it was
revoked that year: Wright staff telephoned SWTSU and Sak
whether books could be purchased for the SWTSU Government
Department -- Speaker Wright's choice of charity. SWTSU agreed.
This was effected. Ultimately, Speaker Wright received
undifferentiated royalties therefrom, not an honorarium.
Therefore, even on the evidence reviewed by Special Counsel, the
evidence suggests the purchases were not "accepted as
consideration" for honoraria.
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I. The Speech or Debate Clause Bars The Commission's
Adjudication Of Issues Heard And Considered By The House
Pursuant To Exercise Of Its Constitutional Self-Disciplinary
Power In The Wriaht Matter

The Speech or Debate Clause provides that "for any Speech or

Debate in either House they (the Senators and Representatives]

shall not be questioned in any other place." U.S. Const.,

art. I, § 6, cl. 1. The Clause has been interpreted to reach

beyond its literal terms to protect all activity performed within

the "legitimate legislative sphere", United States v. Brewster,

408 U.S. 501, 526 (1972) and to effectuate its purpose of

C) "reinforcing the separation of powers so deliberately established

by the Founders." United States v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 178

(1966). The Clause has many facets, for it serves not only as a

testimonial privilege as to what is "said and done" in the

legislature, United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501, 512 (1972),

tv -1 it also protects Members from liability for those acts. mcgurelv

1r v. McClellan, 553 F.2d 1277, 1299 (D.C. Cir. 1976)(en banc). But
C the Clause goes even further to protect legislators and aides

from litigation, for it frees them even "from the burden of

defending themselves" for what occurs within the legislative

sphere. Dombrowski v. Eastland, 387 U.S. 82,85 (1967). B

United States ex rel. Cunningham, 279 U.S. 597, 614

(1929)(jurisdiction of House to decide election contests).

When read in pari materia with the rules and self-discipline

clause, which provides that "[e]ach House may determine the Rules

of its Proceedings, may punish its Members for disorderly
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Behavior, and, with the Concurrence of two-thirds, expel a

Member," U.S. Const., art. I, § 5, cl.2, the Speech or Debate

Clause effects a jurisdictional allocation to the House over

enforcement of rules and standards of conduct applicable to

Members. In Re Chapman, 166 U.S. 661, 668 (1897)(The Senate in

investigating misconduct by Senators "obviously had jurisdiction

of the subject matter of the inquiry it directed"). 6

Requiring former Speaker Wright to answer in an "other

Place" (the FEC) for conduct concerning which he has already been

"questioned" before the House would violate the Clause in at

least three specific ways: 1) it would require him to testify or

otherwise respond concerning acts "said or done" within the

c0 legislature7 ; 2) it would breach the separation of powers

-- undergirding the Clause by permitting the Commission to review,

and "question" the House's actions in a particular case which it

heard; and 3) it would seriously hinder the ability of the House

to exercise its self-disciplinary power in a free and unfettered

manner. Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, 760-61 (1982)("(t]he

essential purpose of the separation of powers is to allow for

6 It is not by happenstance that the Court has used terms
of legal art, like jurisdiction, in describing the reach of the
self-disciplinary power, for the Constitution allocates
"jurisdiction" to the House in these matters, as it does to
Article III courts over other matters, or the President over yet
others. United States v. Dowdy, 479 F.2d 213, 227 (4th Cir.
1973)("the House or Senate clearly has jurisdiction to try any
Member who is a wrongdoer and punish him for his derelictions").

7 The allegations in the preliminary inquiry conducted by
the House Committee specifically included 2 U.S.C. § 441i. See
Report of the Special Outside Counsel In The Matter of Speaker
James C. Wright, Jr., 101st Cong., 1st Sess. 3 (Feb. 21, 1989).
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independent functioning of each co-equal branch of government

free from risk of control, interference, or intimidation by other

branches.")

The Commission's "reason to believe" finding, based on a

legislative disciplinary proceeding and its fruits, implicates

not only the Congressman's individual speech or debate rights,

but the interests of the House as an institution. Because it is

a jurisdictional threshold issue, applicability of the Clause

must be determined first for "the guarantees of (the] clause are

vitally important to our system of government and therefore are

entitled to be treated by courts with the sensitivity that such

important values require." Helstoski v. Meanor, 442 U.S. 500,

co 506 (1979). Accordingly, the Commission must resolve the Speech

- or Debate issue b proceeding to the merits.

A. The Complaint and FEC "Reason To Believe" Finding Violates
The Clause's Proscription Barring "Use" Against A Member Of
His Leciislative Acts,

One of the principal purposes of the Clause is to prevent

use of legislative acts or documents against a Member in any non-

legislative proceeding. In United States v. Helstoski, 442 U.S.

r,1 477 (1979), Congressman Helstoski challenged proposed use of

evidence of his legislative acts in a prosecution for bribery.

The Court held that neither evidence of the legislative acts nor

contemporaneous statements referring to such acts could be used

against him in the prosecution. 442 U.S. at 489-90. And on

remand from Supreme Court, the Third Circuit went further and

dismissed the indictment in its entirety because it was based on
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consideration of legislative evidence. United States v.

Helstoski, 635 F.2d 200, 205 (3d Cir. 1980)(false statements

counts related to bribery allegations dismissed as well because

speech or debate material tainted the grand jury).

There is no question here that the Commission's proceeding

is equally "tainted" by consideration of and reliance upon

legislative materials. Indeed, the Commission's Factual and

Legal Analysis is replete with reference to the House Committee's

action and consideration; its findings of reason to believe are

specifically predicated upon the conclusion that the "House

Committee found reason to believe that Congressman Wright had

violated various House rules, as well as 2 U.S.C. § 441i, in

connection with the marketing and sale of his book...." Factual

-- and Legal Analysis in MUR 2649 at 4. See also id., at

-- 7-8 n.2. In fact, there is no indication the Commission

LO considered anything Du= protected speech or debate material in

reaching its findings. This reliance is violative of the Clause

in the same way the grand jury's consideration of Congressman

Helstoski's legislative acts and correspondence was violative of

01 the Clause which required dismissal of the indictment. United

States v. Helstoski, 635 F.2d at 203-205. The entire record of

the Committee proceeding, including the Report of the Special

Counsel relied upon by the Commission, is speech or debate for

everything therein was said or done in committee or on the floor.

Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606, 625 (1972). As the Court

held there, the Clause protects activity that forms "an integral
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part of the deliberative and communicative processes by which

Members participate in committee prceig .. .with respect to...

matters which the Constitution places within the jurisdiction of

either House." Surely, the Special Counsel's Report is part of

the "deliberative and communicative process" by which Members of

the House Committee participated in committee proceedings on a

matter committed to the House by the Constitution, to wit, Art.

I, § 5, cl. 2, and is thereby protected by the Clause. if

nothing else, it is a "communication" from the committee counsel,

an "alter-ego" whose activities are protected by the Clause, to

NT the same extent they would be protected if performed by Members

r1% themselves. Se lo Doe v. McMillan, 412 U.S. 306, 312 (1973)

(applying clause to committee counsel, consultant and

- investigator to bar suit against them based on committee hearings

- and reports in which they assisted).

Nor is the fact that these reports or actions are public

render then subject to use in other fora against a Member. In

United States v. Helstoski, 442 U.S. at 481, 483, the Court

forbade use of Congressman Helstoski's bills against him, even

though these were public acts, introduced during public

proceedings in the House and printed in the Congressional Record.

Se lo United States v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 185 (1965)

(prohibiting use of Congressman's speeches on the House floor in

criminal prosecution against him). Of course, the House

Committee's report contains or refers to the statements and

evidence submitted by Congressman Wright during its proceedings.
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The Commission, as well as any tribunal outside the House, is

absolutely barred from using the results or contents of a House

Committee report containing congressman Wright's evidence.

In United States v. Eilberg, 465 F. Supp. 1080 (E.D.Pa.

1980), the Court barred use of a defendant Congressman's

testimony before the same Committee in a prosecution under 18

U.S.C. § 203. The Court explained that the Speech or Debate

Clause protects a Member's role in any congressional self-

disciplinary proceeding:

The (House] Committee, however, was engaged in the very
function the Speech or Debate Clause protects -- the
right of Congress to preserve its independence by
disciplining its own members. This right to discipline
is one of the matters "which the Constitution places
within the jurisdiction of either House." Grvl

CID su~ra, 408 U.S. at 626. Therefore, we find that
defendant's testimony before the Ethics Committee is
protected by the Speech or Debate Clause.

- 465 F. Supp. at 1083.

Speaker Wright cannot be questioned through Commission

review of his evidence before the Committee because the Clause

forbids extra-legislative review about "how he spoke, how he

debated, how he voted, or anything he did in the Chamber or in

committee." United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501, 526 (1972).

The Special Counsel's Report is infused with Congressman

Wright's evidence on the very points at issue in examination of

whether 2 U.S.C. § 441i was violated. "In investigating this

allegation, Special Outside Counsel examined Wright's

testimony..."1 Special Counsel's Report at 52. Se aloi., at

58 ("Wright wrote a letter to Judge Blair" and describing the
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letter), id~., at 60 (citing Wright testimony on book idea), j.

at 61 (citing Wright transcript on issue of use of staff to

compile materials for book).

B. The Clause Also Protects The Committee's And The House's
Evidence Against Use In Any Other Forum.

Nor is the Speech or Debate Clause prohibition on use of

legislative evidence limited to Congressman Wright's own

testimony or documents. Rather, the Clause blankets all evidence

gathered by the Committee and used to reach its conclusion.8 In

Untied States v. Peo~les Tem~le of the Disci~les of Christ, 515

246 (D.D.C. 1981), the Court quashed a third party subpoena in

'C its entirety issued by a party litigant seeking records generated

C1.1 during a congressional investigation into the death of

Congressman Leo Ryan in the Jonestown Guyana tragedy. The Court

did so even though no Member or aide was being subpoenaed, or

would be required to testify and therefore enforcement of the

subpoena involved no "direct hardship to the legislative branch

11;T or any of its Members..." Id., at 248.

C71 "Once it is determined (as it has been in the instant case)

that the [Committee's] actions fall within the 'legitimate

legislative sphere', Judicial inquiry is at an end." .,at

8A serious question is raised whether the Commission could
by independent means even "question" the Congressman concerning
matters inquired into by the Committee, in the way a prosecutor
may demonstrate that a case is based on evidence other than
immunized testimony he has obtained from the defendant. For
unlike the Fifth Amendment privilege which protects only against
use of the defendant's own evidence, the Speech or Debate Clause
has a broader purpose -- to prevent intrusion by one branch into
the affairs of another.



249. The reason given by the Court for this result is even more

compelling here, for if it were "[o]therwise, Members of Congress

conducting investigations would be forced to consider at every

turn whether evidence would subsequently have to be produced in

court" which "would 'imperil' the legislative independence

protected by the Clause." Id.

In this sense, the Clause protects not only Congressman

Wright against "use" of the evidence gathered during the

Committee's inquiry but also the House and the Committee as

institutions against an intrusion by the Commission of its

independent processes by "questioning" through review and

consideration of Special Counsel's Report and its evidence.

CO) The fact that the Commission is inquiring into purported

violation of a law enacted by Congress enforcement of which it

has specifically delegated to the Commission does not alter the

result. In Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606 (1972), the

Court barred grand jury questioning of a Senator or his aide

C7 about the introduction of classified information concerning

conduct of the Vietnam War into the record of a hastily convened

'N midnight session of the Subcommittee on Buildings and Grounds

chaired by Senator, even though such acts if done in another

context would be crimes. 408 U.S. at 608 (crimes being

investigated by grand jury included gathering and transmitting

national defense information in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 793).,

9As one commentator has deftly explained "([s~urely it
would not have been implausible to suggest that Senator Gravel's

(continued...)
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And in United States v. Helstoski, the Court held that Congress'

enactment of a statute making it a crime to receive bribes in

return for legislative acts did not permit the prosecution to

breach the Clause by using legislative acts or evidence thereof,

even if that rendered prosecution impossible as a practical

matter. 442 U.S. at 488 ("without doubt the exclusion of such

evidence will make prosecutions more difficult.")

Likewise here, enactment of 2 U.S.C. § 441i does not permit

the Commission to breach the Clause in seeking to enforce its

proscriptions any more than the Department of Justice could

breach the Clause in policing the criminal bribery statute."0

Id., at 492 ("We hold...that (18 U.S.C.] § 201 does not amount to

a congressional waiver of the protection of the Clause for

individual Members.")

9(...continued)
presentation of the Pentagon Papers to a hastily convened
nighttime meeting of the Subcommittee on Buildings and Grounds
was a none too subtle attempt to cloak the dissemination of
classified information in the garb of speech or debate. Yet the
Court insisted that the Senator's contention that the unusual
meeting was speech or debate was 'incontrovertible'." Kaye,
Congressional Papers. Judicial Subpoenas. and the Constitution,
24 U.C.L.A. L. Rev. 523,556 n.146 (1977). Of course, no such
ruse could even be alleged here. Congressman Wright submitted
himself to the House's disciplinary process, as he was required
to do, and cannot be shorn of his speech or debate protection
anymore than Senator Gravel could have been.

10 Although the Court has steadfastly refused to

differentiate between civil and criminal cases in enforcing the
absolute bar of the Clause, Eastland v. United States
Servicemen's Fund, 421 U.S. 491, 503 (1975), it is well to
remember that 2 U.S.C. § 441i is purely a civil statute.
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II. The Commission Is Barred By The Clause From Readjudicating A
Case Heard By The Committee

A. The Forum Allocation Affected By The Clause To The
House Bars Subsequent Litigation Of The Same Causes
In Other Fora.

In exercising its Art. I, § 5 self-disciplinary power, like

its Art. I, § 5, judging of elections, the House acts in a quasi-

adjudicative fashion. Indeed, the House and Senate are "fully

empowered and may determine such matters without the aid... of the

Judicial Department." Reed v. County Commissioners, 277 u.s.

376, 388 (1928). Recently, in a civil suit challenging the

handling of an election dispute by the House, a Court has made

clear the estoppel effect of the congressional exercise of power

under the express constitutional grant to judge the elections of

its Members, stating that:

[t]he Court, in assessing these claims, must balance
the strong institutional interests of separation of
powers against the alleged constitutional deprivations.
If the Court were to address the merits of plaintiffs'
claim it would, in effect, be substituting its judgment
for that of the House of Representatives. The Court
cannot and should not make that determination.

McIntyre v. O'Neill, 603 F.Supp. 1053, 1059 (D.D.C. 1985).

Against this background, the House has fully exercised its

self-disciplinary powers in a series of recent cases. E.g., H.R.

Res. 252, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., 124 Cong. Rec. H984-993

(1977)("conduct a full and complete inquiry to determine whether

Members of the House . . . accepted any thing of value from the

government of Korea"); H.R. Res. 608, 96th Cong., 2d Sess., 126

Cong. Rec. H2307 (daily ed., March 27, 1980)(authorization of

ABSCAM investigation); H.R. Res. 518, 98th Cong., 1st Sess., 128
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Cong. Rec. H 4038 (daily ed., July 13, 1982)(investigation into

illicit sexual conduct and use of illegal drugs by Members,

officers and employees).

In the very case before the Commission, the House exercised

its authority, culminating in resignation of the Speaker. To

permit the Commission to re-open the same case and re-adjudicate

the issues would negative the entire constitutional scheme of

self-discipline and subject the House to Executive branch review

and second guessing -- precisely what the Clause was designed to

prevent."

CD Again, the Clause is not merely an evidentiary privilege, it

- is an exemption from litigation. Davis v. Passman, 442 U.S. 228,

236 n.11 (1979)("federal legislators should be exempted from

litigation if their conduct is in fact protected by the

-- Clause")(emphasis added). United States v. Brizendene, 659 F.2d

215, 216 (D.C. Cir. 1981). The House, having fully exercised its

self disciplinary power in this case, initiated well before any

Commission complaint process,1 2 cannot have its judgmentsC

reviewed and re-opened without undercutting the deliberate

rr jurisdictional allocation effected by the Clause, anymore than

legislative trials can be conducted at variance with the

1 It is clear that for speech or debate purposes, the
Commission functions as an arm of the Executive branch. B
y_ l, 424 U.S. 1, 118-119 (1976)(FEC is charged with
executing laws and so its Members must be appointed in accordance
with Art. II, § 2).

12 The preliminary inquiry in the Wright matter was passed

by the Committee on June 9, 1988.
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delegation of the judicial function to Article III courts. U.S.

Const. Art. I, § 9, cl. 3 (prohibition on bills of attainer);

United States v. Brown, 381 U.S. 437, 442-446 (1965).

It is true that the Court has made clear that not all

conduct in any way related to the legislative process is

protected by the Clause and that a prosecution for bribery may go

forward so long as no evidence of how the Member spoke, debated

or voted is used. United States v. Brewster, supra; United

States v. Helstoski, supra. But in neither of those cases had a

disciplinary proceeding been brought or reached fruition before

or during the prosecution and neither Member had been subject to

a plenary proceeding which had been fully exhausted by the time

the extra-legislative case was brought.
13

The fact is that here a full legislative proceeding 2r6

the Commission's findings and the grist of the case it proposes

to try is precisely that which was before the Committee. There

is no doubt that such a case so completely predicated on pre-

existing legislative jurisdiction is barred under FBewse,

Helstoski and Eie. Had the Committee omitted 2 U.S.C. I 441i

13 In United States v. Helstoski, 442 U.S. at 488-489 n.7,

the government argued that because Congressman Helstoski was no
longer a Member, the exercise of the self-disciplinary process
would be futile and unavailing in remedying the wrongs allegedly
committed by the Congressman if the Executive were barred from
proceeding against him by the Clause. The Court rejected this
argument specifically pointing out that "[n~othing in our holding
today, however, immunizes a Member from punishment by the House
or the Senate by disciplinary action including expulsion from the
Member's seat." The Court so stated in the context of a case
involving a former Member, not even one who had been the subject
of a disciplinary proceeding, as Congressman Wright was.
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from the ambit of "rules, laws, regulations or standards of

conduct applicable to Members," H.R. Rule X, cl. 4, (e)(l)(B),

Rules of the House of Representatives, which it was reviewing in

this case, and the Commission could find untainted evidence on

which to base its review, a better argument might exist that

there is something the House left for the Commission to

investigate. But where the House so unequivocally assumed review

of 2 U.S.C. £ 441i within its Art. I, § 5 "case" against

congressman Wright there can be no doubt that the House fully

exercised jurisdiction and left nothing for the Commission.

CNB. The Consideration Of This Case By The Commission
Significantly Increases The Likelihood Of Inconsistent

C-, Judgments And Lack Of Respect Due Decisions By A
Coordinate Branch.

As has been previously discussed, the Speech or Debate

Clause, together with the self-disciplinary power, effect an

exclusive jurisdictional allocation to the House over matters

which become the subject of disciplinary proceedings. These

clauses are "a textually demonstrable commitment of the issue to

a coordinate political department," Baker y. Carr, 369 U.S. 186,

217 (1962), the classic formulation of a political question

reserved for determination by the House. What reinforces the

textual commitment of this issue exclusively to Congress are the

presence of the other strands of the political question

definition," because the Commission cannot proceed without

14 While the determination that the case is barred by a
"textual commitment" is enough to withdraw the matter from
Judicial or executive review, one of the other strands is alone
sufficient to end the case as well.
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"expressing a lack of respect" for the House's determinations,

Baker v. Carr, j., or because of the "potentiality of

embarrassment from multifarious pronouncements by various

departments on one question." Id. The latter consideration is

paramount where, as here, the Commission will be called upon to

construe House precedents and where it may well reach a different

result than that reached by Special Counsel.

It is also well to remember this is not a case involving

suit against legislators or legislative functionaries in which

assertion of the Clause denies or conditions the right of

aggrieved parties to recover for alleged harm, Doe v. McMillan,

412 U.S. at 309-310 (suit to enjoin publication of allegedly

defamatory report); or in which the suing legislator alleges that

Congress exceeded its constitutional authority under another

textual provision of equal importance, Powell v. McCormack, 395

U.S. 486, 550 (clause did not bar judicial review of claim that

exclusion of legislator exceeded power of Congress where Member

possessed the standing qualifications for office); or one in

which legislators or legislative functionaries acted

unconstitutionally in carrying out legislative orders. jigun

v, Thompson, 103 U.S. 108, 200 (1881)(Sergeant-at-Arms liable for

arresting witness without proper authority; Members voting for

resolution directing Sergeant-at-Arms immune). The construction

of the Clause in those cases involved the issue whether courts or

other tribunals may scrutinize congressional procedures when

Congress or one of its Houses acts in a manner which affects or
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abridges the rights of non-members. It is clear that the courts

may decide in such instances, but only with regard to matters

outside the legitimate legislative sphere. But here the "textual

commitment" is complete and unassailable because only Speaker

Wright's conduct and evidence before the House is at issue, and

the constitutionality of Congress' actions as it impacts non-

legislators is not at issue.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the complaint and reason to believe

finding should be dismissed and no further action taken by the

NT Commission. Even requiring the Speaker to respond to further

c. interrogatories breaches the Clause and so no further discovery

should occur until this threshold issue is resolved.

Respectfully submitted this 20th day of April, 1990.

Brand & Lowell
(A Professional Corporation)
923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 662-9700

Counsel for Respondent

-19-



New Engiand Mutual
Life Insurnce CoiNvpany

99 V1R 23,' 10:57

The New England Mitchell A. Karman

April 18, 1990

Ms. Janice Lacy
office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Ms. Lacy:

Enclosed please find Responses of New England Life to
the questions asked by the Federal Election Commission with
regards to MUR 2649. The responses have been signed by Mr.
Gordon MacKay, Senior Vice President of Public Affairs for
New England Life.

Please note that there are no changes from the
preliminary responses to these interrogatories submitted by
New England Life on April 3, 1990.

Very truly yours,

Mitchell A. Karman

MAK:eg
Enclosure
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|elponles of X.w Enaland Life to Ou stions - NUN 26&i

1. Question:
Did New England Life make a bulk purchase of copies of
Reflections of a Public Man in late 1984 or 1985? If
yes, please state the number of copies purchased, the
amount paid and the date of purchase.

Response:

New England Life purchased multiple copies of the book

Reflections of a Public Man by a check dated December 11,

1984, in the amount of $1,000 to Madison Publishing

Company. New England Life has no record indicating the

exact number of books purchased. The books were donated

by New England Life to the Jeremiah Burke public school

in Boston.

2. Question:
How did New England Life learn that it could purchase
Congressman Wright's book? Please identify all person(s)
who contacted your company regarding the sale of
Congressman Wright's books or with whom New England Life
discussed its purchase of the books. Please also
identify the person(s) at New England Life who discussed
the company's purchase of the books with Congressman
Wright or his representative(s).

Response:

Mr. Gordon MacKay, Senior Vice President of Public

Affairs for New England Life, learned about the book

sometime in 1984. Mr. MacKay does not recall

specifically how or when he learned about the book,

except that Mr. MacKay is certain that he did not learn

of the book from Congressman Wright. Nobody from New

England Life ever discussed the purchase of the book with

Congressman Wright or his representatives.



3. Question:
Identify the person(s) at New England Life who made
the decision to purchase Congressman Wright's book.

Response:

The decision to purchase the book was made by Mr. Gordon

MacKay.

4. Question:
Was New England Life prepared to give an honorarium
to Congressman Wright related to his appearance?

Response:

N Gordon MacKay attended a meeting on behalf of New England

Life in Granbury, Texas on December 7, 1984. Congressman

Wright appeared at that meeting and addressed the group.

The sponsor of the meeting in Granbury was Craig Raupe,

if who at the time was a registered lobbyist for New England

Life. Mr. Raupe, who is now deceased, indicated to Mr.

MacKay that no honorarium for Congressman Wright was

necessary for his speaking at the meeting. Mr. MacKay

had decided sometime before the meeting that he wanted to

have New England Life buy some of the books and donate

then to a public school in Boston, but wanted to wait for

an appropriate occasion. He determined that the Granbury

meeting provided the appropriate occasion. Mr. MacKay

had the check drawn to Madison Publishing Company when he

returned from Texas. At no time did Mr. MacKay have

direct contact with Congressman Wright or any of his

staff on this matter.
-2-



5. Question:

Has New England Lire given honoraria to Congressman
Wright or other Members of Congress in the past? If
yes, please list the recipients and the date of such
payments.

Response:

New England Life objects to this question as overly broad

and unduly burdensome. Even limiting this request to the

years specified by attorney Janice Lacy of The Federal

Election Commission, namely 1983, 1984 and 1985, New

England's recordkeeping during those years does not

facilitate easy recall of the pertinent documents.

Corporate auditors have indicated that it would take

three people working full-time approximately three weeks

to fully and accurately respond to this question.

In addition, New England Life objects to producing

information regarding all honoraria payments to Members

of Congress because this broad request seeks information

totally unrelated to The New England's purchase of the

book Reflections of a Public Man, and asks for

information totally unrelated to Congressman Wright.



Without waiving its objection, New England Life states

that reviews it has undertaken in connection with prior

investigations of Congressman Wright revealed no

honoraria payments made to Congressman Wright by New

England Life in the years 1983, 1984, or 1985.

Ji>OjAJ~L 1
GORDON MACKAY

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this 18th day of

April 1990.

My Commission Expires

May V. W ch
NOfARY PUBLIC

My Coss m !Ex" Jaff2 1 1994
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COlNISSION

In the Matter of ) SENSIIVE
MUR 2649

James C. Wright

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On January 11, 1990, the Commission found reason to believe

that former U.S. Representative James C. Wright had violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441i by receiving honoraria in 1984 in excess of the

statutory limitation of $2,000 per speech or appearance. Later,

on March 7, 1990, the Commission approved a series of questions to

be posed to Mr. Wright and a subpoena for his appearance for a

deposition.

The Commission's reason to believe determination was based

upon the apparent purchase in bulk by companies and other entities

of copies of Congressman Wright's book, Reflections of a Public

Han, in lieu of paying him honoraria for appearances. In

particular, there was evidence that Southwest Texas State

University had paid Mr. Wright $3,000 for a speech at that

institution, and had then been sent 504 books after being informed

that Mr. Wright had already reached his yearly limit for

honoraria. Mr. Wright endorsed the $3,000 check to his publisher

and received $1,650 in royalties.1

1. According to an article in the New York Times on August 9,
1989, and an Associated Press story that same day, a federal grand
jury had been impaneled to investigate the Wright book deal and
had subpoenaed documents from, inter alia, Southwest Texas State
University.
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The complaint in this matter cited several newspaper articles

which had discussed the publication and distribution of Mr.

Wright's book and which had raised questions as to whether certain

book purchases had been in fact payments for Mr. Wright's

appearances. The General Counsel's Report cited the report

("Counsel's Report) issued by the Special Outside Counsel

appointed by the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

("House Committee") in 1989 and the "Statement of the Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct in the Matter of Representative

James C. Wright, Jr.," ("Committee Statement") issued by the House

Committee, and went on to state that "the House Committee had

found that Congressman Wright had accepted an honorarium in

violation of Section 441i. The recommendation in the text read,

"In light of these facts and findings, this Office recommends

S. ." No quotations from Mr. Wright's Committee testimony were

included.

The Factual and Legal Analysis sent to Mr. Wright cited the

Counsel's Report, the Committee Statement and the fact that the

House Committee had found reason to believe that Congressman

Wright had violated various House Rules as well as

2 U.S.C. S 441i. Footnotes in the Factual and Legal Analysis

cited information taken from the Counsel's Report and the

Committee Statement. Again, none of the information taken from

the Special Counsel's report or the Committee's Statement included

quotations from Mr. Wright's testimony before the Committee.

In their response to the Commission's reason to believe

determination (Attachment 1) counsel for Mr. Wright have not



responded to the Commission's questions. Rather, counsel for Mr.

Wright have raised the threshold argument that the Speech or

Debate Clause of the Constitution "bars litigation against Speaker

Wright of the very issues considered by the House Committee in the

proceeding which lead (sic] to his resignation." Counsel argue

that "[wihen read in pari materia with the rules and

self-discipline clause, . . . U.S. Const., art. 1. 55, cl.2, the

Speech or Debate Clause effects a jurisdictional allocation to the

House over enforcement of rules and standards of conduct

applicable to Members." Counsel argue that this jurisdiction is

exclusive. Counsel further assert that these Constitutional

provisions together "result in the classic formulation of a

political question reserved for determination by the House." On

this basis counsel states that "the complaint and reason to

believe finding should be dismissed and no further action taken by

the Commission."

11. ANALYSIS

A. Constitutional Provisions and Judicial Intep~retation

Article I. Section 6, of the Constitution provides in part,

"The Senators and Representatives shall . . . in all Cases, except

Treason, Felony and Breach of the Peace, be privileged from Arrest

during their Attendance at the Session of their respective Houses,

and in going to and returning from the same; and for any Speech or

Debate in either House, they shall not be questioned in any other

Place." (emphasis added). Article I. Section 5, Clause 2, reads,

"Each House may determine the Rules of its Proceedings, may punish



its Members for disorderly Behavior, and, with the Concurrence of

two-thirds, expel a Member." (emphasis added).

1. Speech or Debate Clause

The Supreme Court has stated that the principal purpose of

the Speech or Debate Clause of Article I, Section 6 is to insure

that the legislative functions of Congress "may be performed

independently." Eastland v. U.S. Servicemen's Fund, 421 U.S. 491,

502 (1975). "The immunities of the Speech or Debate Clause were

not written into the Conlstitution simply for the personal or

private benefit of members of Congress, but to protect the

integrity of the legislative process by insuring the independence

of individual legislators." United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S.

501, 507 (1972). "[Tlhe clause serves the additional function of

reinforcing the separation of powers so deliberately established

by the Founders." United States v. Johnson, 383 U.S. 169, 178

(1966). its "'central role' is to 'prevent intimidation of

legislators by the Executive and accountability before a possibly

hostile judiciary.'" Eastland at 502, quoting Johnson at 181.

"The Speech or Debate Clause was designed to assure a co-equal

branch of the government wide freedom of speech, debate, and

deliberation without intimidation or threats from the Executive

Branch. It thus protects Members against prosecutions that

directly impinge upon or threaten the legislative process."



Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606, 616 (1972). 2

"[QInce it is determined that Members are acting within the

'legitimate legislative sphere, the Speech or Debate Clause is an

absolute bar to interference." Eastland, 421 U.S. at 503, quoting

Doe v. McMillan, 412 U.S. 306, 314 (1973). "Committee reports,,

resolutions, and the act of voting are equally covered; '(i)n

short . . . things generally done in a session of the House by one

of its members in relation to the business before it.' Rather

than giving the clause a cramped construction, the Court has

sought to implement its fundamental purpose of freeing the

legislator from executive and judicial oversight that

realistically threatens to control his conduct as a legislator."

Gravel, 408 U.S. at 617-618, quoting Kilbourn v. Thompson, 103

- U.S. 168, 204 (1881). "When it applies, the Clause provides

protection against civil as well as criminal actions, and against

actions brought by private individuals as well as those initiated

by the Executive Branch." Eastland, 421 U.S. at 502-503, citing

Kilbourn v. Thompson; Tenney v. Grandhove, 341 U.S. 367 (1951);

Doe v. McMillan; and Dombrowski v. Eastland, 387 U.S. 82 (1967).

2. The particular activities in these cases found by the
Supreme Court to have been protected by the Speech or Debate
Clause include a speech delivered by a member on the House floor
which was offered as evidence of a conspiracy to defraud the
government, Johnson; the introduction by a U.S. Senator of
classified material into the public record of a Senate
subcommittee, Gravel; and the issuance of a subpoena by a Senate
subcommittee, Eastland. Other examples of protected activity have
included the performance of past legislative acts by a member of
the House, United 'States v. Helstoski, 442 U.S. 477 (1979); and
dissemination by a House committee of a report on the District of
Columbia school system which was asserted to have been an invasion
of students' privacy, Doe v. McMillan, 412 U.S. 306, 314 (1973).



However, "the Court has been careful not to extend the scope of

the protection further than its purposes require." Forrester v.

White, 484 U.S. 219, 224 (1987). 3

In its 1972 decision in Brewster, the Court stated,

Johnson . . . stands as a unanimous holding that a
Member of Congress may be prosecuted under a
criminal statute provided that the Government's
case does not rely on legislative acts or the
motivation for legislative acts. A legislative act
has consistently been defined as an act generally
done in Congress in relation to the business before
it. In sum, the Speech or Debate Clause prohibits
inquiry only into those things generally said or
done in the House or Senate in the performance of
official duties and into the motivations for those

U') acts.

-Brewster, 408 U.S. at 513. Later in the same decision the Court

stated that, when making a determination as to whether or not acts

of a Member are immune from prosecution, "(tJhe question is

whether it is necessary to inquire into how [the defendant) spoke,

vho he debated, how he voted, or anything he did in the chamber or

3. In Johnson the Supreme Court cautioned that its decision inthat case, finding speeches before the House to be within theprotection of the Clause, did not "touch a prosecution which ...does not draw in question the legislative acts of the defendantmember of Congress or his motives for performing them." The Courtwent on to state, "[Without intimating any view thereon, weexpressly leave open for consideration when the case arises aprosecution which, though possibly entailing inquiry intolegislative acts or motivations, is founded upon a narrowly drawnstatute passed by Congress in the exercise of its legislative
power to regulate the conduct of its members." Johnson, 383 U.S.at 185. Later, in its 1972 decision in Brewster, the Courtrestated its willingness to consider the special situation createdby a specific statute directed toward the activities of members ofCongress. Brewster, 408 U.S. at 510. It appears that no caseinvolving such a statute has yet come before the Court and thusthere has been no definition by the Court as to what is meant by a"narrowly drawn statute . . . .". In 1973 the court in UnitedStates v. Dowdy, 479 F.2d 213, 225 (4th Cir., 1973) interpretedthi psib le exception to mean "a specific and express delegationof authority to inquire into legislative acts or motivations."



in committee in order to make out a violation of [a) statute."

Brewster, 408 U.S. at 526.

In Gravel, decided on the same day as Brewster, the Court

stated, "[A) member's conduct at legislative committee hearings

. . . may not be the basis for a civil or criminal judgment

against a member because that conduct is within the 'sphere of

legitimate legislative activity.'" 408 U.S. at 624. The Gravel

overall test for determining whether an activity comes within the

"legitimate legislative sphere" is whether the activity is

an integral part of the deliberative and
communicative processes by which Members
participate in committee and House proceedings with
respect to the consideration and passage or
rejection of proposed legislation or with respect
to other matters which the Constitution places
within the jurisdiction of either House. As the
Court of Appeals put it, the courts have extended
the privilege to matters beyond pure speech or
debate in either House, but 'only when necessary to
prevent indirect impairment of such deliberations.'

Gravel, 408 U.S. at 625, quoting United States v. Doe, 455 F.2d

753, 760 (1st Cir, 1973) (same case as Gravel). 4

4. While Senator Gravel's conduct at a committee hearing was found
to be covered by the Speech or Debate Clause, the private
publication by the Senator of certain documents was found to be
"in no way essential to the deliberations of the Senate; nor does
questioning as to private publication threaten the integrity of
independence of the Senate by impermissibly exposing its
deliberations to executive influence." Thus private publication
was not covered by the Clause. Gravel, 408 U.S. at 624-625

Gravel has been termed "[pirobably the most restrictive reading
of Thieech or Debate Clause . . . . Read broadly, that
case might exclude from the protections of the clause all acts in
preparation for legislation or legislative hearings, as well as
all private dissemination by a congressman of information gathered
for a hearing. (Citations omitted.) . . . Yet even Gravel protects
from inquiry any act which is an integral part of the deliberative
and communicative processes by which Members participate in
committee and House proceedings . . . with respect to . ..



The Court in Gravel also addressed the extension of immunity

under the Speech or Debate clause to aides of a member of

Congress. In this regard the Court stated,

[It is literally impossible, in view of the
complexities of the modern legislative
process, with Congress almost constantly in
session and matters of legislative concern
constantly proliferating, for Members of
Congress to perform their legislative tasks
without the help of aides and assistants; that
the day-to-day work of such aides is so
critical to the Members' performance that they
must be treated as the latter's alter egos;
and that if they are not so recognized, the
central role of the Speech or Debate Clause -
to prevent intimidation of legislators by the
Executive and accountability before a possibly
hostile judiciary . . . will inevitably be
diminished and frustrated.

Gravel, 408 U.S. at 616-617, citing Johnson, 383 U.S. at 181.

Later, in Eastland, a case involving a challenge to a subpoena

issued by a Senate subcommittee, the Court cited the above
to

reference to the critical role of congressional aides in Gravel in

support of the statement, "We draw no distinction between the

C- Members and the Chief Counsel." Eastland, 421 U.S. at 507.

In 1976 the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia

applied the Supreme Court rulings cited above in United States ex

rel. Hollander v. Clay, 420 F.Supp. 853 (D.D.C., 1976). Clay

involved a suit, initially filed against a member of Congress

under the False Claims Act by a private citizen and then taken

(Footnote 4 continued from previous page)
matters . . . within the jurisdiction of either House." In re
Grand Jury Investigation, 587 F.2d 589, 594-595, (3rd Cir.7T§78),
citing Gravel, 408 U.S. at 625.
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over by the Department of Justice, to recover double damages and

forfeitures related to allegedly false claims for travel

reimbursements.

In Clay the defendant argued, inter alia, that "reimbursement

of travel expenses represents Congressional acknowledgment of a

task, representation of and communication with a constituency,

that is fundamental to a legislator's job and thus protected by

the Speech or Debate clause." The court found that "the

constituent communication aspect of the travel vouchers does not

constitute the type of legislative activity defined by the cases

to be within the clause," and that the case "does not directly

involve defendant's communication with his constituents, but

rather merely the allegedly false filing of travel vouchers."

Clay, 420 F.Supp. at 855-856.

In United States v. Eilberg, 465 F. Supp. 1080, 1083 (E.D.Pa.

1979), a different district court addressed the issue of whether

testimony by a member of Congress before the House Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct was protected by the Speech or

Debate Clause from use against that member in a case involving

alleged bribery.5 That court found that his testimony was so

protected, thereby rejecting the government's argument that such

protection went only to the members of the Committee because only

they were acting in a legislative capacity. The court stated that

the government's reading was "too narrow a view of the Speech or

5. The court addressed only the defendant's own testimony because
that was the only testimony which the government intended to use.
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Debate privilege as interpreted by the Supreme Court in Gravel,"

and went on to cite Gravel as follows:

. . a member's conduct at legislative
committee hearings although subject to
judicial review in various circumstances, as
is legislation itself, may not be the basis
for a civil or criminal judgment against a
member because that conduct is within the
'sphere of legitimate legislative activity'.

Eilberg, 465 F.Supp. at 1063, quoting Gravel, 408 U.S. at 624.6

The Eilberg court stated further,

It might be argued that, since the testimony
of the defendant before the Ethics Committee
related to 18 U.S.C. 5 203, such testimony is
beyond the scope of legislative activity and
is not protected by the Speech or Debate
Clause. The Committee, however, was engaged
in the very function the Speech or Debate
Clause protects - the right of Congress to
preserve its independence by disciplining its
own members. This right to discipline is one
of the matters 'which the Constitution places
within the jurisdiction of either House.'

Eilberg, 465 F.Supp. at 1083, quoting Gravel, 408 U.S. at 625.

This decision in Eilberg has been strongly questioned, in

dicta, by the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia in

United States v. Hansen, 566 F. Supp. 162 (D.D.C., 1983). Hansen

involved a motion by a member of Congress to dismiss an indictment

in which he was charged with making false statements on financial

disclosure reports filed with the U.S. House of Representatives.

The Hansen court stated that the portion of Gravel cited by the

Eilberg court in support of the latter court's position regarding

a member's testimony "only applies 'when necessary to prevent

6. In a footnote the Eilberg court states that the reference to
"judicial review" means whether the activity in question is within
the committee's authority.



indirect impairment of such (committee) deliberations.'" Hansen,

566 F. Supp. at 171, quoting Gravel, 408 U.S. at 625. The Hansen

court continued,

It is difficult to see how applying the Speech
or Debate Clause privilege to the Eilberg
defendant's testimony - as opposed to the
Committee members' statements and questions -
could have been 'necessary' to prevent
impairment of the Committee's deliberations.
The mere fact that Congress may provide some
internal inquiry or sanction for certain
misconduct of its members does not thereby
insulate its members from all possible
criminal liability for such actions.

Hansen, 566 F. Supp. at 171.

0 The Hansen court went on to state,

Any suggestion that Congress intended that
discipline of members for failures to comply
with [the Ethics in Government Act's)
provisions be kept an in-house matter is
completely belied by the fact that Congress
specifically opened the act's disclosure
requirements up to external scrutiny by
vesting in the Attorney General the authority,

* under section 706 of the act, to bring civil
actions to prosecute violations of those
requirements. Moreover, that EIGA is a

C-71 three-branch plan in which officials of the
executive and judicial branches have equal
disclosure obligations to those of legislative
branch officials demonstrates that the
disclosure requirements have a broader purpose
than mere internal policing but also concern
the public's right to know about the financial
interests of its governmental leaders.
Accordingly, the Speech or Debate Clause does
not privilege defendant from prosecution of
the matters alleged in the indictment. The
government can make out a prima facie case
without having to inquire into any legislative
acts or the motivations therefor.

Hansen, 566 F. Supp. at 171.

Earlier, in United States v.__Myers, 635 F.2d 932, 937 (2nd

Cir., 1980), cert. denied -- U.S. -- t 103 S. Ct., 2437 (1983), a



case which involved another challenge to the indictment of a

member of the House of Representatives for bribery, the Second

Circuit had found that the indictment was permissible because it

focused only upon whether money had been taken and a "corrupt

promise" made. "Legislative actions are referred to in the

indictment only for the entirely permissible purpose of detailing

the nature of the corrupt promise allegedly made. The indictment

contemplates no inquiry into the taking of any legislative action

or the motivation for it."

It is clear from the cases discussed above that the

preparation and official issuance of Congressional committee

reports generally come within the immunities provided by the

Speech or Debate Clause. "Voting and preparation of committee

- reports are the individual and collective expression of opinion

~f) within the legislative process. As such they are protected by the

Speech or Debate Clause." Hutchinson v. Proxmire, 443 U.S. 111,

133 (1979). See also Chastain v.- Sundquist, 833 F.2d 311 (D.C.

Cir., 1987). It is less clear whether a member's testimony before

a Congressional committee and thus any citation to that testimony

in a committee report would be protected from use against that

member in a later civil or criminal case. No decisions have been

found which have addressed the specific question of whether the

testimony of a non-member included in a Committee report may be

used as the basis for an administrative proceeding or for civil

litigation involving non-legislative activities of a member.



2. Self-Disciplinary Clause and Political Question
Doctrine

issues raised in the present matter as to Article It

Clause 5, are whether disciplinary actions undertaken by either

the House or Senate against a member preclude the later exercise

of jurisdiction by the Commission, i.e., whether such actions are

the "exclusive" province of the house involved, and whether

Clause 5 represents "a textually demonstrable commitment of the

issue [of punishment) to a coordinate political department" so as

to create a political question solely within the province of

C\1 Congress.

(N In the first regard, the court in Clay addressed the argument

of exclusivity by stressing in part that "members of Congress were

intended to be within the scope of the False Claims Act"

allegedly violated in that case and that therefore "article 1,

section 5 presents no barrier to a civil suit against a member of

Congress." Clay, 420 F. Supp. at 856. 7 More broadly, the

C.- Supreme Court, in its decisions regarding the application of the

7. Finding that the defendant in Clay had "miscontrue~dJ the scopeof the punishment or expulsion clause," the court stated,

The present suit seeks neither the expulsion nor
the punishment of defendant; it is in the nature of
a civil, remedial action. The Department of
Justice, in seeking return of funds alleged to have
been procured by misrepresentations, cannot be said
to be invading Congress' prerogative to punish or
expel. Congress retains that option in this case
unaffected by defendant's potential civil
liability.

C 420 F. Supp. at 856. This distinction concerning punishmentdinot apply, however, to Commission actions in that the civilpenalties sought by the Commission during conciliation arguably
are penal and not for restitution.



Speech or Debate Clause, has not questioned the prosecution of
Members of Congress on counts not affected by that Clause. For

example, as stressed by the Court in Brewster, the Court's opinion

in U.S. v. Johnson "emphasized that [the] decision [to find one
count of a eight count indictment in violation of the Speech or
Debate Clause] did not affect a prosecution that, though founded

on a criminal statute of general application, 'does not draw in

question the legislative acts of the defendant member of Congress

or his motives for performing them.'" Brewster, 408 U.S. at 510,

quoting Johnson, 383 U.S. at 185. Specifically, the Court in

Johnson let stand the pursuit of conflict-of-interest counts in
the indictment and authorized a new trial on a conspiracy count.

The Myers court also reached a conclusion as to the

- non-exclusivity of Congressional punishments. "In declining to

find in the Speech or Debate Clause an immunity from prosecution
*1~' for corrupt promises to take legislative action, the majority in

Brewster necessarily rejected any contention that Congressional

punishment power in such matters was exclusive." Myers, 635 F.2d

at 937-938.

In Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962), the Supreme Court laid

down the criteria to be applied in determining whether a case,

even though otherwise justiciable, involves a political question,

thus preventing a judicial resolution. The Court stated that at
least one of the following "formulations" must be present in order

for an issue to be non-justiciable:

a textually demonstrable constitutional commitment
of the issue to a coordinate political department;
or a lack of judicially discoverable and manageable
standards for resolving it; or the impossibility of
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deciding without an initial policy determination of
a kind clearly for nonjudicial discretion; or the
impossibility of a court's undertaking independent
resolution without expressing lack of respect due
coordinate branches of government; or an unusual
need for unquestioning adherence to a political
decision already made; or the potentiality of
embarrassment from multifarious pronouncements by
various departments on one question.

Baker, 369 U.S. at 217.

In the present matter it is argued that the self-disciplinary

clause and the Speech or Debate clause are "a textually

demonstrable commitment of the issue to a coordinate political

department." The defendant in Clay made the same argument with
regard to Article 1, Clause 5, stating that it represented a

commitment "to Congress of the power to punish its members for any

alleged wrongdoing." The court in that case, however, stated that

-_ the "[diefendent can point to no textually demonstrable commitment

to the House of adjudicatory power to determine defendant's civil

liability" under the False Claims Act. Clay, 420 F.Supp. at

"856-857.8

In United States v. Eilberg, 507 F.Supp. 267 (E.D.Pa., 1980)

(cited hereafter as Eilberg II), another case involving then U.S.

Representative Joshua Eilberg, the court addressed, inter alia,

arguments raised on behalf of the Clerk of the House in opposition

to a subpoena for telephone records. The Clerk asserted that to

8. The court in Clay expressly noted that the defendant had not
based his political question claim upon the other standards
articulated in Baker v. Carr such as the "lack of judicially
discoverable standards, necessity for initial policy determination,
lack of respect for a coordinate branch, embarrassment by
multifarious pronouncements by different branches, or unusual need
for unquestioning adherence to a political decision already made."
Clay, 420 F.Supp. at 857, citing Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. at 217.
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enforce "through litigation a statutory norm governing the House's

internal housekeeping involves a delegation of House authority to

the executive and the judiciary which is incompatible with the

separation of powers."

The Eilberg II court, citing Brewster, emphasized that the

"Speech or Debate clause cordons off only a portion - albeit the

core - of a Representative's or Senator's work-life from judicial

inquiry; the balance may be the subject of litigation, provided

Congress has, by appropriate legislation, undertaken to commit the

policing of abuses to the judicial process." Eilberg I, 507

F.Supp. at 286. The court went on,

In short, as against the Clerk's separation-
of-powers concerns, the prevailing congressional
practice has for several decades been to delegate
much of the policing of the behavior of Senators
and Representatives to the executive and the
judiciary. And such delegation has been uniformly

4) sustained by the Supreme Court - subject only to
the constraints imposed by the 'Speech or Debate'
clause on judicial inquiry into 'legislative
acts.'

C- Eilberg II, 507 F.Supp. at 287. 9

B. RE S FDEUT'S ARGWIJN3TS

Counsels' overall argument is that to require Mr. Wright "to

answer" before the Commission would be to violate the Speech or

Debate Clause by

1) requiring him "to testify or otherwise respond
concerning acts 'said or done' within the
legislature";

9. In a footnote, the Eilberg II court pointed out that Congress
"has conducted its own policing of matters also pursued in court,"
using as an example the expulsion in 1989 of U.S. Representative
Michael J. Myers after he had been convicted of bribery. 507
F.Supp. at 287, n. 12.
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2) breaching "the separation of powers undergirding
the Clause by permitting the Commission to review,
and 'question' the House's actions in a particular
case which it heard"; and

3) hindering "the ability of the House to exercise its
self-disciplinary power in a free and unfettered
manner."

Attachment 1, page 6.

In the first regard, Counsel argue that the Commission's

proceeding "is . . . 'tainted' by "consideration of and reliance

upon legislative materials. . . . In fact, there is no indication

the Commission considered anything but protected speech or debate

Nmaterial in reaching its findings." (Emphasis in original.)

CN Attachment 1, page 8. Counsel assert that Mr. Wright "cannot be

questioned through Commission review of his evidence before the

Committee because the Clause forbids extra-legislative review about

'how he spoke, how he debated, how he voted, or anything he did in

the Chamber or in committee.'" Attachment 1, page 10, quoting

Brewster, 408 U.S. at 526.

c Counsel also argue that the House and the Committee are

protected by the Speech or Debate Clause from Commission

"'questioning' through review and consideration of the Special

Counsel's Report and its evidence." Further, the Commission's

position is assertedly not aided by the delegation of the

enforcement of 2 U.S.C. S 441i to the Commission. Attachment 1,

pages 12-13.

Finally, Counsel argue that the Commission cannot

"readjudicate" a case already heard by the House. "In the very

case before the Commission, the House exercised its authority,
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Debate Clause was successfully invoked by a member, have involved
the appearance of a member before a disciplinary committee as a
witness and the subsequent use of his or her committee testimony
in a judicial proceeding in which the same member is a defendant.
Rather, these Supreme Court cases have concerned the activities of
an individual member as a member of a committee which has issued
subpoenas or a report or otherwise engaged in a legislative

undertaking.

Certain lower courts have addressed the issue of a member's
appearance as a witness, but inconsistently. As cited above, the
U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, in
Cilberg, found that the Congressman's testimony before the House
Ethics Committee could not be used against him, based upon a
combination of the Speech or Debate Clause and the right of both
Houses to discipline their own members. Four years later, in
Hansen, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, in
dicta, strongly disagreed with the Eilberg rationale, stating that
a Congressional inquiry into a member's misconduct does not
"insulate" a member from other liability. (The case before the
Hansen court did not involve either floor statements or committee
testimony and the court found that the government could make a
sufficient case without any reliance upon legislative acts.)10

In the present matter, the Commission did not rely upon Mr.
Wright's own testimony before the House Committee in making its

reason to believ* finding regarding a violation of

10. The court in Hansen addressed Eilberg because the latter hadbeen relied upon by the defendant.
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culminating in resignation of the Speaker. To permit the

Commission to re-open the same case and re-adjudicate the issues

would negative the entire constitutional scheme of self-discipline

and subject the House to Executive branch review and second

guessing -- precisely what the Clause was designed to prevent."

Attachment 1, page 15. Counsel also assert that, even though in

Brewster and Helstoski the Supreme Court did not bar prosecutions

for bribery so long as no evidence related to the legislative

process was relied upon, in those cases no "disciplinary proceeding

had been brought or reached fruition before or during the

prosecution and neither Member had been subject to a plenary

proceeding which had been fully exhausted by the time the

extra-legislative case was brought." Attachment 1, page 16.

"[TIhe Commission cannot proceed without 'expressing a lack of

respect' for the House's determinations . . . or because of the

0 'potentiality of embarrassment from multifarious pronouncements by

various department on one question.'" Attachment 1, pages 17-18,

quoting Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. at 217. "[Here the 'textual

commitment' [to the legislative branch) is complete and

unassailable .... " Attachment 1, page 19.

C. Analysis

1. Application of Speech or Debate Clause to Mr. Wright as
Witness before Comittee

Although the courts have consistently included Congressional

committee hearings, committee reports and other committee

proceedings within the scope of the Speech or Debate Clause, none

of the above-cited Supreme Court cases, in which the Speech or
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Debate Clause was. successfully invoked by a member, have involved

the appearance of a member before a disciplinary committee as a

witness and the subsequent use of his or her committee testimony

in a judicial proceeding in which the same member is a defendant.

Rather, these Supreme Court cases have concerned the activities of

an individual member as a member of a committee which has issued

subpoenas or a report or otherwise engaged in a legislative

undertaking.

Certain lower courts have addressed the issue of a member's

appearance as a witness, but inconsistently. As cited above, the
00 U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, in

Eilberg, found that the Congressman's testimony before the House
01 Ethics Committee could not be used against him, based upon a

__ combination of the Speech or Debate Clause and the right of both

Houses to discipline their own members. Four years later, in
MHansen, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, in

dicta, strongly disagreed with the Eilberg rationale, stating that

a Congressional inquiry into a member's misconduct does not

"insulate" a member from other liability. (The case before the

Hansen court did not involve either floor statements or committee

testimony and the court found that the government could make a

sufficient case without any reliance upon legislative acts.) 10

In the present matter, the Commission did not rely upon Mr.

Wright's own testimony before the House Committee in making its

reason to believ* finding regarding a violation of

10. The court in Hansen addressed Eilberg because the latter had
been relied upon by the defendant.
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2 U.S.C. S 441i. The Factual and Legal Analysis cited the

Counsel's Report as to certain facts and the Counsel's Report

cites generally to Mr. Wright's testimony (see below), but the

Factual and Legal Analysis contained no direct, or indirect,

quotations from, or summaries of, Mr. Wright's testimony on the

honoraria issue.'
1

2. Basis of Commission's Finding of Reason to Believe:
At Least Partial Reliance upon Special Counsel's Report
and Committee Statement

Counsel argues more generally that the Commission's finding

of reason to believe was based only upon information taken from

the Special Counsel's Report and from the Committee Statement.

This is incorrect. The complaint in this matter expressly raised

the issue of a violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441i as a result of the

purchase by The New England Life Insurance Company of $2,000 worth

of books. One of that company's own executives had been quoted as

stating that this transaction was "in lieu of paying Wright an

honorarium .... " The Factual and Legal Analysis discussed the

complaint in this regard, and cited the Counsel's Report only to

point out a discrepancy in the figure for the amount of the New

England Life book payment, to note in a footnote that Mr. Wright

had already accepted the maximum amount in honoraria allowed in

11. It must also be emphasized that the aspect of Mr. Wright's
conduct at issue at the the Committee hearings was unrelated to
any legislative activities (unlike, e.g., the acceptance of abribe to perform certain legislative acts). As discussed above,
in Cla a member of Congress was accused of having filed false
trav- vouchers, an activity which the court found not to be the
type covered by the Clause and thus not immune. Cla did not,
however, involve testimony before a Congressional committee.
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1985, and to note also in a footnote that the Counsel's Report had

stated that Mr. Wright knew that the books were being purchased in

lieu of an honorarium, the latter assertion being based upon a

memorandum from the public relations firm handling the

distribution of the books to Mr. Wright and his wife. Thus, while

information regarding the New England Life transaction taken from

the Counsel's Report and from the Committee's Statement was

included in the Factual and Legal Analysis, this information

simply supplemented what was already available in the complaint.

On the other hand, the resulting New England Life honorarium
C) amounted to only $550, based upon the Counsel's Report total of

$1,000 for the company's payment of which Mr. Wright apparently

received 55% pursuant to his royalty agreement with the publisher.

-_ Therefore, as stated in the General Counsel's Report, this

transaction was not in violation of the Act. The General

Counsel's Report then went on to discuss Mr. Wright's receipt of

"N- $3,000 from Southwest Texas State University, one of the
transactions upon which the House Committee based its finding of

reason to believe, and to note, in a footnote, that the Counsel's

Report had also addressed a $10,000 purchase by the Satellite

Broadcasting and Communications Association which the Counsel had

found in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441i but which the Committee had

not. The General Counsel's Report continued,

Because [Mr. Wright) initially accepted the
entire $3,000 [from the University), the House
Committee found that Congressman Wright had
accepted an honorarium in violation of Section
441i. In light of these facts and findings,
this Office recommends that the Commission
find reason to believe James C. Wright
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i.
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The Factual and Legal Analysis was not so direct with regard

to the source of the information regarding the Southwest Texas

State University and Satellite Broadcasting. But it did cite the

Committee Statement and the Counsel's Report in a footnote in

support of the recommendation, noting again that the Committee

Statement and the Counsel's Report had differed in their treatment

of the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association's

bulk purchase. 12

Counsel for Mr. Wright argue that the Commission's

proceedings have been "tainted" by the use of information taken

from Committee documents. And it would be, in fact, difficult to

argue that the Commission's finding was not largely based upon the

House Committee's determination. Such a basis, however, should

not be fatal to the Commission's proceedings.

First, assuming that all information in a Congressional

report is to be deemed legislative and thus not to be used as

evidence in a Commission proceeding, it must be stressed that the

Supreme Court has not found that indictments based in part on

legislative activities need be rejected in their entirety provided(N

that they are "wholly purged of elements offensive to the Speech

or Debate Clause" Johnson, 383 U.S. at 185. See also Brewster,

408 U.S. at 526-527. As was noted by the court in Helstoski v.

United States (Helstoski II), 635 F.2d 200, 205, "it was not

12. A review of the complaint and of the news articles cited
therein, as well as of other news articles collected by this
Office, has revealed no mention of the Southwest Texas State
University and the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association transactions.
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contended in either Brewster or Johnson that mere introduction of

speech or debate material invalidated the indictment." In Myers

the court determined that grand jury consideration of privileged

materials was not fatal. And in United States v. Williams, 644

F.2d 950, 952 (2nd Cir., 1981) the court upheld a lower court

finding that, even though testimony relative to legislative

matters should not have been heard by the grand jury, the

introduction of this "tainted testimony" did not raise substantial

questions as to whether the grand jury had "'sufficient competent

evidence to establish probable cause,'" quoting Myers, 635 F.2d at
940, n. 10.

In the present matter the issues with regard to the use of

arguably legislative materials are whether the Commission's

finding of reason to believe would be viewed by a court as the

,n equivalent of an indictment and thus need to have been based upon

more than information taken from House Committee documents, and,

if so, whether there was sufficient information before the
C Commission, minus the House Committee's Statement and the

Counsel's Report, to have supported a reason to believe finding.

The Commission should be able to argue convincingly that a

reason to believe determination is not the equivalent of an

indictment, but only serves to open an investigation. Therefore

the same standards should not apply with regard to the source of

the information used as the basis for such a finding.

Assuming that it would be necessary to show that the

Commission's reason to believe finding could have been based upon

other available information, the Commission could emphasize in



particular the New England Life transaction in September, 1985,

which, although resulting in an honorarium of less than $2,000,

served as an example of a possible practice of selling books in

lieu of honoraria. There had been statements in news accounts

that Mr. Wright by may, 1985, was within $500 of his $25,500

honoraria limit and that the New England Life arrangement had been

negotiated by Mr. Wright's office. Taken together this

information, available to the Commission independent of the House

Committee's documents, would arguably have provided sufficient

grounds for a Commission finding of reason to believe.

Secondly, it has in fact never yet been determined by the

Supreme Court that testimony before a Congressional committee by a
member witness which is cited in a Committee report is covered by

- the Speech or Debate Clause and thus may not be used against that
member in either a criminal or a civil procedure; lower courts

* .~ which have addressed this scenario have differed. And the

question of whether non-member witnesses' testimony may be used

against a member in such a procedure has apparently not been

addressed by the courts. Therefore, it would be very difficult

for counsel for Mr. Wright to find precedents for the argument

that no information whatsoever taken from a Congressional report

or other committee document may be used as the basis for a

Commission finding of reason to believe.

3. Separation of Powers: Committee and Commission

Counsel also argue that the Commission is barred from
"readjudicating" a case heard by a Congressional committee. They

state that "the House exercised its authority, culminating in
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resignation of the Speaker. To permit the Commission to re-open

the same case and re-adjudicate the issues would negative the

entire constitutional scheme of self-discipline and subject the

House to Executive branch review and second guessing - precisely

what the [Self-Disciplinary Clause was designed to prevent."

Attachment 1r page 15.

Contrary to the argument of counsel, there is indeed very

considerable doubt "that the House fully exercised jurisdiction

[in the Wright matter] and left nothing for the Commission."

Attachment 1, page 17. Counsels' position is based upon two

incorrect sets of assumptions. The first is that the House

Committee's actions and determination in the Wright case

represented a "full exercise" of authority, that there had been a

*disciplinary proceeding which [had been) brought or reached

fruition," and that Mr. Wright had been "subject to a plenary

proceeding which had been fully exhausted by the time the

extra-legislative case was brought." Attachment 1, pages 15-16.

The second assumption is that the Commission has no authority to

pursue a civil enforcement action because of the prior actions by

the House.

In fact, the proceedings in the House of Representatives

regarding Mr. Wright went no further than a finding by the House

Committee of reason to believe that he had violated certain Rules

and 2 U.S.C. 5 441i. There was never a finding by the full House

because Mr. Wright resigned prior to such a floor proceeding.

Thus it cannot be said that the House had exercised its full

authority or that the disciplinary proceeding had "reached
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fruition." This is not a case of the Commission "re-opening" or

"re-adjudicating" something which had been fully "adjudicated."

And even if the disciplinary proceeding in the House had gone

to a floor vote, there is considerable support for the position

that that proceeding would not have barred the Commission from

pursuing an enforcement matter. This support is to be found

especially in the Hansen and Clay decisions discussed above.

InClay the court found that so long as it was intended that

members of Congress be included within the scope of a statute, in

that case the False Claims Act, there was no barrier in the

Self-disciplinary Clause to a civil suit against a member.

Although the Hansen case did not involve testimony before a

House committee, that court was very critical of another district

court which had found immune the testimony of a member before such

a committee and which had apparently equated the Speech or Debate

Clause with the right of Congress to discipline its own members.

More generally the Hansen court found that even if Congress

provides for "some internal inquiry or sanction for certain

misconduct of its members, [that) does not insulate its members

from all possible criminal liability." The Hansen court also

emphasized the inclusion of members of the legislative branch in

the statute at issue in that case, namely the Ethics in Government

Act, and the "vesting in the Attorney General [of) authority . ..

to bring civil actions to prosecute violations [of that Act]."

The court went on to state that "the disclosure requirements [of

the Ethics in Government Act] have a broader purpose than mere

internal policing but also concern the public's right to know
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about the financial interests of its government leaders." Hansen,

566 F.Supp. at 171.

Even the court of which the Hansen court had been so

critical, namely the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District

of Pennsylvania, emphasized in a later case the history of the

delegation by Congress to the executive and the judiciary of the

policing of members. The Eilberg II court emphasized that this

delegation has been "uniformly sustained by the Supreme Court,"

provided that the constraints of the Speech or Debate Clause are

observed. Eilberg II, 507 F. Supp. at 287.13

Applying these principles to the present matter, it is clear

that Congress intended the portion of the Federal Election

-_ Campaign Act regulating honoraria to apply to members of the

-- legislative branch as "elected . . . officer[s] of the Federal

LO Government," 2 U.s.c. 5 441i, and that it granted the Commission

"exclusive jurisdiction" over the civil enforcement of the Act,
including the honoraria provision codified at 2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

2 U.S.C. 5 437g. The Act contains no caveat as to a loss of

Commission jurisdiction over a matter involving excessive

honoraria if either the Senate or House has instituted a

disciplinary procedure in that regard. And, as with the Ethics in

Government Act, the Federal Election Campaign Act has a broader

purpose than "internal policing" by either House, namely the

preservation of the integrity of the Government. All in all,

therefore, it appears that the House Committee's actions do not

13. No decisions by Texas courts have been found which are on
point with the decisions discussed above.
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bar the Commission from pursuing an enforcement action involving

one of the issues addressed by that Committee simply because it

was so addressed and because the member involved resigned.

4. The Possibilities for "axpressing a Lack of Respect for
Congress" and for INultifarious Pronouncements by Various
Departments on One Question m

Counsel further argues, based upon Baker v. Carr that

Commission pursuit of Mr. Wright would express "'a lack of respect'

for the House's determinations" or result in "'embarrassment from

multifarious pronouncements by various departments on one

question." Attachment 1, page 18. The responses to these

arguments are the same as those raised above with regard to the
"separation of powers" assertion. There was no "determination" by

the House as a whole. Thus a Commission probable cause finding

regarding any violation or non-violation of 2 U.S.C. 441i by Mr.

Wright would not be either duplicative of, or contrary to, a

decision by the House. It is possible that such a Commission

finding could differ from that of the House Committee, either in

terms of the particular transactions involved in a violation or as

to the final decision as to whether or not there was a violation,

but a committee is not the full House.

D. SURNARY

Based on the above analysis, it appears that a possible,

although not probable, hurdle faced by the Commission in pursuing

the present enforcement action could be the use of information from

the House Committee Statement and the Counsel's Report as a basis

for its reason to believe finding. Given the courts' inclusion of

committee reports and other committee documents in the category of



-- 29--
legislative matters protected by the Speech or Debate Clause, the
Commission may have to show that the present matter is

distinguishable from earlier cases.

The factual situation in the present matter is in fact

different in that the apparent violation of 2 U.s.c. S 441i at
issue arises out of non-legislative undertakings, namely

appearances before certain groups who bought books rather than pay
an honorarium, and the member involved was a witness at the
committee hearings, not a committee member, a factor to which

different courts have reacted differently. There is no clear

judicial precedent for finding a non-committee member's testimony

regarding strictly non-legislative activities immune from use
- pursuant to the Speech or Debate Clause. And, even if committee

testimony vere found not to have been rightly available to the
Commission, there was evidence before the Commission besides the
Committee Statement and Counsel's Report which alone would have

supported a reason to believe determination.

Thus, despite the principle that congressional committee

proceedings, including reports, are generally protected by the

Speech or Debate Clause, the Commission should refuse to dismiss

the complaint and reason to believe finding in the present matter,

and proceed to the next step in the enforcement process. As the
next step this Office recommends approval of a subpoena for

documents and an order for answers to interrogatories to be issued
to Mr. Wright in light of his failure to respond to the questions

and request for documents sent earlier, and also approval of
subpoenas and orders to be sent to Southwest Texas State University



-- 30--
and to the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association,

two bulk purchasers of Mr. Wright's book in amounts resulting in

payments to Mr. Wright in excess of $2,000.

E. RECOMMENDATIONS

a. Deny the request by counsel to dismiss the complaint and
reason to believe finding in MUR 2649.

b. Approve the attached subpoena and order to James C.
Wright.

c. Approve the attached subpoenas and orders to Southwest
Texas State University and the Satellite Broadcasting and
Communications Association.

Date(/ rence M. Noble
-- General Counsel

Attachments

1. Response from counsel
2. Subpoena and order to James C. Wright
3. Subpoena and order to Southwest Texas State University4. Subpoena and order to Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL RRIS
M.ARJORIE W. E.MMONS/DELORES HA
COMMISSICN SECRETARY

FEBRUARY 4, 1991

MUR 2649 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATED JANUARY 29, 1991

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on WedneSday, January 30, 1991 at 11:00 a.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Co~missioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Comissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Comissioner

Comissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on

xxx

xxx

xxx

the meetinq aqenda

for TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 1991

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

4

C-
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

James C. Wright
MUR 2649

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on

February 12, 1991, do hereby certify that the Commission

decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following actions

with respect to NUR 2649:

1. Deny the request by counsel to dismiss
the complaint and reason to believe
finding in MUR 2649.

2. Approve the subpoena and order to James
C. Wright as recommended in the General
Counsel's report signed January 29, 1991.

3. Approve the subpoenas and orders to Southwest
Texas State University and the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association
as recommended in the General Counsel's
report signed January 29, 1991.

(continued)

I

I
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Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 2649
February 12, 1991

Page 2

4. Approve the draft letters attached to
the General Counsel's memorandum dated
February 5, 1991, subject to amendment
as agreed during the meeting discussion.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioner Josefiak was not present.

Attest:

/ Marjorie W. Emmons
cretary of the Commission

Date
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

(I February 21, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. Hewitt:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty ofenforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended."N. The Commission has issued the attached subpoena to producedocuments and order to submit written answers in connection withOan investigation it is conducting. The Commission does notconsider your company to be a respondent in this matter, butrather a witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an'f) investigation being conducted by the Commission, theconfidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12)(A) applies.That section prohibits making public any investigation conductedby the Commission without the express written consent of theperson with respect to whom the investigation is made. You areadvised that no such consent has been given in this case.
You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assistyou in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena andorder. However, you are required to submit the information within15 days of your receipt of this subpoena and order. All answersto questions must be submitted under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
- . General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

in the Matter of
MUR 2649

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3), and in

furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned matter,

the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit

written answers to the questions attached to this Order and

- subpoenas you to produce the documents requested on the

attachment to this Subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

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

with the requested documents, within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order and Subpoena.
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Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &
Communication Association

page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washinqton, D.C. on this i9 1 day

of J91.

Fe ralElectionC i -

ATTEST:

Marjor W. EF1ons

Secretity to the Commission

Attachment
Interrogatories
Document Request
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained* including hearsay, that is in possession of,
known by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information todo so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories, describe such
items in sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim.
Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories 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.



Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &

Communications Association
page 4

DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and plural,
and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type in
your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist. The
term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper, telegrams,

U') telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports, memoranda,
correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video recordings,
drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams, lists, computer
print-outs, and all other writings and other data compilations from
which information can be obtained.

"identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date, if
any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was prepared,
the title of the document, the general subject matter 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 person to be identified is
not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
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INTERROGATORIES

The Commission is in possession of information that the
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association ("SBCA") made
a bulk purchase of Reflections of a Public Man by James C. Wright,
Jr., in 1985, in lieu of paying an honorarium to former
Congressman Wright for his appearance at the association's trade
show in September of that year. Please answer the following
questions regarding the SBCA's purchase of the books:

1. Did the SBCA make a bulk purchase of copies of Reflections of
a Public Man in 1985? If yes, please state the number of copies
purchased, the amount paid, and the date of purchase.

2. How and to whom were the books distributed by the SBCA?

3. What were the dates of the SBCA trade show in September, 1985,
and where was the trade show held?

4. Did Mr. Wright appear at the SBCA trade show in September,
1985? If yes, was Mr. Wright paid an honorarium for his
appearance? Were his expenses related to his appearance paid by
the SBCA?

5. Is it the usual practice of the SBCA to pay an honorarium and
expenses with regard to the appearance of a member of Congress at
an SBCA trade show? If yes, what is the usual honorarium paid?

6. At whose suggestion did the SBCA make the bulk purchase of
Reflections of a Public Man? Please identify all persons,
including Mr. Wright or his representatives, who contacted your
association regarding a purchase of Mr. Wright's books, or with
whom the SBCA discussed its purchase. Please also identify the
person(s) associated with the SBCA who discussed the association's
purchase of the books with Mr. Wright or with his representative.

7. Identify the person at the SBCA who made the decision to
purchase Mr. Wright's book.

8. Was the SBCA prepared to give rir. Wright an honorarium for his
appearance at the September, 1985, trade show?

9. Had .the SBCA given Mr. Wright an honorarium for a previous
appearance at an SBCA event?

10. Was the SBCA's 1985 purchase of Reflections of a Public Man
made in lieu of the payment of an honorarium to Mr. Wright for his
appearance at the September, 1985 trade show?
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REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

1. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, and telephone logs, involving communications
between representatives of SBCA and James C. Wright, a
representative of Mr. Wright or a representative of Mladison
Publishing Company, concerning Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA
September, 1985, trade show and his compensation for that
appearance.

2. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, telephone logs or messages, purchase orders,
invoices and cancelled checks, involving the bulk purchase by the
SBCA in 1985 of Reflections of a Public Man.
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February 21, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dr. Jerome H. Supple, President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, TX 78666

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Dr. Supple:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
The Commission has issued the attached subpoena to produce
documents and order to submit written answers in connection with
an investigation it is conducting. The Commission does not
consider the university to be a respondent in this matter, but,
rather, a witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the
confidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12)(A) applies.
That section prohibits making public any investigation conducted
by the Commission without the express written consent of the
person with respect to whom the investigation is made. You are
advised that no such consent has been given in this case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena and
order. However, you are required to submit the information within
15 days of your receipt of this subpoena and order. All answers
to questions must be submitted under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincer,*i+,

"awrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

SUBOEN TOPROUCEDOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: Dr. Jerome H. Supple, President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, TX 78666

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(l) and (3), and in furtherance

of its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the questions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to produce

the documents requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

Legible copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents may be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, along with

the requested documents within 15 days of receipt of this order

and Subpoena.
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WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this

day of 1991.

ATTEST:

Marjo r1 W. Emmons
Secret y to the Commission

Attachments
Interrogatories
Document Request
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answerinq these interrogatories and request for production
of documents, furnish all documents and other information, however
obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of, known by or
otherwise available to you, including documents and information
appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
se 't forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items 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. Each claim of privilege
must specify in detail all the grounds on which it rests.

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.
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DEFINI TIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
* copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type

in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone

- communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,

- telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
C nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,

if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter 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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.
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INTERROGATORI ES

The Commission is in possession of information that Southwest
Texas State University ("the University") paid an honorarium of
$3,000 to former U.S. Representative James C. Wright, Jr., in
connection with a speech made by Mr. Wright at the University and
later received copies of Reflections of a Public Man written by
Mr. Wright. Please answer the following questions regarding the
University's payment of the honorarium and receipt of the books:

1. Did James C. Wright, Jr., give a speech at the University in
October, 1984? If yes, what was the date of the speech.

2. was Mr. Wright offered and was he paid an honorarium for this
speech? How much was the honorarium? when was the honorarium
paid?

3. Was the University informed at a later date that Mr. Wright
had already reached his yearly limit for honoraria receipts and
would like to use the payment from the University to purchase
copies of Reflections of a Public Man for the University? If yes,
who among the University staff was the recipient of this
information? When was it received? Please identify the
individual representing fMr. Wright who provided this information
to the University.

4. Did the University receive copies of Reflections of a Public
Man? If yes, please state the number of copies received and the

C date of their delivery.

5. How and to whom were the books distributed by the University?
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REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

1. Please produce all documents, including but not limited toletters, memoranda, and telephone logs or messages, involving
communications between representatives of the University and JamesC. Wright, Jr., or a representative of Mr. Wright, concerning Mr.Wright's appearance at the University in October, 1984, and hisanticipated compensation for that appearance.

2. Please produce all documents, including but not limited toletters, memoranda, telephone logs, purchase orders, invoices, andcancelled checks, involving payment to Mr. Wright of an honorarium
for his appearance in October, 1984.

3. Please produce all documents, including but not limited toletters, memoranda, and telephone logs or messages, involving
the receipt by the University of copies of Reflections of a Public
Man.
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February 21, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Stanley M. Brand, Esquire
David E. Frulla, Esquire
Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2649
James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Brand and Mr. Frulla:

On March 14, 1990, your client, James C. Wright, Jr.,,
was notified that the Federal Election Commission had found reason
to believe he violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441i, a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On April 20, 1990, you
submitted a response to the complaint and a suggestion of lack of
jurisdiction which concluded that the complaint and reason to
believe finding should be dismissed and no further action taken by
the Commission.

On February 12, 1991, the Commission voted to deny your
request to dismiss the complaint and reason to believe finding.
It is the position of the Commission that protection is not
afforded to Mr. Wright under the Speech or Debate Clause because
the activities under scrutiny involve bulk purchases of a book and
honoraria, not Congressional committee proceedings; nor is any
other legislative activity under review.

In addition, the Commission approved the attached order to
provide written answers to questions. It is required that your
client submit all answers to these questions under oath within 15
days of your receipt of this order.
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If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sinc ely,

z/ Lawrence M. Nb
General Counsel

Enclosure

Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: James C. Wright, Jr.
c/o Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1), and in furtherance of its

investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal Election

Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to the

questions attached to this Order.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

-- forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

-- Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within

15 days of your receipt of this Order.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this

day of jaavei 1991.

F eral Election Commission

ATTEST:

MAarj(Vie W. Emmons

Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Interrogatories
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories, furnish all documents and
other information, however obtained, including hearsay, that is in
possession of, known by or otherwise available to you, including
documents and information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

The following interrogatories 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.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
fol lows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every typein your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,
telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other datacompilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state thenature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter ofthe document, the location of the document, the number of pages
comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the fullname, 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 person to be
identified is not a natural person,, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of theseinterrogatories and requests for the production of documents anydocuments and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.
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I NTERROGATORI ES

1. Please identify all groups, organizations and business
entities before which you made an appearance and/or gave a
speech in 1984, 1985 and 1986 which also made bulk purchases
of the book, Reflections of a Public Man. Provide the date
of each appearance and the number of boioks purchased.
Please state whether each group, organization or business
entity identified paid you an honorarium, and, if so, the
amount of such honorarium.

2. During 1984, 1985 and 1986, did you ever personally request
that a group, organization or business entity before which
you gave a speech, or otherwise appeared, purchase a
quantity of copies of your book, Reflections of a Public
Man? If yes, please identify the group, organization, or
Siiiiness entity, and the date of your appearance.

3. Please identify the individual(s) associated with the
entities cited in your answer to Question 1 with whom
arrangements were made for your appearance and compensation.

4. Please identify all persons, including Congressional staffU') members and consultants, who made arrangements on your behalf
for your appearances before, and compensation by, the entities
cited in your answer to Question 1.

5. Please provide the current addresses of the following persons:

Matthew Cossolotto
N) Marshall Lyman

Phil C. Duncan
Marjorie Youngblood
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February 21, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: MUR 2649
Dear Mr. Hewitt:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty ofenforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.The Commission has issued the attached subpoena to producedocuments and order to submit written answers in connection withan investigation it is conducting. The Commission does notconsider your company to be a respondent in this matter, butrather a witness only.

Because this information is being sought as part of aninvestigation being conducted by the Commission, theconfidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12)(A) applies.That section prohibits making public any investigation conductedby the Commission without the express written consent of theperson with respect to whom the investigation is made. You areadvised that no such consent has been given in this case.
You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assistyou in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena andorder. However, you are required to submit the information within15 days of your receipt of this subpoena and order. All answersto questions must be submitted under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrpnce M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena and Order



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3), and in

furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned matter,

the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit

written answers to the questions attached to this Order and

subpoenas you to produce the documents requested on the

attachment to this Subpoena. Legible copies which, where

applicable, show both sides of the documents may be substituted

for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

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

with the requested documents, within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order and Subpoena.



Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &
Communication Association
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WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washington, D.C. on this /9A64 day

of 1991.

Jo

Fe

ATTEST:

Marjor W. Emmons
Secretavy to the Commission

Attachment
Interrogatories
Document Request

Fn -mc G
eral Election is i n
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of,known by or otherwise available to you, including documents andinformation appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, andunless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, noanswer shall be given solely by reference either to another answeror to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shallset forth separately the identification of each person capable offurnishing testimony concerning the response given, denotingseparately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting theinterrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in fullafter exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
- do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inabilityto answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledgeyou have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what youdid in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information isrequested by any of the following interrogatories, describe suchitems in sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim.Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories are continuing in nature so asto require you to file supplementary responses or amendments
during the course of this investigation if you obtain further ordifferent information prior to or during the pendency of thismatter. include in any supplemental answers the date upon whichand the manner in which such further or different information came
to your attention.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including theinstructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as follows:

"You" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whomthese discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and plural,and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identicalcopies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type inyour possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist. Theterm document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper, telegrams,telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports, memoranda,
correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video recordings,drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams, lists, computerprint-outs, and all other writings and other data compilations fromwhich information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state thenature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date, ifany, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was prepared,the title of the document, the general subject matter of thedocument, the location of the document, the number of pages
comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the fullname, the most recent business and residence addresses and thetelephone numbers, the present occupation or position of suchperson, the nature of the connection or association that person hasto any party in this proceeding. If the person to be identified isnot a natural person, provide the legal and trade names, the addressand telephone number, and the full names of both the chief executiveofficer and the agent designated to receive service of process for
such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively orconjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of theseinterrogatories and requests for the production of documents anydocuments and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
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INTERROGATORIES

The Commission is in possession of information that theSatellite Broadcasting & Communications Association ("SBCA") madea bulk purchase of Reflections of a Public man by James C. Wright,Jr., in 1985, in lieu of paying an honorarium to formerCongressman Wright for his appearance at the association's tradeshow in September of that year. Please answer the followingquestions regarding the SBCA's purchase of the books:

1. Did the SBCA make a bulk purchase of copies of Reflections ofa Public Man in 1985? If yes, please state the number of copiespurchased, the amount paid, and the date of purchase.

2. How and to whom were the books distributed by the SBCA?
3. What were the dates of the SBCA trade show in September, 1985,
and where was the trade show held?

4. Did Mr. Wright appear at the SBCA trade show in September,1985? If yes, was Mr. Wright paid an honorarium for hisappearance? Were his expenses related to his appearance paid by
the SBCA?

5. Is it the usual practice of the SBCA to pay an honorarium andexpenses with regard to the appearance of a member of Congress atan SBCA trade show? If yes, what is the usual honorarium paid?

6. At whose suggestion did the SBCA make the bulk purchase ofReflections of a Public Man? Please identify all persons,including Mr. Wright or his representatives, who contacted yourassociation regarding a purchase of Mr. Wright's books, or withwhom the SBCA discussed its purchase. Please also identify theperson(s) associated with the SBCA who discussed the association'spurchase of the books with Mr. Wright or with his representative.

7. Identify the person at the SBCA who made the decision to
purchase Mr. Wright's book.

8. Was the SBCA prepared to give Mr. Wright an honorarium for hisappearance at the September, 1985, trade show?

9. Had the SBCA given Mr. Wright an honorarium for a previous
appearance at an SBCA event?

10. Was the SBCA's 1985 purchase of Reflections of a Public Manmade in lieu of the payment of an honorarium to Mr. Wright for hisappearance at the September, 1985 trade show?
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REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

1. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, and telephone logs, involving communications
between representatives of SBCA and James C. Wright, a
representative of Mr. Wright or a representative of Madison
Publishing Company, concerning Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA
September, 1985, trade show and his compensation for that
appearance..

2. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, telephone logs or messages, purchase orders,
invoices and cancelled checks, involving the bulk purchase by the
SBCA in 1985 of Reflections of a Public Man.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 2649)

Resonse of Charles C. Hewitt to
Interrogatores and

Requests for Production of Documents

'0

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

CD

Attached hereto are the Responses of Charles C. Hewitt, President of the Satellite

Broadcasting & Communications Association of America, to certain Interrogatories and

- Requests for Production of Documents issued under the seal of the Chairman of the Federal

Election Commission on the 19th day of February, 1991. -
Respectfully Submitted, -

Depp Kirkland, 1.,
Senior Vice-President - Operations &
General Counsel

Satellite Broadcasting & Communications
Association of America

225 Reineker's Lane
Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314
703-549-6990
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March 4, 1991
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QUESTION 1:

ANSWER:

QUESTION 2:

ANSWER:

QUESTION 3:

ANSWER:

Did the SBCA make a bulk purchase or copies or Reflections- or a
Public Man in 1985? If yes, please state the number of copies
purchased, the amount paid, and the date of purchase.

The Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association of
America (SBCA), under it's original Corporate name of SPACE, which
stands for Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc., did make
bulk purchases of Reflections of a Public Man by James C. Wright,
Jr., in 1985. We purchased 1,680 copies for $10,000 in August of 1985.

How and to whom were the books distributed by the SBCA?

The books were distributed by the organization. These books were
distributed to attendees of a presentation made by James C. Wright,
Jr., at our September, 1985, trade show in Nashville, Tennessee, and
also were distributed to other members of the organization during and
after this trade show.

What were the dates of the SBCA trade show in September, 1985, and
where was the trade show held?

The dates of the trade show held in Nashville, Tennessee, were
September 2, 3 and 4, 1985.

Did Mr. Wright appear at the SBCA trade show
If yes, was Mr. Wright paid an honorarium for
yes, what is the usual honorarium paid?

in September. 1985?
his appearance? If

Mr. Wright appeared at the SPACE trade show in Nashville, Tennessee,
in September, 1985, and made a presentation to the attendees. The
Association on occasion has paid honorarium and routinely pays

QUESTION 4:

ANSWER:
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speakers attending our shows. The Association has been unable to
locate any records that Indicate the payment to Mr. Wright of an
honorarium for the appearance in question. Please note attached
copies of correspondence between the Association and both the U.S.
House of Representatives, Committee on Standards of OMcial
Conduct and the Department of Justice, Criminal Division, Public
Integrity Section, regarding the custody or all records related to this
matter. These records have not been returned to the Association as or
this date. At the same trade show, the Association did hold a fund
raiser, where funds were raised in support of Mr. Wright.

QUESTION 5:

ANSWER:

QUES1FION 6:

ANSWER.-

Is it the usual practice of the SBCA to pay an honorarium and
expenses with regard to the appearance of a member of Congress at
the SBCA trade show? If yes, what is the usual honorarium paid?

The Association does, on occasion, pay honorarium and expenses for
speakers and members of Congress with regard to appearances at a
trade show. Such honorarium, when paid, varies in amount.

At whose suggestion did the SBCA make the bulk purchase of
Reflections of a Public Man? Please identify' all persons, including
Mr. Wright or his representatives, who contacted your association
regarding a purchase of Mr. Wright's books, or with whom the SBCA
discussed its purchase. Please also identify the persons(s) associated
with the SBCA who discussed the association's purchase of the books
with Mr. Wright or with his representative.

It was at the suggestion of our lobbying firm, the law firm of Brown
and Finn, that we purchased the books and distributed them during
the trade show. Their most recent known address is Suite 510, 1920
N. Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. We had no direct contacts with Mr.
Wright, his associates, or his representatives, concerning his
appearance. Any activities conducted on our behalf relative to his
appearance at the trade show were handled through the firm of Brown
and Finn.
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QUESTION 7:

ANSWER:

QUESTION 8:

ANSWER:

QUESTION 9:

ANSWER:

QUESTION 10:

ANSWER:

Identify the person at the SBCA who made the decision to purchase
Mr. Wright's book.

On the recommendation of Brown and Finn, the President and the
Executive Director of SPACE decided to purchase Mr. Wright's books
and distribute them at the trade show.

Was the SBCA prepared to give Mr. Wright an honorarium for his
appearance at the September, 1985, trade show?

As stated before, we have paid honorarium from time to time, if
the occasion warrants. It is not unusual for an honorarium to be paid
for the services of a speaker. As indicated above, the Association can
locate no record that indicates the payment to Mr. Wright of an
honorarium for the appearance in question. Regarding whether or not
the SBCA was 'prepared' to give an honorarium in this case, no
documentation or paperwork appears to have been prepared in
preparation for processing of such an honorarium payment.

Had the SBCA given Mr. Wright an honorarium for a previous
appearance at an SBCA event?

No.

Was the SBCA's 1985 purchase of Reflections of a Public Man made
in lieu of the payment of an honorarium to Mr. Wright for his
appearance at the September, 1985 trade show?

Any discussions regarding the circumstances leading to the purchase
recommendation, if they took place, were between Mr. Wright, his
associates or representatives, and the firm of Brown and Finn.
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ANSWERS SUBMITED BY:

Charles C. Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association of America (SBCA)

The above and foregoing answers of Charles C. Hewitt, President, Satellite Broadcasting
and Commuications Association of America, to Interrogatories were sworn to and
subscribed before me, an officer duly authorized to administer oaths in the state of Virginia,
on this 4th day of March, 1991.

MGeore H. KressIldo, Jr.

My commission expires on the -19-:1day of I~ ~ 19L
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REQUEST I:

ANSWER 1:

REQUEST 2:

Please produce all documents, including but not limited to letters,
memoranda, and telephone logs, involving communications between
representatives of SBCA and James C. Wright, a representative of Mr.
Wright or a representative of Madison Publishing Company,
concerning Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA September, 1985,
trade show and his compensation for that appearance.

All documents pertaining to this matter were provided to the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct of the U.S. House of
Representatives on October 19 and 25, 1988. These same documents
were subsequently sought by the Department of Justice, Criminal
Division, Public Integrity Section. These documents have not been
returned (See attached copies of related correspondence) and
presumably are in the possession of one of these parties. The
Association's requests for return of the documents have not been
honored to date.

Please produce all documents, including but not limited to letters,
memoranda, telephone log or messages, purchase orders, invoices and
canceled checks, involving the bulk purchase by the SBCA in 1985 of
Reflections of a Public Man.

ANSWER 2: See Answer I, above.

ANSWERS SUBMITIED BY:

Charles C. Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association of America (SBCA)



AIRLU.S. DepNmrium tuce

ashinvton. D.C. 20530

AUG 2 2 W9

Mark C. Ellison, Esq.
Vice President
Government Affairs

and General Counsel
Satellite Broadcasting
and Communications Association

Suite 600
225 Reinekers Lane
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Dear Mr. Ellison:

C71NI am writing to follow-up on your letter to Deputy Chief Jim
Cole dated August 10, 1989 requesting an extension on the return

- date of a grand jury subpoena served on the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association ("SBCA").

As you have stated that SBCA stands willing to comply with
the subpoena as soon as the House Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct returns to SBCA its records, or copies of those
records, we have agreed to extend the subpoena's return date to

NI, August 25, 1989. Please contact us if SBCA has not retrieved its
records, or copies of those records, from the Committee by that

CV date.
Your letter also asks if your understanding is correct

concerning our agreement to modify Item four of Schedule A of the
subpoena. That understanding is accurate except that you fail to
note that in responding to Item four, you must provide all
documents relating to the Office of Majority Leader, while
Congressman Wright held that office, as well as all documents
relating to Congressman Wright and to the Office of the Speaker
of the House.
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If you have any questions, please feel free to call Jim Colt
or myself.

Sincerely,

7

Star a erg
Trial A ney
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
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August 11, 1989

Mr. Mark Ellison
Vice President
Government Affairs and General Counsel
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association of America

225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Dear Mr. Ellison:

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has referred
to this office your letter of July 26, 1989 concerning certain
documentary material which you had previously produced to the
Committee. That same material is now apparently sought by the
Department of Justice in connection with an investigation which the
Department is conducting.

I have initiated discussions with Mr. Jim Cole, the attorney
- supervising the investigation for the Department. These

discussions are continuing in an effort to determine whether there
Uis a solution available which is properly observant of the rights

and obligations of both the legislative and executive branches as
well as your organization.

Mr. Cole has authorized me to inform you that pending the
C- completion of these discussions, which we hope will be concludedby August 21, 1989, compliance with that portion of your subpoena

will be continued.

NBy copy of this letter I am confirming this communication to
the Department. If you have any questions please do not hesitate
to contact me at 225-9700.

Sincereel

Steven R. Ross

General Counsel to the Clerk

SRR/jcab

cc: James M. Cole, DOJ
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August 10, 1989

Mr. James M. Cole
Deputy Chief
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
United States Department

of Justice
P.O. Box 27321
Central Station
Washington, D.C. 20038

Dear Mr. Cole:

As you are aware, the Satellite Broadcasting &Communications Association (SBCA) provided alldocuments in our possession which in any way relate toRep. Janes Wright to the Committee on Standards ofOfficial Conduct of the U.S. House of Representatives
on October 19 and 25, 1988. The U.S. House ofRepresentatives has advised that these documents are
the property of the House and have not, as of this
date, agreed to return them to the SDCA. At the time
that the SDCA provided these materials to the
Committee, I do not believe that we were aware that the
House would claim then as their property.

The materials being retained by the House are all
documents which are responsive to the subpoena served
upon the SBCA on July 26, 1989.

On Tuesday, August 8, 1989, I spoke with Mr. StevenRoss, General Counsel at the Office of the Clerk at theU.S. House of Representatives. Mr. Ross stated that
he would forward a letter to me advising of theCommittee's decision on access to those documents. Hesaid that the SBCA might be permitted to make copies asneeded to respond to the subpoena. As of this date, Ihave had no other communication with Mr. Ross and have
not received a letter from his office in this regard.

As today is the date of production under the subpoena,
I would request that an extension be granted (as you
may deem reasonable) to allow the SBCA to respond tothe subpoena. As soon as access is made available, the
SBCA intends to fully respond to the pending subpoena.

23 Re 59en LA=
Phoe ('703) 549-6990 Aizmu18 Vra 22314

FAX (703) 549-7640

0
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Mr. James Cole
August 10, 1989
Page 2

I have a call into Mr. Ross today and I will continue to seek
access to the records at the earliest possible date.

I would also like to confirm the understanding which I believe
we have reached with respect to Item 4 under Schedule A. That
is, that you are seeking only those documents pertaining to
actions of the SBCA or its predecessor with respect to
legislation which in any way relate to Representative James C.
Wright or the Office of the Speaker of the House. If this
understanding is not correct, please advise.

As I have advised, the SBCA, since its creation in 1987, has
had no dealings whatsoever with Mr. Wright, the Speaker's
Office, or any of their staff. All dealings with Mr. Wright
occurred prior to the formation of the SBCA and were by one of
our predecessor associations: the Satellite Television Industry

0 Association, Inc. (SPACE). It is my understanding that all
such dealings were handled by the law firm of Brown and Finn,
P.C. of Washington, D.C.

Thank you for your attention in this regard. I look forward to
-- hearing from you.

-- Sincerely,

Mark C. Ellison
Vice President
Government Affairs

and General Counsel

cc: Mr. Steven R. Ross
Mr. Stuart M. Goldberg
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August 4, 1989

Mr. Mark C. Ellison
Vice President
Government Affairs and General Counsel
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

Association of America
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Dear Mr. Ellison:

This responds to your July 26, 1989, letter informing this
Committee that the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association of America (SBCA) received a subpoena from the U. S.
District Court for the District of Columbia which calls for
production of certain documents on August 11, 1989.

Your letter further points out that on October 19 and 25,
- 1988, SBCA "turned over to the Committee all documents in our

possession which relate to Representative Jim Wright in response
to the Subpoena Duces Tecum issued by your office."

In order that SBCA can comply with the August 11, 1989,
subpoena, your letter requests return of the above-referenced
documents.

Because your letter involves the disclosure of materials
which are the property of the U. S. House of Representatives,

'your correspondence has been referred to Mr. Steven R. Ross,
General Counsel, Office of the Clerk of the U. S. House of
Representatives. Mr. Ross can be reached at 225-9700.

Sineey

Chairman

Cdoh'T.Myers
Ranking Minority Member

JS:RLL

cc: Steven R. Ross
General Counsel to the Clerk



0 0
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association

of America

Officen

P.YI.reJ

('huck Hewvi

Cftr&m Main
Main Elecwunics Co

Robe' N Caird
Wame Ioa Offie. fc

W..lzmn E Semw
GE kmerlce Comm.. Inc.

H T&yW Howard
Chaparra Comm. tnc

Edud E Iteruia
- COMSAT Copomaion

Mikue Schroede
C~ConsuMer Selum SYSWMs

-GeoerC bIgume Corp.

TM Onrwf
- HTS

DanZm

S Hu m Com.I c.

Brian Mccsk

G Todd Hady
INTU 24

Sawf Uimamd

Saiibs L Nw a
Sipl Samina. Inc.

Rik Hawkies
Su, b of s Cowsy

Cecd W fJack) Rlhey
Supera, Connectio

Mark Brad
Lnsden Corp of Annamc

Swcmiy E Hubbd 1l
USSU. Inc

staff

M ark C ElHson

Jerry Fschen

4m.Pirmn UAs F.vre
Depjiish Kzrk~aid

Via Courier

July 26, 1989

Mr. Ralph Lotkin
Chief Counsel
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
HT2 Capitol
Washington, D.C. 20515-6328

Dear Mr. Lotkin:

On or about October 19 and 25, 1989, the SBCA turned
over to the Committee all documents in our possession
which relate to Rep. Jim Wright in response to the
Subpoena Duces Tecum issued by your office.

On this date I have received a Subpoena from the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia
which calls for production of those same documents by
August 11, 1989. A copy of that subpoena is enclosed.

I am requesting that you return all of the above
referenced documents to me at the earliest possible
date. I will contact you within the next several days
to discuss this matter and make arrangements for the
return of the documents. Please advise if you have any
questions or if you foresee problems in accommodating
us in this regard.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Mark C. Ellison
Vice President
Government Affairs
and General Counsel

cc: Mr. James M. Cole, U.S. Department of Justice
Mr. Stuart M. Goldberg, U.S. Department of Justice

22 Ruie Lane
Phone (703) 549.6990

Suite 600 Akeumdb* Vqia 22314
FAX (703) 549-7640
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SUBPOENA TO TESTIFY
BEFORE GRAND JURY

SUBPOENA FOR:
0 PERSON DOCUMENTS OR OBJECT(S)

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to appear and testify before the Grand Jury of the United States District
Court at the place, date, and time specified below.

PLACE ROOM

GAW IM MII ON t"a
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YOU ARE ALS C NDED .i w-
YOU ARE ALSO COMMANDED to bring with you the following document(s) or object(s):"

as ~ba

Please see additonal informahon on reverse

This subpoena shall remain in effect until you are granted leave to depart by the court or by an officer acting on
behalf of the court. -

CLERK JAMES F. DAVEY

.By) DEPUTY CLERK u

This subpoena is issued up
of the United States of Ameri

*It not applicable, enter non. * To 0 .e m WV o uA01 10

11 F1

DATE
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SCHEDULE A

As used in this schedule, the term "documents" shall include
all notes, drafts, calendars, diaries, records and other written
materials, photos, graphs,, computer disks, tapes and other
recordings.

For the period of January 1, 1983 through June 15, 1989, you
are commanded to produce the following:

1. All documents relating to Reflections of a Public Man,
including but not limited to, all documents relating to oral and
written contacts with William Carlos Moore, Madison Publishing
Company, Madison Systems Corporation, James C. Wright, Jr. and
any person or entity acting for or on behalf of any of them, all
documents relating to solicitations of interest and orders, all
documents relating to payments sought and made in connection with
any purchases; all documents relating to how books were ordered,
how many were ordered, how many were received, how the books were
shipped, and what was done with the books;

2. All documents relating to efforts to secure the
appearance of, or speech by, James C. Wright, Jr., including but
not limited to, all documents relating to all oral and written
contacts made in connection with such efforts, all documents
relating to payments or other things of value provided, or which
you contemplated providing, directly or indirectly to James C.
Wright Jr., Betty Wright, and any person or entity acting for or
on behalf of either of them;

3. All documents relating to any oral and written contacts
with James C. Wright,, Jr.,, Betty Wright, the Office of
Congressman James C. Wright, Jr., the Office of the Speaker of
the United States House of Representatives, and the Office of the
Majority Leader of the United States House of Representatives,
and any persons acting for or on behalf of any of them;

4. All documents relating to actions by your company, its
officers, directors, employees and any person or entity acting
for or on behalf of any of them, concerning the proposal,
modification, enactment or repeal of any legislation; and

5. All documents relating to payments or other things of
value indirectly or directly provided to, or which you
contemplated providing to, or received from, James C. Wright,
Jr., Betty Wright, William Carlos Moore or any person or entity
acting for or on behalf of any of them.
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October 19, 1988

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
House of Representatives
Room HT-2
Washington, D.C. 20510

Attn: Ms. Kevann Cooke,
Office of the Outside Special Counsel

Dear Ms. Cooke:

The Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association (SBCA) was formed in January of 1987. Its
members include entities which were formerly members of
the Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc.
(f/k/a SPACE) (the association to which the Subpoena
Duces Tecum was addressed) and the Direct Broadcast
Satellite Association. The latter organizations no
longer exist. As the SBCA is the successor in interest
to the Satellite Television Industry Association, we
are responding to the Subpoena.

In response to the Subpoena served on or about October
7, 1988, please find originals of all documents in the
possession of the SBCA which in any way relate to the
Schedule of Documents requested in the Subpoena. These
include invoices from Brown & Finn (see below), a
purchase order for 1680 copies of Reflections of Public
MN, by Cong. Jim Wright, and a check to Madison
Publishing Company in the amount of $10,000 as payment
for that purchase order.

I have, this afternoon, located association meeting
minutes for SPACE/Satellite Television Industry
Association, Inc. and I will begin to search those
documents on Friday for materials responsive to the
subpoena and will make every effort to provide any such
documents by Tuesday, October 25, 1988.

Prior to January of 1987, all activities of the
Satellite Television Industry Association and, before
that, SPACE, relating in any way to dealings with the
House of Representatives were handled by the law firm
of Brown & Finn, Suite 510, 1920 N Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. It is our belief that if there are any
other documents responsive to the Subpoena, they are in
the possession of Brown & Finn. The SBCA has requested
that that firm review their files and provide all
relevant documents.

Suite 208.300 %orth %&,httn 5;'t r'tQ
|Phon,7'"03t 5 4 -€,o0

Alexandria. Virginia 22314
FAX (7031 54--7o40



Ms. Kevann Cooke
October 19, 1988
Page 2.

In our telephone conversation of last week you requested that
we advise you of the present address of Maureen E. Hallman
(nlee Jones). The last address that we have for her is: 8207
Mt. Vernon Highway, Alexandria, VA 22309.

You have also asked for information regarding "Superfund".
SPACE was a member of Superfund which was made up of various
entities involved in the home satellite television industry.
It was, to our knowledge, created and operated by Richard Brown
of Brown & Finn. Any questions regarding its make-up or
operations would have to be directed to Mr. Brown.

As we advised you in our telephone conversation of yesterday,
Congressman Wright appeared at the SPACE Satellite Television
Industry show held in Nashville, TN in September of 1985. It is
the recollection of Chuck Hewitt (who was then Executive Vice
President of SPACE and who is now President of the SBCA) that
an honorarium and travel expenses were paid to Mr. Wright for
that appearance. We have been unable to locate any invoices,
cancelled checks, or other documents that reflect any such
payments, however.

- Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding the
foregoing or if I can be of assistance in any way.

U) Sincerely,

C.- Mark C. Ellison
C' Vice President
r~e.)Government Affairs

and General Counsel



BRAND & LOWELL
A POortItONAL CORPORATION

923 FIFTEENTH STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005

TELEP04ONE '202o 662-9700

TELCOPIR: 12021 737-7565

March 8, 1991

BY FACSIMILE. ORIGINAL BY ZZND DELIVERY

Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: Matter Under Review 2649

Dear Anne:

As we discussed today by telephone, we received the
Commission's denial of our motion to dismiss the above-referenced

- matter under review and accompanying subpoena on February 26,
1991, while I was out of the office on business. Consequently, I

-- was unable to review these materials until this week. Once I
did, I attempted to telephone you, but you were out of the
office.

We have as yet been unable to contact the Respondent, former
Speaker James C. Wright, Jr. Mr. Wright is in Nicaragua through
the end of this week to participate in hearings on the

C democratization process that country is currently undergoing. We
have not been able to discuss the Commission's finding and
subpoena with him.

Accordingly, we respectfully request that we treat the date
of our client's receipt of these materials to be Monday, March
11, 1991, so that Speaker Wright has adequate time to evaluate
and respond to the Commission's filings.

Thank you very much for your consideration of this matter.

ly,

. Frulla



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

March 11, 19-91

David E. Frulla, Esquire
Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Re: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. Frulla:

This is in response to your letter dated March 8, 1991, which
we received on March 8, 1991, requesting that the time for
responding to the subpoena issued to James C. Wright, Jr., in the
above-cited matter begin today, March 11, 1991. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, I have granted this
request. Accordingly, your response is due by the close of
business on March 26, 1991.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: George F. Rishel
Assistant General Counsel
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Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2530

University Attorney March 13,1991

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
F:ederal Election Commission

999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 2649 4.

Dear Mr. Noble: --

Here are Dr. Jerome H. Supple's answers to the subpoena to produce
ON documents and order to submit written answers that you sent him on

February 21, 1991.

Please let me know if we can furnish you any further information or be of
any further service.

Sinc ely,

William L. Fly
University Attorney

WLF:cd:88151

Enclosure

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. SWT-P0161
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 2649
)

ANSWERS TO SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
AND ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Dr. Jerome H. Supple, President of Southwest Texas State University,

San Marcos, Texas 78666 answers the subpoena to produce documents and

order to submit written answers sent him on February 28, 1991 as shown on

the attached pages, numbered one through six.

_ 1"E H. SUPPLE. -r~dn
,. L A..,~fthwest Texas State University

VERIFICATION

STATE OF TEXAS *

COUNTY OF HAYS *

Before me, the undersigned notary public, on this day personally

appeared JEROME H. SUPPLE, President of Southwest Texas State University,

who being by me duly sworn on his oath deposed and said that every

statement contained in his answers set forth is, within his knowledge, true

and correct.

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this the 13th day of March, 1991,

to certify which witness my hand and seal of office.

MCYN7THIA DEAN

Public

STATrh OF TEXAS
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INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Did James C Wright, Jr., give a speech at the
University in October, 1984? If yes, what was the date of the speech.

ANSWER: Yes, October 16,1984.

Ir'
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INTERROGATORY NO. 2- Was Mr. Wright offered and was he paid an
honorarium for this speech? How much was the honorarium? When was
the honorarium paid?

ANSWER: Yes. Southwest Texas State University paid Mr. Wright a $3,000
honorarium by check dated October 12, 1984.

-2-



INTERROGATORY NO. 3: Was the University informed at a later date that
Mr. Wright had already reached his yearly limit for honoraria receipts and
would like to use the payment from the University to purchase copies of
Reflections of a Public Man for the University? If yes, who among the
University staff was the recipient of this information? When was it received?
Please identify the individual representing Mr. Wright who provided
information to the University.

ANSWER: Yes. 'Mary Ann Mendoza, an employee in the Office of the
President of Southwest Texas State University received a telephone call from
a woman in Mr. Wright's office who informed her that Congressman Wright
had received the university's check for the agreed $3,000 honorarium, but
that he had already reached the dollar limit for that year for honoraria
allowed to be received by a Congressman. We do not know the exact date
when this information was received, nor do we know the identity of the
woman from Congressman Wright's office who telephoned. The details of
the call are set forth in an affidavit signed by Mary Ann Mendoza on
December 15, 1988, attached to these interrogatories.

-3-



INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Did the University receive copies of Reflctions of
a Public Man? If yes, please state the number of copies received and the date
of their delivery.

ANSWER Yes. We received 504 copies of Mr. Wright's book some time in
the fall of 1984. We do not know the exact date of their delivery.

c
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INTERROGATORY NO. 5: How and to whom were the books distributed by

the University?

ANSWER. Initially these books were stored in our university library. In
November, 1985, approximately 500 of these books were sent to the chair of
the department of political science, who distributed them to students.

Lr)
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REQUM OR OCMENTS

REQUEST NO. 1: Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, and telephone logs or messages, involving
communications between representatives of the University and James C.
Wright, Jr., or a representative of Mr. Wright, concerning Mr. Wright's
appearance at the University in October, 1984, and his anticipated
compensation for that appearance.

REQUEST NO. 2: Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, telephone logs, purchase orders, invoices, and cancelled
checks, involving payment to Mr. Wright of an honorarium for his
appearance in October, 1984.

REQUEST NO. 3: Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
'C letters, memoranda, and telephone logs or messages, involving the receipt by

the University of copies of Reflections of a Public Man.

ANSWER: I attach copies of all of the documents that we have that you have
requested.
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% AFFIDAVIT

DATE: August 9, 1989

AFFIANT: William L. Fly

Affiant on oath states that the following facts are true:

1. My name is William L. Fly, and my business address is: 228 J. C.

Kellam Building. Southwest Texas State University. San Marcos, Hays County,

Texas. I am university attorney and custodian of records at Southwest Texas

State University.

2. I am attaching to this affidavit the following documents:

a. A letter dated April 13, 1983 from Robert L. Hardesty, then
President of Southwest Texas State University to The

IHonorable Jim Wright;

b. A letter dated April 28. 1983 from Jim Wright to Robert L.
Hardesty;

c. A letter dated March 30, 1984 from Robert L. Hardesty to
Jim Wright;

d. A letter dated June 14, 1984 from Leatha Miloy, Special
Assistant to the President for Student and Institutional

C- Relations at Southwest Texas State University to Ms.
Kathrine Mitchell;

e. A letter dated June 19, 1984 from Jim Wright to Robert L.
Hardesty;

f. An undated draft of a letter prepared by Leatha Miloy and
addressed to Ms. Kathrine Mitchell;

g. The final version of the letter described above, consisting of
two pages. dated July 24. 1984. from Leatha Miloy to Ms.
Kathrine Mitchell;

-I-



%. A letter received August 21. 1984 Mitcll to
Leatha Miloy;

i. A one-page "Route Sheet for Contract Services" signed by
Leatha Miloy on October 4, 1984;

j. A two-page unsigned contract between Southwest Texas State
University and The Honorable Jim Wright dated October
16, 19- providing for payment of $3,000 in return for
Mr. Wright's serving as a guest lecturer for the LBJ
Distinguished Lecture Series on October 16, 1984;

k. A one-page "Payment Voucher" dated October 16, 1984 for
$3,000 signed by Jim Wright and Leatha Miloy;

1. Three pages, consisting of the front and back of check
number 191570 from Southwest Texas State University,
as payor, to Jim Wright, as payee, in the amount of

co $3,000.00;

(IN ,m. A telephone message slip dated I 1/17 at 10:37 to Leatha
Miloy;

n. A letter dated November 19, 1984 from Ben Procter,
Professor of History at Texas Christian University to

Robert Hardesty;

o. An undated and unmailed draft of a letter from Robert L.
Hardesty to Ben Proctor;

C

p. A letter dated November 4. 1984 from Robert L. Hardesty to
Professor Ben Procter;

q. A letter dated November 5, 1984 from Robert L. Hardesty to
Jim Wright;

r. A letter dated November 28, 1984 from Jim Wright to Robert
L. Hardesty;

s. A letter dated December 10, 1984 from Robert L. Hardesty to
Jim Wright;
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t. A letter dated December Z8, 1984 from Matthew Cossolotto
to Robert L. Hardesty, and 14 pages of the text of the
speech referred to;

u. A letter dated April 25. 1985 from Leatha Miloy to Mr. Phil
Duncan;

v. A letter dated June 3, 1985 from Robert L. Hardesty to Jim
Wright;

w. A letter dated June 20, 1985 from Jim Wright to Robert L.
Hardesty;

x. A note from Mary Ann Mendoza to Leatha Miloy stamped
"received" on July 5, 1985;

y. A letter dated July 10, 1985 from Marian Loep to Marshall
Lynam;

z. A letter dated August 5, 1985 from Jim Wright to Marian
Loep;

aa. A memorandum dated October 24. 1985 from William F.
Mears, Director of the Learning Resources Center at
Southwest Texas State University, to Robert Hardesty and
a one-page attachment;

bb. A memorandum dated May 24, 1988 from William F. Meats
to Leatha Miloy;

cc. A two-page affidavit (and three pages of attachments) dated
December 15, 1988 signed by Mary Ann Mendoza and
submitted to the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct. U. S. House of Representatives.

3. These documents are all the documents held by Southwest Texas

State University as called for in Schedule A of a subpoena dated July 14,

1989 from the Clerk of the United States District Court for the District of

Columbia, issued upon the application of the United States of America. They

constitute full compliance with the demands of the subpoena. No documents
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have been withheld. The documents submitted are taken m files

maintained in the reguar course of business at Southwest Texas State

University, and the documents themselves were prepared in the regular

course of business at, or a reasonable time after the event, act, transaction,

etc., recorded in the documents. The documents submitted are the original

or exact duplicates of the original.

4. Searches for the documents were made in the office of the

President of Southwest Texas State University, and in the office of the Vice

President for Student and Institutional Relations at Southwest Texas State

University.

5. The names, positions, and locations of employees or other persons

who can explain the significance, manner of generation, systems of

transmittal, and systems of storage of each document, and the names and

locations of persons responsible for creating each document or providing

information which is contained in each document turned over pursuant to

the subpoena are:

Persons Documents

1. Robert L. Hardesty a,b,c,e,no,p,qjr,s,t,vw,aa
1822 Kalorama Square, N.W.
Washington. D. C 20008

2. Leatha Miloy dJghi.jikLm.ux.bb
Vice President for Student and
Institutional Relations
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666
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3. MarY Ann Mendoza
Office of the President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

4. William F. Mears
Director of the Learning Resources Center
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

5. Marian Loep
Office of the Vice President for Student
and Institutional Relations
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

6. Stanley Naumann
Comptroller
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

a.b.c.e.b r.s.L.v.w..
aacc

aa,bb

y.z

i.i,jk,l

William L. Fly

Sworn to and subscribed before me on August 9, 1989 by William L.
Fly.

Notary Public, State of Texas

-5-



*0 040
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF TEXAS

COUNTY OF HAYS

This instrument was acknowledged before me on August 9. 1989 by

William L. Fly.

Notary Public, State of Texas

-6-



Southwest Texas State University
Son Morcos Texos 78666-46b5 ACS2 245-2121

April 13, 1983

The Honorable Jim Wright

House of Representatives

United States Congress

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jim:

One cf the programs at Southwest Texas State University is

the SWT Lecture Series. It is intended to bring important

public figures to campus to speak to our students. We would

be pleased and honored if you would agree to participate in

the series sometime when you are in the state.

Typically the lecture lasts about an hour, with the last

fifteen or twenty minutes devoted to questions from the

students. We usually have a good turnout and I know the

students would be enthusiastic about your participation. It

is probably too late in the semester to try to schedule

anything this Spring, but the calendar for next Fall is open

and we could work around your schedule.

We look forward to having you on the campus again. Mary and

I would be pleased to have you and Betty -- and Betty -- for

lunch when you come.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty

President

RLH :ml
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* atjnglon. D.C. 20515

April 28, 1983

Mr. Robert L. Hardesty
President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Bob:

Just a note to thank you for your letter inviting me to
participate in the University's Lecture Series. I'd certainly
enjoy doing this.

Unfortunately, my schedule for the next couple of months
is pretty well filled in, but hopefully I could do something like
this in the fall. Let me get back in touch with you when I have
an opportunity to go over my comitments for that time and try to
work out a mutually agreeable date.

Warmest good wishes.
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Southwest Texas State University
~ Son Morcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2121

Office of March 30, 1984
the President

The Honorable Jim Wright
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jim:

one thing you can say about Southwest Texas -- we are
persistent. Although we've been unable to fit your calendar
and ours together this spring, we do hope you'll be able to

schedule a trip to San Marcos next fall to deliver the Lyndon
Baines Johnson Distinguished Lecture.

Just a few days before his death in 1973, President Johnson
came to Southwest Texas, his alma mater, and revealed his
plans to bring the finest minds and the most distinguished
leaders to the campus to lecture. When I became president in
1981, I decided to carry out his plans by creating the
lecture series in his name. I know he would be pleased to
know that we have asked you to participate in this series.
others have been former President Gerald Ford, former

tf) Congresswoman Barbara Jordan, Tom Johnson, publisher of the
Los Angeles Times and executive assistant to President
Johnson, Dr. Warren Hollister, the nation's leading authority
on the Magna Carta, and Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, President of
MCC.

The date for the lecture could be at your convenience during
the fall semester. We are prepared to pay your expenses and
an honorarium of $3,000. The honorarium is modest, but I can
assure you that we will make up for it in the enthusiastic
response of our faculty and students.

It would be a personal honor for me -- and for Mary -- to

have you on our campus again and we would love to have you
and your family as our guests for dinner or a luncheon while
you are here.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty

President

RLH :ml
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Student and
Institutional Peloti

Ms. Kathrine
Oftice of th
House of Rep
Washington,

Dear Kathy:

I hope you w
State Univer
Since we had
Spring, perh
this fall.
Our students
November 22
on December
examinations

The LBJ LectL
campus and o
from truly o
the Congress.

Please let me
information.

cRLH:lr

Enclosure
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Southwest Texas State University
Son Marcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2152

onS 
June 14, 1984

Mitchell
ie Majority Leader
)resentatives
D. C. 20515

ill be able to work a visit to Southwest Texassity into Congressman Wright's fall schedule.
such problems trying to schedule him in theaps it will be easier sometime after the electionThe fall semester begins on September 4, 1984.will be away from campus for Thanksgiving fromto November 25 and our semester is virtually over7 as students begin preparation for final

are Series is one of the most important 'on ourir students look forward each semester to hearingitstanding speakers. We look forward to havingaan join us.

know if I can provide you with additional

Since ly,

Leatha Miloy
Special Assistant to the
President for Student and
Institutional Relations
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June 19, 1984

Dr. Robert L. Hardesty
President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Bob:

I've now reached the point where I can start filling in
my fall schedule and was wondering if Monday, October 15 or Tuesday,
October 16 would be a good day for the LBJ Distinquished Lecture
which you so graciously invited me to deliver earlier this year. If
neither day will work because of other school functions, let me know
and I'll find another time.

You're persistent and I'm determined - I'm going to visit
Southwest. Texas this year!

Warmest regards.



Ms. Katherine Mitchell 7)
Jim Wwiqht office - D. C.

Dear Kathy: )

We are all excited about Congressman Wt1ight's visit to

Sbuthwest Texas in October. Dr. Betty Wight, his sister

and a member of our faculty, is particularly pleased and

proud that he will be our fall LBJ Distinguished Lecturer.

VWe have worked out the following suggested schedule for

his visit. Although it is somewhat changed from our very

brief telephone conversation, I hope Mr. Wright will find

it agreeable. We would, of course, love to him as our

guest on campus overnight but we understand that he will

C probably want to spend some time in Wimberley with his

faniiy his sister.

(repeat schedule from memo to committee)

....... ig 1t mz i -. tc ul i dli right or

Please let me know if the schedule needs to be altered in

any way or if 1 can jLuVidh additioncl you need additonal

information. As the date draws nearer, I'll be in touch

by telephone to confirm arrangements. In the meantime,

it would be most helpful if you could send me a copy of

the Congressman's vita and a black and white glossy photograph.

Thanks again for all your help.



Southwest Texas State University
Son Marcos. Texas 78666-46115 AC512 245-2152

Student and July 24, 1984
Institutional Relations

m5. Kathrine Mitchell
office of the Majority Leader

House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Kathy:

We are all excited about Congressman 
Wright's visit to

Southwest Texas in October. Dr. Betty Wright, his sister and

a member of our faculty, is particularly pleased and proud

that he will be our fall LBJ Distinguished 
Lecturer.

CWe have worked out the following suggested 
schedule for his

visit. Although it is somewhat changed from our very 
brief

telephone conversation, I hope Mr. 
Wright will find it

agreeable. We would, of course, love to have him 
as our

guest on campus overnight but we understand that he will

probably want to spend some time in Wimberley with his

sister.

3:0 Arrival, President's Office

- 3.30 Reception for Student Leaders, LBJ

Student Center

5:00 Press Conference -- Conference Center

5:30 Free Period -- Quarters available 
in

Conference Center

6:00 Cocktail Buffet -- President's House

7:30 Depart for Lecture

8:00 Lecture -- Strahan Coliseum

9:00 Close

Iaf~ o'99*rr I kt 4n eW~N"W~kf M fwt.ArO OO00fts~vf 1OCOfOI ksWKRJ^f



Ms. Kathrine Mitch* Page 2

Please let me know if the schedule needs to be altered in any

way or if you need additional information. As the date draws

nearer, I'll be in touch by telephone to confirm arrange-

ments. In the meantime, it would be most helpful if you

could send me a copy of the Congressman's vita and a black

and white glossy photograph. Thanks again for all your help.

Si ncerel y,

Leatha Miloy
Special Assistant to the

President for Student and
Institutional Relations

LM:ml
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UauIftum. 31.13. 20515

from the Desk of KA THY MITCHELL

Leatha - -

As you requested, I am enclosing a bio
and glossy picture. The schedule which
you sent is fine. Mr. Wright will be
spending the night with his sister in
Wimberley.

Kathy

AUG 21 1984

STUDENT RELATIONS

CAPITOL OFFICE:
ROOM N-tdS

T1E CAPITOL
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20515

202 225-0040

0. JIM WRIGHT
TURA*
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(oI Lecturers. Perforiiing Arts. M~ote%

(1) TITLE 0 NT LBJ Distinguished Lecture 
Series

(2) EXPLANA'ON OF THE EVENT Visiting Lecturer/

(3) Name of the Account, Manager
I Last

(4) Account Number i 3 7 3 5 0

-Mi 1 ,t, leatha
First M.

(5) Account Title Institutional Relations

(6) Name of Primary Funding Agency:

(7) Amount of nct: SWTSU Dept (s)
State ; supplying funds (8) Ad

Other
Total $-.000-

(9) Will tickets be sold? no (10) Who

If yes: & ot
1) Cost to each student $ 1) 1

2) Cost to Public $ 2) (

(12) Event Period: From am.
(Mnth/Day/Year) (el. 8.00

C. (13) Date of Mailing Deadline *

Lii1 iu Leatha

Last wIty
event with all the University departments.

F .

litional non-monetary requirements on SWTSU if approved:

will receive the ticket
her revenues?

;ontractor

(11) Contract expiration date:

10/16/84
(Month/Day/Year)

8:0.pm. Thru 10/16/84 a-m10 : 00 p.m.
am.) (Month/Day/Year) (e.g. 10.00 prm)

will be responsible for the entire coordination of this

(15) I recommend that the contract be approved and I certify that 1) all the data are correct; and 2) all the ar-

ran nents have been approved by each University department that Is involved.

Akeount Manager, tine bate CamrrCe (optimal) Sgatur Date

SUBMIT TWO (2) ROUTE SHEETS (SWT/OL Form No. 12.01.FM-1178-O1) WITH A COPY OF A

ATTACHED TO EACH ROUTE SHEET AND RECEIVE APPROVAL FROM THE:
A m Al

Subm ed

CONTRACT

Date

(17) Director of the Business Office

(18) After approval, the Director of the Business Office will return one (1) copy of the executed contract to the

Account Manager.

(19) The Account Manager will receive the contracting party's signature on the contract. The Account Manager

will review the signed contract to assure that no changes have been made.

(20) The Account Manager will request payment for these contracted services in accordance with University policy

and procedures which are outlined in SWT/OL No. 12.01, Issue No. 2.

(21) Route one (1) completed voucher for payment to the General Accounting Office for payment.

,*Allow approximately 7 days for routing through the office of the Director of the Business Office.

Revised Form VPFM 122-75 SWT/OL Form No. 1i.01.FK-117811

U4 I e% Leathai

F.

11A1
M.

S&WavW
sicWture



0*
CONTRACTED SERVICES

CONTRACT BETWEEN SOUTHWEST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY

(hereinafter referred to as University)

-AND

NOTE: The account man-r must review SWTOL
0 12.01 on Contracted

Services prior to submis.
sion of this contract for
approval.

- 450-14L1507

(1)- The Honorabl Jim Wright (2)
(Name of Contractor) (Social Security Number or Federal ID Number)

(hereinafter referred to as Contractor)

entered into on this, the (3) k6 th day of October -

(month)

I. THAT IN CONSIDERATION OF THE CONTRACTOR'S PROMSE TO SERVE AS (4) guest
(i.e. guest lecturer/

lecturer AT (5) Strahan Coliseum on:
consultant) (show location)

(6) Date: 10/16/84 ) Subject
(Month, Day, Year)

(9) Subject
(8) Date: (Month, Day, Year)

Lecture for the LBJ
_njcTtj4na]rii-rqhP_

(11) Subject

C" (10) Date:
(Month, Day, Year)

C\1 Indicate any special conditions or requirements: (12).

II. THE UNIVERSITY. AGREES TO:

I. Pay the contractor at the rate of (13) $ 3.-non per hour,..
(if applicable)

not to e(eed (14) $ per day,(if applicable)

or a total fee of (15) $

2. Will 0) Will not 12 reimburse the contractor (travel reimbursement to non-University personnel is re-

stricted to accounts 5000 through 59999) for travel from:

(16) to (17)
(city. state)

(city, state)

(1s)
(city. state)

III. (19) Contractor is 0 is not 0 holding other public non-elective office (generally an agency

federal, state, county, or municipal offices).

(20) If the Contractor is holding other public, non-elective office, requirements as outlined in

02.04 on Dual Employment have 0 have not 0 been met.

(21) Contractor is 0 is not 0 an employee of Southwest Texas State University.

SWTSU IS AN AFFIRMATIVE ACnbON/EQUAL OFORNITY EMPLOYER

position with

SWT/OL No.

SWTIOL Form No. 12.01-FM-1178-02

and return to



0 0.
IV. MISCZLLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND CONDITIONS:

1. The University may terminate this contract at any time by giving written notice to the Contractor.

2. This Instrunient contains the entire agreement between the parties relating- to the rights herein-gMnted

_. . and the obligations belnassusmed. Anyocal*representations or modifications copcerning this lnstrumeznt..

shall be of no force or effect excepting a subsequent modification in writing, signed, by the parties or. their

representatives and attached hereto.'

3. This agreement shall be construed under and in accordance with the laws of the State of Texas, and all

obligations of the parties created hereunder are performable in San Marcos, Hays County, Texas, unless

otherwise specified herein. #

4. This agreement constitutes the only agreement of the parties and supersedes any prior

written or oral agreements between the parties respecting the within subject matter.
understanding or

NOTICE:

IF THIS CONTRACT IS FOR- CONSULTING SERVICES, the Account Manager must. attach *aseparate.page, indi-

ca$tn the (a). needfor the .onsultipg ervice, (b) a statement that the University cannot adequately perform the

servicewith its own personnel, (c) that the selection of the consultant was based on demonstrated competence and

" qualifications and reasonable service fee, and (d) that preference was given to a consultant whose -principal place

of business is within the State (justification must be made before going out-of4tate to hire a consultant).

RWTSU USE ONLY I

(24) Approved b.

SOUTHWEST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY

VPFM/Dirxctr o the Busine Off ice

(S a e) ".. .. " • (Date)

(25) Approved by:

(Name of Contractor)

(AuthUmid Oal (TIl)

(Signatur) (Date)

SWTSU IS AN AVFMIMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL IO??O TT EMPLOYER

SWT/OL Fora No. .01M-178M

Rled for approab .

Account

Amom) - '

(23) Date



% PAYMENT VOUCHER
(Payment Authorlzation--Consulting, Lecture, and Cont ct Services)

Account Numbers 30000 thru 59999

OK To Poo,.-:.
On file

P4/*l

Southwest Texas State UnivervitySan Mamos Texas 786NOTE:
Vouowr must be
submitted In triplicate

(I.) For Services as Follows: Speaker for the LBJ Lecture Series, Mr. Jim

Wright, Speaker.

(2.) These Services Were Performed on the Following Date(s): 10/16/84

- - . .Y6/84 , ..- Time-

(5.) Return Date 10/16/84
ModhiDf/YM

(7.) Number of Hours in Transit n/a

" (8.) Total Fee Payment of $3-a 000

and (6.) Time

- 8s00xJm.

10:00 p.m.
(e. 7:35 ..A.)

(AM.) (P.)

(A.M.) (P.M.)

* Transit hours may or may not be Induded; howeve, the payment made
must be based on the equivalent hourly rate that is allowable.

(9.) a_ __ Number of ConsultlngfUeturer Hours.

b. $ Hourly Rate.

c. g3.000 Total Payment
(a x b = e)

(10.) I understand that I cannot claim reimbursement for time applied for these services while on regular duty
hours for the state, county, or city.

Jm Wright
no 0 iMnMW wL Mr M.L

(14.)

7
(16.)

4ld. 4.50 - 14 5- 57
So"l SewftW Na/ir~d" M.. e

Co/y ne
10/16/84

Oft -4~

.(17.) Account No. (18.) Budget Item No.

APPR -Y.-

(21.) ROUTE TO THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE.

FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE USE ONLY

General Ledger Source Account No. - Object Class Budget Item No.

(1L)

'OR gWTSU ACCOUNT MANAGER USE ONLY

. I
au

Form VF S-IW-75...'- QUAL 0PMRTWNITY UDPOYM
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Fort Worth. Texas 76129

817-921-7268

* ~-

&.,%m- o row.

1 26 1984

OFFICE Of THE PRESIDENT

November 19, 1984

The Honorable Robert Hardesty

Office of the President

Southwest Texas State University

San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear President Hardesty:

I am sending you the enclosed advance page galleys because

I think that you will find them to be interesting reading.

A group of Jim Wright's friends have felt for a long time

that a collection of his thoughts, recollections, and reflections

(written and spoken over the years) should be put together and pub-

lished in such a book as this.

From a multitude of sources--speeches, articles, books, and

personal scribblings in his journal--he has assembled this collection

of mostly very short pieces. The tentative title for the collection

is Reflections of a Public Man.

While a general thread of continuity connects the pieces,

sometimes tightly and sometimes loosely, each one constitutes an

integrity within itself.

If you find these Reflections worthy and believe that others

will enjoy them, I would like to have some comments from you for possible

use on the flyleaf or back cover of the book. Knowing of the very high

regard in which Jim holds you, I am certain that he would be greatly

pleased by any personal commentary--brief or otherwise--that you might

feel like offering.

This book will go to press guite soon; I would enjoy hearing

from you at your earliest convenience.

1

Q93y

Sincerely,

Ben Procter

Professor of History

0^% 10



Ben Proctor

Dear Dr. Proctor: (Ben? Mr. Proctor?)

Thank you for sending me a copy of Reflections of a Public Man.

I agree that the thoughts and recollections of Representative

Jim Wright are well worthy of publication.

Jim Wright is a public servant who has earned the respect of

both his colleagues in government and his constituents for his

C\: leadership, integrity, and intelligence. He is an eloquent man,

C-1 with the insight and the humor that make his remarks and articles

CN a delight to read. I am sure that readers throughout the country

will enjoy his recollections from over the years as much as I

have.

Sincerely, RLH
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Office of November 4,18
the President ~18

Professor Ben Procter
Texas Christian University
P.O. Box 32888
Fort Worth, Texas 76129

Dear Professor Procter:

Thank you for sending me a copy of Reflections of a Public
Man. I agree that the thoughts and recollections of
Representative Jim Wright are well worthy of publication.

Jim Wright is a public servant who has earned the respect of
both his colleagues in government and his constituents for

C\1 his leadership, integrity, and intelligence. He is an
eloquent man, with the insight and the humor that make his
remarks and articles a delight to read. I am sure that

L0 readers throughout the country will enjoy his recollections
If) from over the years as much as I have.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty
President

RL H/bc v
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ofted November 5, 1984" the ident

The Honorable Jim Wright
U. S. House of Representatives
Washingtion, D.C. 20515

Dear Jim:

Your address to our students, faculty,

and guests at the Lyndon Baines Johnson

Distinguished Lecture Series was 
superb.

I know that everyone found it as

provocative and stimulating as I did.

Ile) Many thanks for an excellent

presentation.

Enclosed is a scrapbook as a memento 
of

the event. It was an evening well worth

C\ 
remembering.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty
President

RLH/bcv
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November 28, 1984

Dr. Robert L. Hardesty
President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Bob:

Just a note to thank you for your letter and the wnnderful
photo album. I sincerely appreciate your thoughtfulness in sending it.

It was a great pleasure for me to participate in the LBJ
Distinguished Lecture Series. Mighty glad to be able to be there.

Certainly was impressed with the quality of the students'
questions and their grasp of the.vital issues facing the nation today.
I think this says a lot about the quality of instruction our learning
institutions are providing.

Thanks again for thinking of me. Please let me know if there
is ever any way in which I may be of assistance.

Warmest best wishes.

'ight



Southwest Texas State University
~ San Marcos, Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2121

Office of
the President December 10, 1984

The Honorable Jim Wright
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Jim:

Following each presentation given for the Lyndon Baines
Johnson Distinguished Lecture Series, we print the speech in
booklet form for selective distribution. We are now pre-
paring to print the provocative address that you delivered
last month.

Enclosed is a copy of your address, slightly edited for
C\! publication. I would appreciate it if you would review this

manuscript and either return it with your changes or let us
know if it is all right to print as is.

Thank you for your cooperation. we look forward to hearing
from you.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty
President

RLH/bcv

Enclosure
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Congreta of tbe Uniteb Otateq
*Mest of sprtntatibesC 7

Office of 1bt jaoritp R abr I
*atijgton. 3.C. 20515 1 JAN 2,985

December 28, 1984 !

Dr. Robert L. Hardesty
President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Dr. Hardesty:

Enclosed please find Jim Wright's corrections on the
speech he gave as part of the LBJ Distinguished Lecture Series.
You will note corrections made in pencil and in blue ink; both
have been approved by Jim Wright.

Also note that Jim Wright has inserted eight sub-headings
01: into the text.

It is my understanding that the speech, printed in booklet
!p, form, will be distributed tb top Texas office-holders, in addition

to your usual mailing list. Jim Wright surely hopes this can be done.

Thank you very much for the very good job your staff
did in transcribing Jim Wright's speech.

C"
Best wishes for the New Year.

Sincerely,

Matthew Cossolotto
Special Assistant

Encl: Walls and Bridges
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In thinking about what might be an appropriate subject to discuss

tonight as we celebrate the public career of Lyndon Baines Johnson, I

decided that we should honor his memory by considering together two very

familiar models of the building trade--things we see every day here on the

campus and wherever we go in our walks of life.

I'd like for us to think together tonight about walls and

bridges things that separate and things that unite not just the physical

structures of wood and masonry and metal, the objects of architecture. In a

larger sense, almost everything we do in life--surely everything we do as a

government and as a society, and a.r¢- - 9-6.. , things we do in our

interpersonal relations with other people--build either a wall or a bridge.

Either Wwe divide people and separate them from their natural destiny by(N

means of an impenetrable barrier, a wall, or we unite them and connect them

to those destinies by means of a brifdge.

Walls of misunderstanding disconnect people from other people, and

bridges of understanding unite them. I hope that you will be builders of

bridges. I don't think anything could be more symbolic of the public life

and career of Lyndon B. Johnson than to speak in terms of bridge-building.

He spent a great portion of his public life tearing down walls of alienation

and hostility and separation-walls which divided class against class, race

against race, religion against religion, section against section--and

building bridges In their place. I think it's not an exaggeration to suggest

that Lyndon B. Johnson probably was the preeminent bridge-builder of modern

America.

He was surely our century's most skilled practitioner of 4-O _O 7 ..

building u bridges of understanding, reason, arrangements of mutual

accommodation, consensus. "Do not despise compromise," Henry Clay once said.

(MORE)
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OIt is the cement that holds the Union together."

As Senate Majority Leader and as President, Lyndon Johnson repeatedly

fashioned compromises that spanned the densms of misunderstanding which

had separated political parties and f separated branches of our

government. As Senate Majority Leader he reached across the Senate aisle

with bridges of understanding and conciliation. Both as President and as

&kt~ujex CoplresS ancL
Senate Majority Leader, he built bridges of unders tandinhe White

House. He helped tear down the walls of alienation that divided the North

and the South in this country. He was an apostle of bipartisan foreign

policy. I remember what

Lyndon Johnson said when a group of Democrats suggested that we

challen Iiser90-Ze on some foreign policy question. He said "Look, if we

CNI; were all flying over the ocean together in a large commercial aircraft- --

- though we would not have picked the pilot;hough he might be someone we

might not have individually chosen--I don't believe there's a man here who'd

be silly enough to pour water in the gasoline tank just to embarrass the

pilot."

That wa ei h t q qfforeign policy whena

Republican sat in the White Housea.d - a e responsI-l13tE

demonstrate to the nation and the world that when the President of the

United States speaks for us in the councils of the nations, he speaks for

all of us. He a the ------ @-:itt r-m demonstratdthat we are not so torn

apart and eaten up by the internally corrosive acids of political division

that we're incapable of kn a conastent foreign policy position to the

rest of the world. In that role Lyndon Johnson was superb.

His was the hand, of course, that guided through Congress the first

civil rights legislation since Reconstruction days. In this way he built a

bridge that united races, eybker% Along with Sam layburn)= 6 Lyndon

(MORE)
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'Johnisj4 provided the leadership which led this state of ours along the path

of peaceful compliance with the Supreme Court's ruling on segregated

schools. He didn't let Texas get trapped into the position of some of the

other Southern states, with massive resistance. j3r5onan

=a 9 5 ECfl-/ 'c--. arvevc-C 4c

I remember an episode in 1956. Lyndon had been thrown somewhat

unwillingly into a contest to become leader of the Democratic state

--r==.._i-n -_-d I==z_ t_ legation to the national convention in Chicago

that year. He hadn't asked for that rolel it had been thrust upon him by

his friend and mentor--my mentor--Sam Rayburn.

- . ...... L 'roL Ayb-_ -- Xithout even asking Lyndon, e

to"d that he thought Lyndon Johnson ought to be the leader of

CN the delegation. Well, there was vigorous competition for the position. A

very popular governor wanted to apply for that role. He-, L.a had-

four years earlier led our delegation to a national convention, and he had

come back to endorse the Republican nominee

Lyndon, thrown into the middle of the ring but not quite ready for the

contest, asked me if I would fly down with him and do some missionary work

among the people in my part of the state. On the way down, we were reading

the newspapers. It was a bitter, vicious kind of oDcontest. Those .- Wee,

contesting his leadership M Jzs.. rib.. him as "Lyndon Johnson, a tool of

the NAACP," and other pejorative things that brought up ghosts of racial

intolerance and memories of the Ku Klux Klan. (This was, remember, only two

years after Brown vs. Board of Education. There still coursed through our

state c tremors of resentment against that Supreme Court ruling.)

I asked him on the way# Lyndon, what are you going to say, how are you

going to answer theti He said, "Well, Jim, I'm not. If I have to prove

that I hate Negroes worse than somebody else In order to lead this state4c/a4 +IQ).)

(MORE)
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I'm not going to yin this contest." He i ---- a

little colored girl-that was the polite term in those days-named Helen,

who brought his coffee into the Majority Leader's office every morning. He

said, "I'm not going to have to avert my eyes and look away when she come .

in because I'm ashamed of something I've said." Then he went on toe-mNd ew. d
I b this was the genuine51=4A' ntt the public figure -;"polished up " ilfa

for newspaper consumption - t "When I lay there in. the hospital bed,

remyou-- .t it-*n !'1X ho''n- aVb&kEfore that 4 4- Rs n.6 #ft'

.... -tt--Ak I thought of a lot of things. I'm aware of a lot of things

I've done in my life that I'm not too proud of, but I'm not going to die

with that on my conscience." Lyndon Johnson then came to Texas, and he

explained that he was here in a unifying role, not to divid lass or to

divide rac or to divide religions.

I think maybe the greatest bridges he built were bridges of

opportunity. The massive programs that Lyndon Johnson initiated for

education in this state and throughout the United States made it possible

C- for literally millions of young Americans to cross those bridges of

opportunity to a college education and better, more satisfying)lives.

Others who had for one reason or another been found wanting-falled, dropped

out of school--were given a second chance in 6k4.eye like the Job Corps.

There, many of them redeemed those chancesy they lived up to Lyndon's faith

in them. Seventy percent of the people in the Job Corps got jobs and paid tIVL e eS

"ic the government many times over the amount that had been invested in giving

them a second chance. They used the bridges of opportunity.

One of the last speeches b et- Lyndon made after he b announced that

rior7 re-C/rC,w-- as eirf0.;64 4 .- t,
he would -e,.94 seek t.he Preside.- was at Texas Christian University In

my city of Fort Worth. It was there that he announced his advocacy of the

18-year-old vote. This was a bridge of participation for those whom he 5@66

(MORE)
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so-.g_ i. h4,, r.frAf t-_ _. .. - -_ extricate from Vietnam. I think

the greatest disappointment of Lyndon Johnson's political career was the

tact that he b.i-..J w..e-_-at.- through speeches, through offers, through

public gesturesA to build a bridge of peaceful understanding with the North
so

Vietnamese. In one speech at Johns Hopkins University he offered the North

Vietnamese a peace plan S which bhs- would ointlbeconstruct the _ --__

war-ravaged p of that country. '-" I 2A.Ak he deeo* sappointment that

beset him was that)in that effort and in many less advertised private

overtures, -..&-be- . he wasn' t able to bui ld that bridge to peace. Bar

Wen he left the presidency he did so with a very heavy heart, and he did so

with a pledge that he wanted to spend the rest of his days in office seeking

C- _ eace. Lyndon B. Johnson was a bridge-builde.

4w the builders of walls, t there are those in our society whose

main preoccupation in life is to divide people, to build wall* that separate

people. They make a cohesive society infinitely more difficult. I think I

can attest to that as few people on because I have the dubious

responsibilit o trying to weld together a heterogeneous mass of

opinionated individualists--the Democrats in the House-to get them to agree

on any one thing at any one time. To try to do that is to know what Will

Rogers meant when he said, "I don't belong to any organized political party;

I'm a Democrat." That's just about the way it is.

A cohesive society is made even more difficult by something that Kevin

Phillips described very ably in an article he wrote a few years ago for

Harper's magazinek itled "The Balkanization of Americaw VQ15artcleo.4-w_

_vh"_ pe wrot...1 a growing spirit of parochialism which is splintering our

society and disintegrating our fundamental national sense of unity. Too many

Americans, he concluded, have begun to think of themselves first, as members

of some particular economic, social, racial, or religious group, and only

(MORE)
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ii at all, am Americans.

I see this every day in the House of Representatives. You know, the

Congress is just a mirror of the American people. The kind of government we

have is probably not much better or much worse than we deserve. If we want

the kind of leadership that divides us, that appeals to our prejudices, that

stirs up our dislike for this or that or the other ro hats the kind of

government we're likely to have.

Congress can rise to heights of sparkling statesmanship, but it 
can 0

sink to levels of crass ediocrity~too..- Because Congress is people. I

Nsuppose the best definition of the United States House of Representatives is

its title. We are representative of the people who send us there. We

C . probably have about the same 'sof faults and virtues and strengths and

wea nesses as the electorate. As a w o e, we st into an essence.

a -& af' o was given by the late ajority Leader Hale

Boggs when he said the United States House of Representatives is a

collection of ordinary men and women grappling with extraordinary problems.

There are coursing through the electorate as a whole those who would divide

rather than unite--those who would cast doubt, mistrust, and suspicion on

reH eme4L
rN other groups in our society. That is going to be .... .... in the House of

Representatives. It is dissolving some of the glue that once held us

together. It is making the process of governing infinitely more difficult.

Some nations and governments are builders of walls. In the third

century B.C., the Chin dynasty of China built the world's longest, most

continuous wall to separate their country from all other countries and to

sh;e ISL
fmmtheir people from what they saw as the evils of foreign influence. It

was the flrst /i; tionism. of _--. ...ts- Nobody could get in or out.

Behind that wall, China languished for 1800 years and fell hopelessly behind

the rest of the world. It had erected a barrier which mankind's new

(MORE)
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discoveries and Increasing knowledge couldn't penetrate.

There more grotes a example than the Berlin Wall. Its

purpose is not to keep others out, as washe China wall, but to keep Its

own people in, to make a prison of a whole society. It seems to me that the

refusal of any country to permit out-migration of the citizens who want to

leave is a confession of the moral and social impoverishment-, economic

destitution and intellectual bankjuptcy of that country. 7

On the other hand, I guess the most inspiring people of history are

those who have been builders of bridges. Abraham Lincoln was a builder of

bridges. He was a conciliator. He wanted very desperately to find a means

to solve the differences between the North and So(uth.'Th.erpe -the New

York Avenue Presbyterian Church, a church which I sometimes attend when I'm

in Washington, a bill written In Lincoln's own hand which would have

provided a means for settling the differences between the North and South

!f) peacefully and without bloodshed. He proposed and wrote a bill by which the

Federal government would purchase the slaves from the slaveholders so that

they would not suffer agonizing loss or economic trauma, and then

would give the slaves their writs of manumlssion as a gift of the United

States government.

Lincoln called the representatives of the loyal slave states

roundabout and made an earnest appeal to get support for this approach. He

said, "May the whole vast future not have cause to lament that we neglected

the best opportfty to save human life." well, neglect It they did. There

wasn't a single person who would introduce the bill. It never did get

introduced, and Lincoln the bridge-builder and peace-maker had failed.

The greatest people of history are the bridge-bulle.YsAr'Sometimes they

are martyred because people of hate will not tolerate their works of o "c (

Gandhi believed that bridges could be built in which one nation might beCOME..

(MORE)
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pluralistic enough that it could serve within its constituency peopleboth

a the Hindu and Mohamedan religions. Because of that, Gandhi was slain.

But who today remembers the name of his slayer?

Anwar Sadat was a man whom I have come to admire greatly. I knew him

as a warm and gracious, darfng and courageous human being. I admired him

perhaps more than any other world leader in that era because he had the

physical courage, the = intellectual courage, and the moral courage to

stand for something that wasn't necessarily popular among his people. He

wanted to build a bridge over which these ancient half-brothers, the sons of

AbrahamA after so many long and fruitless centuries of alienation, anger and

mistrust might meet in the middle and solve their problems in a mutually

acceptable way. Because of that, he was slain. Who can remember the names

of the people who slew Anwar Sadat?

America through most of its history has been a builder of bridges. I

V) think that's what characterizes our nation. There hay bee when we've

not lived up to that promisej K per1a -kJ 4 n " k&4i

economic necessity .- .. us to build economic walls in the form of

tariffs and quotas. There have even been times when we have been unwilling

to listen to other people. in this political season, we have seen the

rebirth of a sad spectacle on a few college campuses where people shouted

speakers down --1 1f t.au hearing them out-boorish kinds of childish

chanting not worthy of a college campus or even of a high school campus. To

wall off speakers with vocal screeching and not let those hear them who want

to is ft4Ih-z.. ., L. _r ._is is the antithesis of

intellectuality. It is building a wall, a throwback to prehistoric times.

Pope John XXIII was a builder of bridges, religious bridges to a warmer

fellowship among the different religious faiths and denominations. There

are some people in organized religion who would arrogate to themselves the

(MORE)
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attributes of the deity and arbitrarily exclude others. They build the

biggest walls. There are some who endow their own political prejudices with

religious justification. I guess from the beginning there have been people

not content to be created in God's Image. They wanted to recreate God in

their own images, endow the Creator with their own petty prejudices.

W -. .-,
They believe that because they don't like se.... - therefore God

doesn't like it and they're impelled to go out and destroy it in Ris name.

Religious walls.

The builders of walls usually operate out of fear. All the legal and

economic tricks which for years kept blacks and other minorities fzm voting

and getting an education and sharing fully in the richness of this society

were walls. They were built for the most part by people who honestly feared

that unless the minorities were walled off and kept in their place, there

_- would be fewer privileges for theuin*Thy saw freedom as if it were in short

1O supply, to be hoarded, rather than as a gift to be shared and made more rich

for the sharing.

In response to that, we saw about a decade ago a retaliatory building of

walls among some 4 "blacks. Riots broke out, and they began to build

their own walls in retaliation, burning the bridges of understanding that

had been so laboriously built up over many years, blaming white people in

general for their problems, defending violence in the name of black power.

You remember that sad period. You see, one wall begets another. That's the

thing about it. Comeunication breaks down, riots break out, and a

begins to break aparte Cr 4{A(-&rc,,~, Jib~
"Something there is," as Robert Frost said, "that doesn't love a wall. 70%40fr

&**-wants it down." Given occasional abberations, the history of this

country of ours has been one long, sometime5sporadic, but generally

c k" process of building bridges.

(MORE)
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We've been breaking through those horizontal walls that hold people

down an alls that hold people in- bho _- 3a-

we...tat on't let people expand. We've tried our best as a nation, I
A vwe vie oa

think, to create something new in the world. And if stan or anything

ho vIf
distinctive, it is that we set outs nciously perhaps, to do something

different from our predecessors in Europe. They created an aristocracy and

endowed it as a ruling class. We didn't do that. Nor did we follow the

example of the French Revolution or bkm the Russian Revolution--destroy the

aristocracy and put in its place a dictatorship proletariat, bringing

everything down to its lowest common denominator. We didn't do that either.

No, our goal was to expand the privileged class until it shared its

benefits with the humblest citizens of the land, an aristocracy with a

difference. Not a nobility to which some are born and others forever

denied, but one to which all eam aspire and most can attain. Not a snobbish

aristocracy of exclusiveness but one which constantly seeks to enlarge its

membership. Not an aristocracy of special privilege, but one of universal

privilege, whose members qualify by self-preparation and by assuming the

responsibilities that go with privilege. That's what we"Astood for. That's

what has become the American dream. There hasn't been any society in the

world's history that has been so upwardly mobile or *U-% Is _ss- so

expansionary in making a piece of the action available to more and re

people.

This evolved over the years, the generations: a country where the

humblest child born of the most improvident circumstance may have as his or

her birthright the right to as good a free, public education as a prince or

potentate could get anywhere else on earthy -: ed:dti .. unlimited by lack

of opportunityl an equal right to vote and participate in the political

process, the right to useful work; a very real chance to own propertyl a

(MORE)
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people's capitalism in which more and more people can participate.

In starts and stops, in bursts of creative energy and pauses for

regrouping, we have moved consistently toward these goals. They're not

,wrollx.fuX~Ied for all of America's children. Not yet.

Aa past three or four years we have seen the beginning of an era of

retrenchment. We seem to have lost the zeal, the dream, the drive and

thrust to go out and expand these rights and opportunities to more and ever

more people. Maybe that's a good sign. Maybe it shows that we have thus

far done pretty well, and that we want to stop and be able to assimi

\~ those gains we have made.

N. But there's something about it that disturbs me,*WIIt6- I don't want to

see an era of retrenchment stall and stop the progress toward the full

realization of the American dream that has been our heritage and our

history.

Consider what progress we did make in just 20 years, the two short

decades from 1960 until 1980. In those 20 years, think about the bridges

that were built for Americans. The number of college graduates annually

receiving degrees increased by 150 percent. The growth in graduate education

was even more impressive. In 1980 the nation conferred approximately

400,000 master's degrees, compared with only 78,000 in 1960. That's an

increase of some 400 percent. For millions of Americans, these were the

bridges of opportunity.

By 1980, we'd reached a point where 79 percent of the non-white youth

were finishing high school. Not nearly good enough, but a whole lot better

than the 52 percent that did so in 1960. In the age group of those who will

receive baccalaureate degrees from Southwest Texas State University this

year, one out of every four Americans will complete college. In 1960p the

number was one out of every eight.

(MORE)
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Yet, there is something deeply disturbing to me in the present scene.

The number of high school and college graduates as a percentage of our

population has remained at a plateau for the past three years and has even

shown some alarming signs of turning downward. Economic conditions in

general, tuition costs, declining availability of student loans and

financial assistance, couldif we are not careful limit the accessibility of

higher education to a declining percentof our young population. That, in

my judgment, would be tragic, probably the worst thing on God's earth that

could happen to us. It would be historically retrogressive, going

backwards.

Last year we graduated some 54,000 young Americans from colleges and

,-iversitles in the United States in scientific, mathematical and

engineering disciplines. Japan, with half our population, graduated about

77,000. Russia qraduated some 300,000 people they call engineers. There is

no comparisonADut-they graduated Y00*000 people with some technological

proficiency.

I think the very best investment this government ever made, with the

single possible exception of the Louisiana Purchase, was the G.I. Bill of

Rights after World War II. You can demonstrate clearly and without any

doubt that it enriched our social fabric, made for a stronger economy, paid

the government back in dollars and cents 20 times over. A=i1he higher

earning capacities it made possible for hundreds of thousands of people of

my generation paid back the government in taxes. Yet today we quibble and

quarrel over whether we can afford such things as Pell Grants and student

loans and work study 'pemAA4e- I thin , like Nebuchadnezzar that w n

the process of forgetting the dream.

It doesn't make any difference how sophisticated our weaponsje vnor

how sophisticated our machines of production/if we do not have the educated,

(MORE)
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skilled, talented manpower and womanpower able to operate, design, maintain,

and create. We're not going to be first in defense, we're not going to be

first inAcompetition among the nations, if we don" v the human

resources to hallenge yoet

There are other bridges, of course. I J want to challenge you to

renew this American commitment to build bridges, ever more bridges, of

understanding with other nations of the world.

Student exchanges are powerful bridges. In Central America, Cuba and

the Soviet Union are giving 7,500 full-time scholarships to promising

Central American students. Our country is giving about 50. And then we

wonder why those people are tempted to look elsewhere. Bridges have to be

built to demonstrate that a government created by electoral means is capable

of helping those people solve their legitimate social and economic

objectives. If we were o send a Peace Corps, send a literacy orps,

send a medical corps, we wouldn't ever have to send the Marine Corps. It

strikes me that those are the kinds of bridges we need to build.

And so, on this day I ask you to make a comitment in your lifetimes

and in your careers that you will seek to be builders of bridges. I ask that

you will try that hardest bridge of all beee"esomeday, somehow, we're

going to have to find a means of building a bridge of mutual understanding

with the people of the Soviet Union. I cannot believe that those people,

however misguided they may be in their political philosophy, are devoid of

the same basic human instincts that we have: a love of their children and

the desire for those children to be able to grow up and live in peace mv-"

rather than under the menace of a mushroom cloud.

Today the United States and Soviet Union together are spending about

$600 billion on the unproductive implements of terror. We're doing it

because we're afraid of what Russia would do to us if we didn't, and I

(MORE)
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suppose they're doing it because they're afraid of what we might do to them

if they didn't. We live in a world of some 50,000 nuclear warheads with one

million times the destructive capacity of the bomb that destroyed Hiroshlma

and ushered in the nuclear age.

In both of our countries there are unmet needst the need for research

to be done, diseases to be cured, people to be educated, hospitals to be

built, better housing and all kinds of infrastructural things that make life

richer and better for all of our people.

Now, we won't resolve these needs overnight. We won't find a peaceful

at7C s4~wE 7fO aw {le'-, ev
solution A We're not going to accept their form of society, and probably

CD they aren't going to accept ours. They don't have to accept our form of

society if they don't want to. But it just defies common sense that sane,

adult, mature people with presumed intelligence that I think all of us in

God's creation should have, cannot find some way to build bridges of

understanding whereby mutually we might be able to divert a little bit more 0 OA.

into theobling things A feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, caring

N r for the sick, educating the Illiterate. Every minute In 1984, 30 children

in the world will die of hunger or for want of inexpensive vaccines. And

every minute the world's military budgets will consume $1,300,000 for the

unproductive

And so, I urge that you and all those whom you may influence might

extend to the best of your abilities the arts and talents of the

bridge-builder and not of those who build walls that divide and separate

people from one another.



Southwest Texas State University
Son Marcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2152

Student and
Institutional Pelotio April 25, 1985

Mr. Phil Duncan
Congressman Jim Wright's Office
819 Taylor Street, Room 9A10
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Dear Phil:

As a follow-up to Congressman Wright's excellent presentation

last Fall for the LBJ Distinguished Lecture Series, we have

printed the address in booklet form. Enclosed are six copies
for your office.

We also are sending copies to Congressman Wright as well as

to statewide elected officials in Texas. If you would like

additional copies or have other suggestions for their

distribution, please let us know.

Si rely,

Leatha Miloy

Vice President

LM:ml

Enclosures
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J Southwest Texas State UnIversitySon Marco Texs 78666-615 AC512 245-2121

Officeo
fe Pedent June 3, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
Majority Leader
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jim:

As you will recall, twenty years ago this coming November 8,
President Johnson returned here to his alma mater to sign
Into law the landmark Higher Education Act of 1965.

Southwest Texas State University plans to mark the 20th
anniversary of the signing of the Higher Education Act with a
series of events on November 7 and 8.

C
Our Lyndon Baines Johnson Distinguished Lecturer for the Fall
semester will be invited to speak on the historic signift-
canoe of the Higher Education Act and a symposium will be
held in conjunction with that lecture.

In addition, Congressman Bill Ford, Chairman of the House
Postaecondary Education Subcommittee, has scheduled a special
hearing at Southwest Texas on November 8 as part of the
reauthorization process of the Higher Education Act.
Congressman Ford plans to invite several nationally prominent
leaders to debate some of the current questions being raised
about higher education, including the Federal Government's
role in making higher education accessible to all qualified
young men and women. It should be a lively occasion.

I will be sending you more details when we have all the
participants lined up, but I wanted to let you know about the
event now so you can circle the dates on your calendar. I
hope you will plan to be here.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Hardesty

RLH:ml
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June 20, 1985

Mr. Robert L. Hardesty
Presi dent
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Bob:

Just a note to thank you for your letter advising me
of the activities you are planning at the University on November
7 and 8 to mark the 20th anniversary of the signing of the Higher
Education Act.

Have marked the dates on my calendar and hope it will
be possible for me to be present.

Best regards.
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Southwest Texas State Unlversily
San Marcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC512 245-2152

Student and
Institutionol Relations July 10, 1985

Mr. Marshall Lynam
Congressman Jim Wright's Office
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Lynam:

Under separate cover I am sending approximately 400 of the
Jim Wright LBJ Distinguished Lecture booklets for your use.

Sincerely,

Marian Loep
Administrative Assistant

ML
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August 5, 1985

Ms. Marian Loep
Administrative Assistant
Student and Institutional Relations
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666-4615

Dear Marian:

Thank you ever so much for sending the 400 copies of

the booklet reprinting my speech in the Distinguished Lecture
Series at Southwest Texas State.

The shipment arrived safely, and the booklet will come in
very handy indeed.

Please convey my gratitude also to President Hardesty. I

genuinely enjoyed my visit to Southwest Texas State, and will

look forward to an opportunity to see you all again.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

Jim Wright

4/
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Southwest Texas State University
Son Morcos. Texos 78666-4604 AC512 245-2132

Leorning Resources Center October 24, 1985

MEMORANDUM

TO: President Robert Hardesty

VIA: Dr. Bob Gratz

FROM: William F. Hears

SUBJECT: Representative Jim Wright's Book

Approximately one year ago, the Library received 504 copies
of Congressman Jim Wright's book, Reflections of a Public Man.

C" Up to this point, we have been storlng these items as requested.

C\: One of these items has been added to the University's
collection. Now the question of what to do with remaining items
has come up as we work with materials in the storage area.

If no specific plans have been made as to what might be done
with the books, I would like to offer the following suggestions:

a) The Library could put them on a display table indicating
interested parties could take one;

b) they could be given to the honor students; and/or

c) we could contact some of the political science teachers
to see whether they would be interested in offering them
to their students.

If you have any questions or if I can be of further
assistance on this matter, please let me know. I look forward to
your response. Attached you will find a copy of the purchase
order which was attached to the items.

WFK: ja
#71
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PURCHASER "

STREET ADDRESS

CITY ATE ZI . P

PONE :~

Promises to pay Madison Publishing Company, Fort

Worth, Texas, for delivery of books or printed material
as Identified below.

VENDOR

MADISON PUBLISHING COMPANY
3800 W. VICKERY BLVD.

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 78107
817-732-8200

PURCHASE
ORDER A

Q



Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos. Texas 78666-4604 AC512 245-2132

Learning Resources Center May 24, 1988

MEMORANDUM

To Dr. Leatha F. Miloy
Vice President for Student

and Institutional Relations

From William F. Mears 0

0O% Subject: Representative Jim Wright's Book

Background:

Sometime int1984, the President's Office sent to the

CN Library five hundred and four (504) copies of Jim Wright's

book, Reflections of a Public Man. At the time they were
sent to us, it was requested that we store these. In the

Fall of 1985, we raised the question as to how we might
handle them because of the need for space that they were
occupying.

A memorandum was sent to President Hardesty suggesting

what might be done with these items (see attached). The
C outcome of that memo was that Dr. Bland, who was then Acting

Chair of the Department of Political Science, was sent ap-
proximately 500 of the items in November, 1985.

A copy of this title is presently in our collection
found under the Classification No. E840.8.W75.A38-1984.
It has been circulated two (2) times.

If you have further questions, please feel free to
call me.

WFM/c j
Mears 1,023

Attachment



A F FI D AVIT

IN THE MATTER OF

JAMES C. WRIGHT. JR.

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
U.S. House of Representatives

Preliminary Inquiry

Ann
I, Maryatwi Mendoza, depose and state as follows:

1. 1 am currently employed in the office of the President

of Southwest Texas State University in San Marcos, Texas and have

been so employed since 0tw19/ 73.
UL

2. During 1984, I assisted Mr. Robert-.. Hardesty, then

President of Southwest Texas State University, with

administrative matters regarding the October 16, 1984 appearance

of House Majority Leader James C. Wright, Jr. as a guest lecturer

for the University's LBJ Lecture Series.

3. Attached are copies 'of the University's March 30, 1984

letter to Congressman Wright inviting him to speak and

Congressman Wright's June 19, 1984 letter accepting the

invitation.

4. At some time after Congressman Wright's October 16,

1984 lecture, I received a phone call from a woman in his office

who informed me that Congressman Wright had received the

University's check for the agreed $3,000 honorarium, but that he

had already reached the dollar limit that year for honoraria

allowed to be received by a Congressman. She asked if the

University would object to Congressman Wright purchasing books

for the University with the $3,000. After consulting Mr.

Hardesty, I informed her that the university had no objection to

receiving the books from Congressman Wright.



9. 9.
5. We received books jn g 198. We

sent the books to the University library. To my knowledge the

library kept several copies and distributed the rest to honor

students in the Political Science Department.

I have read the above two-page affidavit and it is true and

correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

w7 &U4 6dz Axa )
aryanm Mendbza U

Dated: Li

Subscribed and swor to before me
this / day of 4400=
19 a

/ NOtap Pubc

My commission expires

C

If \~/UVC...SUEIPUS.ILZL1U,

/0-- A./- 77



Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos. Texas 78666-4615 AC51 2 245-2121

Office Of March 30, 1.984
mhe President

The Honorable Jim Wright
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jim:

One thing you can say about Southwest Texas -- we are
persistent. Although we've been unable to fit your calendar
and ours together this spring, we do hope you'll be able to
schedule a trip to San Marcos next fall to deliver the Lyndon
Baines Johnson Distinguished Lecture.

Just a few days before his death in 1973, President Johnson
came to Southwest Texas, his alma mater, and revealed his
plans to bring the finest minds and the most distinguished

04 leaders to the campus to lecture. When I became president in
1981, 1 decided to carry out his plans by creating the
lecture series in his name. I know he would be pleased to
know that we have asked you to participate in this series.
others have been former President Gerald Ford, former
Congresswoman Barbara Jordan, Tom Johnson, publisher of the
Los Angeles Times and executive assistant to President
Johnson, Dr. Warren Hollister, the nation's leading authority
on the Magna Carta, and Admiral Bobby Ray Inman, President of
MCC.

The date for the lecture could be at your convenience during
the fall semester. We are prepared to pay your expenses and
an honorarium of $3,000. The honorarium is modest, but I can
assur'e you that we will make up for it in the enthusiastic
response of our faculty and students.

It would be a personal honor for me -- and for Mary -- to
have you on our campus again and we would love to have you
and your family as our guests for dinner or a luncheon while
you are here.

Sincerely,

V4
Robert L. Hardesty
President

RLH :ml

the progressive university with a proud past
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June 19, 1984

Dr. Robert L. Hardesty
President
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Dear Bob:

I've now reached the point where I can start filling in
my fall schedule and was wondering if Monday, October 15 or Tuesday,
October 16 would be a good day for the LBJ Distinquished Lecture
which you so graciously invited me to deliver earlier this year. If
neither day will work because of other school functions, let me know
and I'll find another time.

You're persistent and I's determined - I'm going to visit
Southwest. Texas this year!

Warmest regards.

*1

JIM WRIGHT

$dAJMftIT I.AAOM
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PURCHASER

STREET ADDRESS

a I.. .
CITY "STATE .'ZIP"

Promises to pay Madison Publishing Company, Fort
Worth, Texas, for delivery of books or printed material
as Identified below.

VENDOR

MADISON PUBLISHING COMPANY
3800 W. VICKERY BLVD.

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107
817.732-8200

PURCHASE
ORDER A

QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT AMOUNT
ORDERED PRICE AMOUNT

-/ ,"REFLECTIONS OF A PUBLIC MAN-CONG. JIM WRIGHT S.gS

._____..__.. /

I

SHIPMENT AUTHORIZED BY:

I
(1'

SUBTOTAL ! "- "

TAX t

S'~'O_ ._ .T ,
TOTAL AMOUNT .

dP

S

I
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March 21, 1991

Anne Weissenborn, Esquire I _
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 4

4Jr

Re: Matter Under Review 2649

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

My counsel has forwarded me the Federal Election
Commission's denial of my notion to dismiss the above-referencedu
matter under review, along with a set of questions regarding the-
publication and dissemination of my book, Reflections of a PubliE "
NU. The Commission has requested that I respond to these
questions in writing and under oath. -

I write this letter to inform the Federal Election to

04 Commission, through you, that I must respectfully decline to as
respond to these written questions or to further participate in 4 2
these proceedings for the very good reasons which I set forth. SO

,j> z
As you are aware, the Ethics Committee of the United States

House of Representatives, through its Special Covineel Phelan,
investigated the publication and dissemination of 3.,,a,.i..,s of
a Public Man. The Special Counsel thereafter prepared a reprt

C, accusing so of violating federal law and Rome of Repreentatives
Rules regulating the receipt of honoraria. This is the very same
subject matter the Federal Election Commission now prp to
re-visit two years after the House proceedings against as wore
terminated.

For its part, The Special Counsel's report is based on a
mistaken view of federal law and House Rules respecting the
receipt of honoraria, the facts he gathered, and his role as
Special Counsel. Although the Ethics Committee tasked Mr. Phelan
with investigating the allegations surrounding Ref lectioM of a
Publig Man and preparing a balanced report of the law and facts
thus at issue, Mr. Phelan instead erroneously and prematurely
arrogated to himself the authority to act as my prosecutor,
judge, and jury. His so-called "report" is the unfortunate
product of his errors and over-reaching.



Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
March 21, 1991
Page 2

The "facts" Mr. Phelan catalogued in his "report" are one-
sided. In fact, this report contains numerous factual errors,
gratuitous conclusions, and misattributions of sworn testimony
before the Committee. The report further fails even to begin to
set out the record evidence -- and, indeed, there is a
preponderance -- that militate against his conclusion that I
acted improperly. Moreover, not only did Mr. Phelan labor under
a misunderstanding of the federal law and House of
Representatives rules governing receipt of honoraria, but he
refused to articulate for the Committee the legal theory upon
which I was advised and in good faith believed (and continue to
believe) that Reflections of a Public Man was prepared,
published, and disseminated in a proper and lawful manner.
Certainly, the royalties I received from the publisher were
lawful, contractual, and expressly exempted from the outside
earnings limitations which apply to Members of Congress.

'C Although I believe, pursuant to the speech or debate clause,
that I am under no obligation at this juncture to place before
the Commission an affirmative case as to the propriety of my

ci- actions, I do feel the Commission may surely take notice of the
legislative intent of the honoraria limits as articulated by the

CN sponsors of those limits. Attached hereto are copies of (1) an
article by Hon. David Obey which appeared in The Washin=ton Post
of April 25, 1989; (2) an affidavit of Hon. Harold S. Sawyer
subscribed and dated May 22, 1989; and (3) an affidavit of Donald
F. Terry subscribed and dated May 22, 1989.

Mr. Obey was the Chairman of the Commission which officially
proposed to Congress the limitations in question. Mr. Sawyer was
a Republican member of the House Select Committee charged with
implementing and interpreting those limitations. Mr. Terry was
Staff Director of that Select Committee, also staff member of the
Commission on Administrative Review charged with drafting these
limitations, and author of Advisory Opinion 13, adopted by the
Select Committee to clarify the application of the rule dealing
with limitations on members' outside earned income. All three
stress that book royalties are expressly excluded from the legal
limitations.

In response to the Special Counsel's report and the public
furor it inevitably raised, I chose to resign both the
Speakership of the United States House of Representatives and my
very seat in that distinguished body. I decided upon this course
of action (and, accordingly chose not to defend myself further)
with a very heavy heart. I did it to spare the House of
Representatives and this country the costly distraction and the
public spectacle of further proceedings against its Speaker. To
that end, I gave up my life's career. Surely, that is recompense
enough.



Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
March 21, 1991
Page 3

In so doing, however, I did not then and do not now believe
that I engaged in any activity in connection with the publication
and dissemination of Reflections of a Public Man that could in
any way be construed as improper, not to mention illegal.
indeed, it is my firm belief that I would have been fully and
completely vindicated had I been permitted to present my defense
to the Committee prior to the widespread public dissemination of
the flawed Phelan report. That defense, coming after the
Committee's action and attendant publicity, as I stated above,
would have come at the expense of embroiling the House of
Representatives further, to the detriment of the public business,
in the unfortunate spectacle that developed two Springs ago.

Notwithstanding my certainty of my innocence, the prospects
for my ultimate vindication, and the unjustness of the manner in

C- which the Special Counsel proceeded and I stood accused, I am
unfortunately forced to decline to participate in the Federal
Election Commission's attempt to re-visit the Special Counsel's
report through its own enforcement proceedings.

As was set forth in my Motion to Dismiss, the Ethics
Committee's investigation precludes Federal Election Commission
jurisdiction over this subject matter under the United States
Constitution's speech or debate clause. That the Federal
Election Commission has elected to proceed by using the very
report prepared by the Special Counsel to the House Ethics
Committee brings the speech or debate issue to the fore. Indeed,
as a former leader of the House of Representatives, it is
incumbent upon me to continue to protect that body's
constitutional and, once exercised, exclusive prerogative to
elect to investigate and discipline (if necessary) its members.

Further, another round of protracted litigation over
Reflections of a Public Man can only further deplete my
increasingly scarce resources. It should not be forgotten that I
renounced my career in public service in an effort to put this
unfortunate matter behind both myself and the House of
Representatives.



Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
March 21, 1991
Page 4

While it is becoming increasingly common for competing
investigatory bodies to feel compelled to seek successive "pounds
of flesh" from those whom they propose to investigate, such a
never-ending cycle of investigations imposes real financial and
personal burdens on those involved. In this case, however, it
was the House of Representatives that chose, as was its right
under Article I of the Constitution, to proceed first to
investigate allegations regarding Reflections of a Public Man.
Under the speech or debate clause, the House of Representatives
must, therefore, also act last.

Respectfully submitted,

me C



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- HOUSE

:Prom the Washington Post. Apr. 25. 19891
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Tmt R -s
(By David Obey)

I would Uke to offer some thoughts about
tne manner by which Congress and the
nation reach judgments on the ethics of
public men and women.

My only particular credential is that in
1977 I chaired the commission that rewrote.
r.formed and strengthened the House Code
of Conduct under which Speaker Jim
Wright is now being judged.

Of course. the ethics of public figures
should be judged in a broad context. It is
ironic, as George Will has thoughtfully
noted (op-ed. April 18). that in the 'SOs the
ethics of public figures are being discussed

- solely in terms of personal or financial acts.
When I first unpacked my bag of Wiscon-

sin pirogres ive values 20 years ago. as an
ieaslistic 30-year-old newcomer to Congress.
I had the Idea-and still have the idea-that
public decisionl which deny deces thelter_" to today's poor and steal from the lvn

standards of tomorrow's families in order to
C' i continue the fiction that wealthy peop am

undertaxed are at least a unethical as. my.
Judge Oinsburg's smoking a mariuana cigsa

- rette or a Cabinet nomines feeling a
female knee in public. go Is lying to Con-
grew about financing an llegal war.

Of course, there must be a higher stand.
ard than that of the martetplace for thie
of us who serve in public life That is why
members of Conges discn the amounts
and sources of their outside income even

N- though those who report our actions and
shape public opinion in the proces do not
(disregarding Adla Stevenson's warning

( that those who shape the public mind may
do evil Just as great as those who steal the

.,-~ p-bltc purse).
I will reach no final conclusion about the

speaker's case until I have all the fcts. My
purpose in writing is to help ensure that
House rules for which I have prune reon
ibillty are correctly understood and applied

by the House. which must live by them, and
the public, which must be served by them.

I do so with reluctance because rewriting
those rules in 1977 was painful. Those rules
clranges cost some of my colleagues a lot of
money-more than $100.000--and while the
vas.: majority have recognized that I was
simply doing my job for the good of the in-
-ttution. a few have never forgiven me.

The issue before the sLandards committee
at the moment is not. a s.ome have .% rtten.
whether Jim Wright should remain as
speaker The issue Ls %hether he has broken
Hou,e ru',es In m: view. two rules cited by
the standards committee in Its initial report
a week ago are being misapplied.

Book Roya:'ies In examining the mean-
ing of the rule of book royalties, the com-
mettee report makes two mistakes:

,1, It asserts that the intention of my
commission in drafting the House rule can
be determined by reading Senate debate.
But the House rule was adopted before thaz
Senate debate took place on the basis of tes-
timony before us that occurred 77 days
before Senate consideration.

(2) Committee Counsel Richard Phelan
was gu.ded by the language of Advisory
Opinion 13" in determining the royalty pro-
vision. That Is wrong because the advisory
opinion had nothing to do with the copy-
right exemption. It was drafted to distin-
guish between earned and unearned Income
from businesses. It was never even consid-
ered in the context of royalty income

If today's committee feels that the speak-
er violated House rules in his actions a
book royalties. it must cite different rules
and a different line of reasonin Umn the
one contained in Its erroneous reporL

Interest in Legislation: The send misap-
plied rule ts the committee's new definition
of who has a distinct interest In klegilion.
This is crucial becam it would detU if
or when the speaker recevd s gift
from George Mallick. a bsminess iencl
and a 30-year clm, personal eriend. e
committee repoit determined thalt MS
had a direct Interest in ialsltion "1 vtlst
of the fact that he had lar boldh and
inestment.a" That interpftsUo is = ab
solutely arbitrary ex post facto rewl tg of
the rule.

In writing the gift limltaton w sI no
distinction whatsoever on the bi o a cit-
sen's economic status. Advisory Ophem 10.
produced to gude members tomuh t
tricky thiket, spelled out four specific cov-
ered categories: a lobbyist, one who hie a
lobbys , one who maintains a separat po-
litical action committee, or one who the
member knows has a distinct ad special In-
terest that sets him apart from others In his
claws We specifically warned thall members
must be warn of gifts over $10 "unle such
gilt Is from a close, personal friend."

That language (and constant assuranw I
gave numerous members In 1977-tha It
wou!d not be construed to require members
to beome accountants In their dealings
with lifelong personal friends) makes It rea.
sonable to assume that for 1961-1985
Wright could have concluded the rule did
not cover Malick. I do not know whether he
was covered after 1985 because I do not
have all the facts. The standards committee
will. I am sure, review those events careful-
ly.

I am confident that the House and the
cor.ittee will be mindful of their public
obligation and will do whatever is right. But
TS. Eliot also alrned us that the greatest
treason is to "do the right deed for the
wrong reason."

One other point: I am amused when some
members of the press blithely dismiss as
weak the rules under .hich Wright is being
Judged. Any reading of the congressional
debate that took place at the tume would
leave no doubt that they were regarded as
far too strong by many thoughtful mem-
bers And they were aLso regarded as being
too tough by some members of the press. In-
eluding a highly respected reporter for The
Post who wrote an op-ed piece the day we
adopted these rules urpn their defeat be-
cause they were too meddlesome. I do not

mind the change of ophn exrm ed by
Some in the press today, but I do mind the
snctimony that ocasion lly sompanies
that change of opinion.

No branch of government in our 200-year
hisory has so thoroughly and excruciating-
ly examined the conduct of anyone within it
as has the House in this instance. That
should brin credit, not or
the House in which I proudly smve.

May J1, 19S9 H 2213
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[U.S House of Representatives before the
Committee orn Ssndards of Official Con-
ductl

ArlDAVIT or HAxOLD S. SAwrT
ly# TiE MATTiP Or SPIAKER JAMES C. WIGHT.

JR

STATI or MICHICA.M.
County of KenL a."

I. Harold S Sawyer. am competent to give
affidavits at law. and testify as follows:

I. I an a partner in the Grand Rapids law
firm of Waer. N ,rcrom & Judd. I served
as a Republican Mem'ber of Congs from
1977 to 1985.

2. In 1978. I ser.cd as a Republican
Member of the House Select Committee on
Ethics ("the Preyer Committee"), which
drulted and later Lssued a number of Adviso-
ry Opinions implementing and interpreting
the House's Rules of Official Conduct.

3. During my se-vice as a member of the
Preyer Committee. our Committee had or-
csion to consider Rule XLMI, Clamse 4.
which prohibits members from acceping
gifts from persons ith a "direct interest In
legislaUon." We were very concerned with
who would be considered to have a direct In-
tretst for purposes of t RuBe snce virtual-
ly anyone who holds property. lehlo g to a
profemion. receives Sca Securty or any
ote form of government am inee. or
works as a farmer has a "direft Ier"" in
leI lation before Cogrulne. In th beoad
sen. ay citmen does, but that ertainly
was not what the Rule Intended.

4L In my opinion. Rule XUII Is spedflicl-
ly limited to the three cems. of Indtidisals
descrbed in the Rule: lobbyW& offlers or
directors of iobbyists, and my vossum re-taIed by a tobbyl. Under the Mal prel-
pal of uvau umw ezeoo ulelism, per-
sons not falling within one of thee eeffic
three categories is not covered by Rule
XLUM and don not have a "dhwct Interest"
In legislation for purposes of the R le. To
avid the applftio of this rtL a daft.
man normally states "Ilneudilw et im.
Ited to" or words to this effec. This was de-
tberately not done.

L My underndiUng from puble rep ts
is tLhat Mr. MalIck-the Person bum wem

peaker Wright is charged with havil ac-
cepted a git-is not a person who falls
within any of the three categoies ddlia-
ed In Rule XLII. If he is not, then in my
opinion Speaker Wright cannot have v1oa-
ed the Rule.

6. While I was serving on the Select Com-
mittee. we adopted Advisory OpUim No. 10.
which interprets Rule 43. The Advisory
Opinion indicates that an individual who
-has a dutinet or special interest in Influ-
encing or affectng the federal leisltiaUve
process which sets such indrdual .. . apart
from the general public' is. for purpose of
Rule XLIIL an individual with a "'direct In-
terest" in legislation In my opinion, the Ad-
visory Opinion was intended to describe, not
expand. the scope of Rule XIJII. Indeed, an
Advisory Opinion cannot lawfully expand
the Wope of a House Rule.

7. Een to the extent some members of
the Select Commitee might have believed
that Advisory Opinion No 10 expanded the
scope of R.:Ie XLIII. Mr Mallick still would

,nt constitute an Individuai with a *'direct
interest" in legislation. "suming that the
media de-crlption of hiz activities Is aCcu-
rate. No one serving aith me on the Select
Committee ever even suggested that. under
Advisory Opinion No. 10. an individual
would be deemed to have a direct Interest"
in legation simply because he had real
estate investments. oil and gas investments.
cr loans from federally in.ured lending in.
stitutlons. Indeed. 0 such a person has a
. direct interet." then AdvLsory Opinion No.
10 has rendered Rile XLIII essertially
resn angles. since virtually anyone would
ha-e a "direct Interest - This was not the
purpose or intention of the Committee on
which I served.

8. As I previously have advised this Com
r;ttee. I do not believe that Speaker
Wright's conduct relating to the sale of
bccks and the receipt of royalties can possi-
bly have violated House Rule XLVII. the
lirrit on Outside Earned Income. The Rule
expressly excludes copyricht royalties from
*he earned income limit. This was a blanket
exemption. In my opinion. any qualified
lawyer with whom the Speaker had consult-
ed as to whether he could sell books on
which he was paid a royalty without havitn
the annual 30 percent limit apply. in U of
Accepting honoraums. certainly would
have advised him that he could do n under
the plain terms of Rule XLVU. Whie this
Committee may conclude that the blmaet
exempto of copyright royaltie Is wise.
it cannot fairly or lawfuly renturpeet that
Rule and apply a new definition retreave-
ly In the current proceedine agaiM the
Speaker.

S. Since 9peaker Wright plainly hils not
violated the letter of the Rule. It wid be
Wrossly unfair. In my opinon to meude
that he has violated the "alrit" of the
Rule. It is difficult to Perceive whaithe
'pNkt" of the Rule is. It esuat be the re-
striction of outside Income per e, since tn-
earned Income is unlimited, s is earned
income from farmiL ranching, or my
other famly-controUed buine. Nor an
the "sirit" be to lmit the time ment by
members on outside ctivitie, inme a
member Is permltted to give four time a
many 1M seeches a he is USlM eeches,
and since there is no limit at al unpaid
speeche. Indeed mY undstanding Is that
the Speaker gave hundreds of syebes for
which he received no honorarium and in
connection with which he sold no beoks I
poInt this out only to iliustrate the danger
and umfaimee of attempting to enforce the
•"spirit." rather than the letter, of a Home
Rule. Lawyers. after all spend much of
their time advising clients a to how to
comply with the letter of the law while nei-
ther attempting nor even being able to
make any sense of the law or determine its
'spirlL"

10. I do not know the Speaker well and
have no partisan interest in this Matter. s
should be obvious from my political affill.
ation. However. as a law) er and as one who
served on the Select Committee during the
relevant period. I feel obliged to note the
extremely serious legal shortcomings in the
Committee's preliminary interpretation of
the House Rules the Speaker has been
charsed with violating.

Further afflant sayeth not.
HA,). 8. SAwvsm.

Subsrribed and sworn to before me this
22nd day of May, 189

B&AStRA J. CazLX.
Notary Public. Kent Cnorty. Michigan.

H 2244 May .1. 1980
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(U.S Hoube of Roprtsentatlves before the IPurther afflant sayeth not.
Cornmittce on Sandards of Official Con. DOWALD r. 7sitmy.
duct) Sworn to and subscribed by the under.

ArlrDAviT op DoAID F. Trusty signed Notary P tbllc on thts 22 day of May,
IM, to certify which witness my hand and

IN THII MATrE OF SPEAKER JAMES C. WRIGHT. mW of office at 1:35 PM.
Jn. TOMAS 1. R AKRoM.

DIsTwzcr or COLUvlA.
I. Donald r. Terry. am competent to give

affidavits at law, and testify as follows:
1. I am currently employed by the House

Committee on S'nal Business. I was a staff
member on the Commii ion on Admninistra-
tlve Review. which was. charged in 1976 with
the resporuibilit) fir drafting new Rules of
Offill! Conduct for the House. I as"O am
the former Staf!f Director of the House
Select Committee on E'hics. which Inter-
preted and Implemented *he House Rules of
Official Conduct. once thev were adopted by
the House on March 2. 1977.

2. In my cz-ac:y as Staff Director of the
Select Comm:ttef I drafted Advisory Opin-
ion No. 13. which was adopted by the Select
Corr-.nittee tc rlany tMe application of
House Rule XLV! (the Rule dealing with
limitations on Members' outside earned
income).

3. My u.derstanding. and-to my knowl-
edge-the understanding of all members of
my staf and of the Select Committee at the
tune, was that the express copyright royalty
exclusion contained in Rule XLVII was a
blanket exclusion.

4. During the course of drafting Advisory
Opiniom No. 13. I had several meetings and
conversatiow with Douglas D. Drysdale. a
member of the law firm of Caplin & Drys-
dale. who had been retained by the Select
Committee to provide expert counsel ad
technica m m concerning Inum relt-
ine to the applcataion of House Rule XLVII
One proviso proposed by Mr. Dryades for
tluclua. in Advisor7 Opinion No. 13 was a
subparagraph entitled "Real Pacts Col-
Ung." The subparagraph, which I awpWad
for Includon in my draft of the Advisory
Ophnon. provides that -The limtlam We-
poed by Rule XLV!! may not be avoided by
dewm digned to circumvent them. In all
cum the rel facts wl contror My wnder-
sadln of this provision and the bas on

which I included It in the draft m thst It
principally related to the concem that a
Member might try to mlsehar0a*uI
earned Income (which is limited under Rue
XLVI) a unearned income (which Is not
lmilted). To my recollecton there was no
disemlon either between me and Mr. Drys-
dae o In my conversations with mmars
vrng the specifi applicati of thi
subsctlon to Rule XLVIIs exclusion of
mpyrisht royalties from the earned income

Initatin.
S. Mr. Drysdale and his law firm did

submit propsed language specifically relat-
ing to copyright royaltles, which language
arguably would have restrcted the other-
wis blanket copyright royalty excltusion in
Rule XLVU. I rejected this proposed lan-
guage. however, just as I rejected a number
of other provision proposed by Mr. Drys-
dale in his 29-page memorandum. Becuse I
reeted at a staff level the copyright royal-
ty language proposed by Mr. Drysdale. to
the best of my knowledge, it Yws never re-
viewed by the members of the Select Com-
mittee. and. therefore, cannot be now used
as a basis to interpret application of Rule
XLVII.

6. In the course of the Investigation of
Speaker Wright. neither the Outside Spe-
cial Counsel nor any member of the Com-
nittees staff has intertewed me or other-
wise sought my view as to the proper Inter-
pretation of Rule XLVII or Advisory Opin-
ion No 13.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONISSION

In the Matter of) SE SrV
MUR 2649

James C. Wright, Jr. I)nISSW
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT AR 23 1991

I. BACKGROUND

On February 12, 1991, the Commission voted to deny the

request by counsel for James C. Wright, Jr., for dismissal of

the complaint and reason to believe finding in this matter, and to

approve subpoenas and orders to be sent to Mr. Wright, Southwest

Texas State University and the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association. Responses to the subpoenas and orders

have been received.

II. ANALYSIS

a. Mr. Wright

Mr. Wright's response consists of a letter dated March 21,

1991, (Attachment 1) in which he "respectfully decline(s) to

respond to these written questions or to further participate in

these proceedings .... " In support of this position he relies

upon the argument raised earlier by counsel, namely that the

Speech or Debate Clause of the United States Constitution

"precludes Federal Election Commission jurisdiction over this

subject matter . . ., arguing that once the United States House

of Representatives exercised its assertedly "exclusive prerogative

to elect to investigate and discipline (if necessary) its

members," the Commission could not then act.
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An analysis of the applicability of the Speech or Debate

Clause to the present matter was set out in the report submitted

by this Office to the Commission on January 30, 1991. Based upon

that analysis and upon other evidence available to the Commission

at the time it made its reason to believe determination, the

Commission determined to deny counsel's request to dismiss the

complaint and reason to believe finding. Mr. Wright's response to

the subpoena and order provides no new information or analysis

with regard to his Speech or Debate Clause defense.

In light of Mr. Wright's refusal to answer the

interrogatories posed by the Commission and to provide the

documents subpoenaed, this Office recommends that the Commission

authorize the filing of a civil action to enforce the subpoena and

order in United States District Court.

b. Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association

On March 7, 1991, this Office received the responses of the

Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association ("SBCA") to

the Commission's subpoena and order submitted over the signature

of Charles C. Hewitt, President. (Attachment 2). Although the

SBCA's answers to the Commission's interrogatories appear to

fulfill the requirements of the Commission's order, they raise

additional questions.

Mr. Hewitt confirms that the SBCA, then operating under its

original name, Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc.,

("SPACE") purchased 1,680 copies of Reflections of a Public Man in

August of 1985. He also confirms that Mr. Wright appeared at the
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September, 1985, SPACE trade show in Nashville, Tennessee. SBCA

has assertedly been "unable to locate any records that indicate

the payment of Mr. Wright of an honorarium for the appearance in

question" because all such records are still in the possession of

the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, U.S. House of

Representatives ("House Committee"), or of the Public Integrity

Section, Criminal Division, Department of Justice.

Mr. Hewitt states that it was the lobbying law firm of Brown

and Finn [now Brown, Finn and Nietert) which arranged for Mr.

Wright's appearance and for the purchase of the books. In

response to the question of whether the SBCA's purchase of the

books was made "in lieu of the payment of an honorarium to Mr.

Wright for his appearance" at the trade show, Mr. Hewitt states,

"Any discussions regarding the circumstances leading to the

purchase recommendation, if they took place, were between Mr.

Wright, his associates or representatives, and the firm of Brown

and Finn."

In light of the central role apparently played by Brown, Finn

and Nietert with regard to any honorarium paid and the purchase of

Mr. Wright's book, this Office recommends that the Commission

approve the attached subpoena and order to be sent to this firm.

In the SBCA's answer to the Commission's fourth interrogatory

there is also the statement that a fundraiser for Mr. Wright was

held by the Association at the September, 1985 trade show held in

Nashville, Tennessee. No further details are provided. According

to the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, SBCA has been

incorporated since April 18, 1984.
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This Office recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that the SBCA violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by expending

corporate funds on a fundraising event for Mr. Wright, and approve

a second, follow-up subpoena and order seeking information

concerning that event. In the absence of detailed information

concerning the fundraiser, and in order to prevent a delay in

pursuing, by means of subpoena enforcement, the answers and

documents already being sought from Mr. Wright, this Office is

postponing any recommendation regarding a violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441b by Mr. Wright's authorized committee until additional facts

can be obtained from the SBCA.1

The SBCA has not produced the documents requested in the

Commission's subpoena because, as stated above, these documents

are apparently still in the possession of either the Justice

Department or of the U.S. House of Representatives. According to

Mr. Hewitt, the documents being sought were provided to the House

Committee on October 19 and 25, 1988, and have never been returned

to the SBCA.

Given the SBCA's asserted inability to comply with the

Commission's document requests, and because documents relevant to

the present matter obtained by the House Committee and the Public

Integrity Section probably go beyond those sought from the SBCA,

this Office recommends that the Commission approve the attached

1. The Wright Appreciation Committee, Mr. Wright's principal
campaign committee in 1985-86, is still an ongoing committee. An
examination of reports filed by Mr. Wright's authorized committees
for the second half of 1985 has revealed no contributions orexpenditures apparently linked to a fundraising event in Nashville
in September of that year.
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letters to the Office of the Clerk, U.S. House of

Representatives, 2and to the Public integrity Section requesting
that all documents in their possession concerning bulk sales of

Reflections of a Public Man and payments of honoraria to Mr.

Wright in 1984 be made available to this office for examination

and copying.

c. Southwest Texas State University

The answers to interrogatories and documents furnished by

Southwest Texas State University appear to be complete. These

responses confirm that Mr. Wright was initially paid a $3,000

honorarium for an appearance at the University on October 16,

1986, but that a representative of Mr. Wright telephoned the

office of the president of the University at a later, unspecified

date to say that Mr. Wright had already reached his honoraria

limitation for that year and to ask if the University "would

object to Congressman Wright purchasing books for the University

with the $3,000. "3 The University agreed and received 504 copies.

A copy of a purchase order showing the University as purchaser is

included in the documents produced.

I I I. RXCOKN3UD&Ions

1. Authorize the office of the General Counsel to file a civil
suit in United States District Court to enforce the subpoena
and order sent to James C. Wright, Jr.

2. According to a letter from the chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to the SBCA, the Office of the Clerk
has custody of materials deemed the property of the U.S. House of
Representatives. See page 16 of attachments.

3. Affidavit signed by MaryAnn Mendoza, an employee in the
office of the President of the University, on December 15, 1988.
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2. Find reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting and
Communications Association violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b.

3. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis to be sent to
the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association.

4. Approve the attached subpoena and order to be sent to the
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association.

5. Approve the attached subpoena and order to be sent to Brown,
Finn and Nietert.

6. Approve the attached letters to be sent to the General
Counsel, Office of the Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives,
and to the Public Integrity Section, Criminal Division, U.S.
Department of Justice.

7. Approve the sending of appropriate letters to Brown, Finn and
Nietert and to the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

-Association.

CNDate awr ceM Noble
, General Counsel

Attachments

-T 1. Response from James C. Wright, Jr.
2. Response from Satellite Broadcasting

and Communications Association
3. Factual and Legal Analysis
4. Subpoena and Order - Brown, Finn and Nietert
5. Subpoena and Order - Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association
6. Letters (2)

Staff Member Assigned: Anne Weissenborn



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

James C. Wright, Jr.

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on April 23,

1991, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2649:

1. Authorize the Office of the General Counsel
to file a civil suit in United States
District Court to enforce the order sent to
James C. Wright, Jr.

2. Reject recommendations 2 and 3 in the General
Counsel's report dated April 11, 1991.

3. Approve the subpoena and order to be sent to
the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association, as recommended in the General
Counsel's report dated April 11, 1991, subject
to the revisions as agreed during the meeting
discussion of this date.

4. Approve the subpoena and order to be sent to
Brown, Finn and Nietert, as recommended in the
General Counsel's report dated April 11, 1991.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 3

Certification for MUR 2649
April 23, 1991

5. Approve the letters to be sent to the General

Counsel to the Clerk, U.S. House of Representa-

tives, and to the Public Integrity Section,

Criminal Division, U.S. Department of Justice,

as recommended in the FEC General Counsel's
report dated April 11, 1991, and amended

by the General Counsel's office during the

Commission's meeting discussion of

April 23, 1991.

6. Approve the sending of appropriate letters to

Brown, Finn and Nietert and to the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association,

pursuant to the actions noted above.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

C Attest:

Date - Marjorie W. Emmons
S retary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20461

May 3, 19 91

Mr. Steven R. Ross
General Counsel
Office of the Clerk
U.S. House of Representatives
H-105, Capitol Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. Ross:

As part of its investigation of honoraria received by
former U.S. Representative James C. Wright between 1984 and
1987, and of bulk purchases of his book, Reflections of a
Public Man, the Federal Election Commission requests access to
all documents within the possession of the Office of the Clerk
pertaining to these transactions.

The attorney in the Office of the General Counsel
assigned to this matter is Anne A. Weissenborn, who can be
reached at 376-8200.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. I( 20461

May 3, 1991

George E. McDowell, Chief
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. McDowell:

As part of its investigation of honoraria received by
former U.S. Representative James C. Wright between 1984 and
1987, and of bulk purchases of his book, Reflections of a Publ
Man, the Federal Election Commission requests access to all
do-cuments within the possession of the Department of Justice
pertaining to these transactions.

The attorney in the Office of the General Counsel
assigned to this matter is Anne A. Weissenborn, who can be
reached at 376-8200.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sinc

General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1 IZ. May 3, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Deppish Kirkland, III
Senior Vice-President - Operations &
General Counsel

Satellite Broadcasting and Communications
Association of America

225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. Kirkland:

The Federal Election Commission acknowledges receipt of the
responses of Charles C. Hewitt, President of the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association of America ("the
Association") to its subpoena and order issued on February 19,
1991.

Examination of those responses has raised additional
questions concerning a fundraising event apparently held by the
Association for James C. Wright, Jr., at the time of the
Association's trade show in Nashville, Tennessee, in September,
1985. Consequently, the Commission has issued a second subpoena
and order which requires the Association to provide certain
information about that event. The subpoena and order is
enclosed.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

MUR 2649

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association

of America
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

Having received and examined the answers to interrogatories

submitted on behalf of the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association of America on March 4, 1991, the

Federal Election Commission, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(1) and

(3), and in furtherance of its investigation in the above-

captioned matter, hereby orders you to submit additional written

answers to questions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to

produce the documents requested in the attachment to this

Subpoena. Legible copies which, where applicable, show both sides

of the documents may be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, along with

the requested documents, within 15 days of your receipt of this

order and Subpoena.



Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &

Communication Association
page 2

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washi~n~: , :. -n this 'S.lday of

April, 1991.

eia fer.Chai r n
F~dera-eo--n 1ommissio

ATTEST:

Marjor - W. Emmons

Secret ty to the Commission

Attachment
Interrogatories
Document Request



Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &
Communications Association

page 3

INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of,
known by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege -with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is
requested by any of the following interrogatories, describe such
items in sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim.
Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on
which it rests.

The following interrogatories 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 cr different information came
to your attention.

DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:
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Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &
Communications Association

page 4

"You" shall mean the firm to which these discovery requests
are addressed, including all officers, employees, agents or
attorneys thereof.

"Persons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"SBCA' shall mean the Satellite and Communciations
Association of America, Inc., and the same entity under its
original corporate name of Satellite Television Industry
Association, Inc.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,
telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter 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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, 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.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.



Charles Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting &

Communications Association
page5

INTERROGATOR IES

1. Please describe the fundraising event which the SBCA held for
James C. Wright, Jr., during his stay in Nashville, Tennessee,
at the time of the SBCA's September, 1985 trade show. Provide
the date and location of the event, the number of individuals
invited, and the source of the guest list.

2. was the fundraising event cited in Question 1 a part of, or
separate from, Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA trade show?

3. Please state whether the purpose of the fundraising event held
for Mr. Wright by the SBCA in Nashville at the time of the
September, 1985, trade show was to raise funds to be used in
Mr. Wright's campaigns for federal office. Describe the
content of any solicitations made either orally or in writing.

4. Please state the total amount of contributions raised at the
fundraising event held for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985.

5. Please state the total amount expended by the SBCA for the
fundraising event held for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985.
What was the source of the funds expended?

REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

Please produce all documents related to the fundraising event
held for James C. Wright in Nashville, Tennessee, in September,
1985, including, but not limited to, invitations, solicitation
materials, programs, invoices, vouchers and cancelled checks.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AASHINCTON D( 04#1

May 3, 1991

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Richard L. Brown, Esquire
Frederick Wells Finn, Esquire
Brown, Finn and Nietert
1920 N Street, N.W., Suite 660
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: MUR 2649

Dear Mr. Brown and Mr. Finn:

The Federal Election Commission has the statutory duty of
enforcing the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. The
Commission has issued the attached subpoena and order which requires
Brown, Finn and Nietert to provide certain information in connection

C\: with an investigation it is conducting. The Commission does not
consider your firm a respondent in this matter, but rather a witness
only.

Because this information is being sought as part of an
investigation being conducted by the Commission, the confidentiality
provision of 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(12)(A) applies. That section
prohibits making public any investigation conducted by the
Commission without the express written consent of the person with
respect to whom the investigation is made. You are advised that no
such consent has been given in this case.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your responses to this subpoena and order.
However, you are required to submit the information within 15 days
of your receipt of this subpoena and order. All answers to
questions must be submitted under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
376-8200.

Enclosure



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

TO: Brown, Finn & Nietert
Suite 600
1920 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3), and in furtherance

of its investigation in the above-captioned matter, the Federal

Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written answers to

the questions attached to this Order and subpoenas you to produce

the documents requested on the attachment to this Subpoena.

Legible copies which, where applicable, show both sides of the

documents may be substituted for originals.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, Federal Election

Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, along with

the requested documents, within 15 days of your receipt of this

Order and Subpoena.
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WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand in Washinaton, D.C. on this JOsdday of

April, 1991.

J rec'G 6rry, Ch rman
F era. 'Eection Commission

ATTEST:

Marj 'Iie W. Emmons

Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Interrogatories
Document Request
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained, including hearsay, that is in possession of,
known by or otherwise available to you, including documents and
information appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and

unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of

-furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting

separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the

interrogatory response.

N! If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full

after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to

-- do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any documents,
communications, or other items about which information is

requested by any of the following interrogatories, describe such
items in sufficient detail to provide justification for the claim.

Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all the grounds on

which it rests.

The following interrogatories 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 cr different information came
to your attention.
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DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

"You" shall mean the firm to which these discovery requests
are addressed, including all officers, employees, agents or
attorneys thereof.

"tPersons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Brown and Finn" shall mean the firm of Brown, Finn and
Nietert in 1985.

"SBCA" shall mean the Satellite and Communications
Association of America, Inc., and the same entity under its
original corporate name of Satellite Television Industry
Association, Inc.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type
in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,
telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,
memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter 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 person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and trade
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names of
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both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out
of their scope.

INTERROGATORIES

The Commission is in possession of information that the
Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc., now known as the
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association of America,
Inc., ("SBCA"), may have made a bulk purchase of Reflections of a
Public Man by James C. Wright, Jr., in 1985, rather than pay an
honorarium to former Congressman Wright for his appearance at that

Cassociation's trade show in September of that year. In addition,
it appears that the SBCA organized a fundraiser for Mr. Wright at
the time of the same trade show. Please answer the following
questions regarding Brown and Finn's representation of the SBCA at
that time, and concerning the firm's involvement with Mr. wright's
appearance at the SBCA trade show, with any fundraiser held, and
with the SBCA's purchase of the Wright books:

1. Was Brown and Finn employed by the SBCA to perform lobbying
activities for the Association in 1985?

2. Did Brown and Finn arrange for the appearance of James C.
Wright, Jr., at the September, 1985, SBCA trade show held in
Nashville, Tennessee? If yes, please state the date that Mr.
Wright or his representative was first approached with such
an invitation and the date upon which arrangements for his
appearance were finalized. Please identify the individuals
who took part in these discussions.

3. Please provide details of the finanrial arrangpments made fnr
Mr. Wright's appearance, including any commitments regarding
the payment of an honorarium or other compensation for Mr.
Wright's appearance.

4. Was Brown and Finn ever informed by Mr. Wright or his
representatives during discussions of his appearance at the
trade show that Mr. Wright had reached, or would soon reach,
his annual limitation on the receipt of honoraria in 1985?
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5. Was the suggestion ever made to Brown and Finn that the SBCA

purchase copies of Reflections of a Public Man in lieu of

paying Mr. Wright an honorarium for his appearance at the

SBCA trade show? If yes, please identify the person who made
this suggestion.

6. Did Brown and Finn suggest to SBCA that the Association make a

bulk purchase of copies of Reflections of a Public Ilan in
1985? was this suggestion made in the context of the SBCA's
invitation to Mr. Wright to appear at the September, 1985,
trade show?

~.was the bulk purchase of Mr. Wright's book by the SBCA made in

lieu of the payment to Mr. Wright of an honorarium for his

appearance at the SBCA trade show in Nashville?

8. Did the SBCA hold a fundraising event for Mr. Wright during

his stay in Nashville at the time of the trade show? What
role did Brown and Finn play in the organization of this
event?

CNI9. was the fundraising event cited in Question 8 a part of, or
separate, from Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA trade show
itself? Please describe this event, including its location

and date, the number of individuals invited, and the source of

r the guest list.

10. Please state whether the purpose of the fundraising event held
for Mr. Wright by the SBCA in Nashville at the time of the

September, 1985, trade show was to raise funds to be used in

C his campaigns for federal office. Describe the content of any
solicitations made either orally or in writing.

11. Please state the total amount of contributions raised at the
fundraising event held by the SBCA for Mr. Wright in Nashville
in 1985.

12. Please state the total amount expended by the SBCA for the

fundraising event held by the SBCA for Mr. Wright in Nashville
in 1985.

REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

1. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to

letters, memoranda, and telephone logs, involving
communications with James C. Wright, Jr., a representative of

Mr. Wright or a representative of Madison Publishing Company,
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concerning Mr. wright's appearance at the SBCA September,
1985, trade show in Nashville, Tennessee, and his compensation
for that appearance.

2. Please produce all documents, including but not limited to
letters, memoranda, telephone loqs or messages, purchase
orders, invoices and cancelled checks, involving the bulk
purchase by the SBCA in 1985 cf Reflections of a Public Man.

3. Please produce all documents, including any solicitation
materials, related to the fundraising event held for James C.
wright, by the SBCA in Nashville, Tennessee, in September,
1985.
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Anne A. Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W. c.
Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: M.U.R. 2649: Subpoena Issued To Brown, Finn & Nietert, Chartered

Dear Anne:

As discussed, enclosed please find a letter from Richard L. Brown of Brown, Finn &
Nietert, Chartered (RBFN), confirming that our firm has been retained by BFN to assist it in
responding to the Federal Election Commission's (Rthe Commission") subpoena in connection
with M.U.R. 2649.

In addition, on behalf of BFN we request an extension-of-time of seventeen days, from
May 24, 1991 to June 10, 1991, to respond to the Commission's subpoena'. As discussed,
prior to responding to the Commission's subpoena, BFN needs to obtain formal notification that

'The referenced subpoena was received by our client in the mail on May 6, 1991. Thus,
the date for the response is May 24, 1991. S= 11 C.F.R. § 111.2(c).
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May 22, 1991
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the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association of America, Inc. ('SBCA") has
waived its attorney-client privilege with regard to the matters addressed by the subpoena. We
have been informed by SBCA's counsel that it may be several weeks before our client receives
a written "waiver-of-privilege' letter.

Please do not hesitate to call me at 202/861-1877 if you have any questions regarding this

extension-of-time request or any other matters in connection with the Commission's subpoena.

Best regards,

Leslie J. Kerman

Enclosure

cc: Richard L. Brown, Esquire
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BROWN FINN 8 NIETERT. CHARTERED
SULITE 660

1920 N STRECT. N W

WASHINGTON. D.C 20036

TEL (202) 87-06500
FAX (202) 457-0126

May 22, 1991

Anne A. Weissenborn, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2649

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Brown Finn & Nietert, Chartered has retained Leslie Kerman of
Epstein, Becker & Green to assist us in responding to the Federal
Election Commission's subpoena of April 30, 1991.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Brown

DJK \ FEC



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ) MUR 2649
)

Response of Charles C. Hewitt to PO
Interrogatories and

Request for Documents

C)

TO: Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Via Messenger

CNi Attached hereto are the Responses of Charles C. Hewitt, President of the Satellite

"- Broadcasting & Communications Association of America, to certain Interrogatories and

Request of Production of Documents issued under the seal of the Chairman of the Federal

Election Commission on the 30th day of April, 1991.

Respectfully submitted,

Deppisli Urkland, III
General Counsel
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications

Association of America

225 Reineker's Lane
Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314
703-549-6990



RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

QUESTION 1:

ANSWER

QUESTION 2:

ANSWER

Please describe the fundraising event which the SBCA held for James
C. Wright, Jr., during his stay in Nashville, Tennessee, at the time of
the SBCA's September, 1985 trade show. Provide the date and
location of the event, the number of individuals invited, and the source
of the guest list.

It is my recollection that there was a fundraising effort for Mr. Wright
associated with his appearance at the 1985 satellite trade show in
Nashville. As pointed out in my answers to the Interrogatories Issued
on February 19, 1991, all records related to this matter have been
provided previously to the U.S. House of Representatives, Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct and have not been returned to this
office. Nevertheless, in response to the second set of Interrogatories
issued on April 30, 1991, we have conducted another search of our
records, including those in storage facilities, and are unable to locate
any additional record of the details of the fundraising effort noted
above. Therefore, the answers reflected herein are stated to the best
of my recollection but without the benefit of review of any records
which may have been provided earlier to the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct or which may be in the possession of the law firm
of Brown & Finn, referenced in my answer to Question No. 6 of the
February 19, 1991 set of Interrogatories.

Was the fundraising event cited in Question I a part of, or separate
from, Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA trade show?

It is my recollection that there was a reception of some type associated
with Mr. Wright's speech to several thousand of the attendees of the
trade show in question. The fundraising itself was conducted prior to
the show and the source of the guest list for the purpose of the
fundraising was the list of SBCA "Pioneer Members" (which at that
time was the highest level of members in the Association), plus other
dealers and distributors who had been solicited by the law firm of
Brown & Finn prior to the show.

The fundraising event was separate from Mr. Wright's appearance at
the trade show, but occurred during the same time period.
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QUESTION 3:

ANSWER

QUESTION 4:

ANSWER

QUESTION 5:

ANSWER

Please state whether the purpose of the fundraising event held for Mr.
Wright by the SBCA in Nashville at the time of the September, 1985,
trade show was to raise funds to be used in Mr. Wright's campaigns
for federal office. Describe the content of any solicitation made either
orally or in writing.

The purpose of the fundraising effort was to provide to Mr. Wright
campaign funds. Any solicitation, whether oral or in writing, was
conducted by, written by and handled by the law firm of Brown &
Finn.

Please state the total amount of contributions raised at the fundraising
event held for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985.

It is my recollection that the total amount of contributions resulting
from the fundraising effort was about twenty thousand dollars
($20,000). Again, this answer is not formed from a review of any
documentation or other records.

Please state the total amount expended by the SBCA for the
fundraising event held for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985. What was
the source of the funds expended?

The cost of any reception at the trade show would have been most
likely covered as a trade show expense. We have conducted a second
search of our records, including those in storage, to determine whether
or not we can identify any specific expenses for a reception held for
Mr. Wright at the September, 1985 trade show. We have been unable
to separately identify any such expenses.

ANSWERS SUBMITTED BY:

Charles C. Hewitt, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications

Association of America



The above and foregoing Answers to Interrogatories of Charles C. Hewitt, President,
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications Association of America, were sworn to and
subscribed before ne, an officer duly authorized to administer oaths in the State of
Virginia, this day of 1 ,91.

/. / ,, . /

Geocie H. Kresslein, r.

My Commission Expires on the day of Y 19 _

'-.9
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DOCUMENT

REQUEST:

ANSWER:

Please produce all documents related to the fundraising event held for James
C. Wright in Nashville, Tennessee, in September, 1985, including,, but not
limited to, invitations, solicitation materials, programs, invoices, vouchers and
canceled checks.

Please refer to the answer to Interrogatory responses No. 1,2 and 3 to the
Interrogatories issued with this Request for Documents. The SBCA does not
have possession of or access to any records such as those requested herein.
It is possible that the law firm of Brown & Finn (last known address
provided in earlier answers) may have some such records since the
fundraising efforts in question were handled by that firm. We have
conducted a specific search for such documents in response to this Request,
in addition to that conducted in response to the earlier Request of February
19, 1991.

RESPONSE SUBMITTED BY:

Charles C. Hewitt,, President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications

Association of America
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Ms. Leslie J. Kerman
Epstein, Becker & Green, P.C.
1227 25th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Ref: Federal Elections Commission Inquiry - James C. Wright, Jr.

Du.ar Ms. Ker-an:

You have advised me that you represent the firm of Brown & Finn of
Washington, D.C. in regard to an inquiry by the Federal Elections
Commission into certain activities of Mr. James C. Wright, Jr. As I have
informed you, the SBCA has been contacted by the Commssion and
requested to provide information related to the purchase by the SBCA of
copies of Mr. Wright's book, Reflections of a Public Man in 1985 and the
SBCA's solicitation of campaign cntMtiom to Mr. Wright in connection
with a speaking appearance at the 1985 SBCA/ST1I trade show held in
Nashville, Tennessee.

At the time in question, the firm of Brown & Fimn tepresented the SBCA an&
was directly involved in the matters noted above. You have advised me thdi
the Federal Election C msn has submitted requests for inforMation tr
Brown & Finn in regard to the above matters and that, in your finns opinioA
Brown & Finn cannot answer those requests absent a waiver of the atioen-
client privilege from the SBCA. be

While it is not clear to me that there are confidential *ommznications from
the SBCA which Brown & Finn would be required to disclose in order to
describe that firm's actions, it is also not the desire of the SBCA to hinder the
Commission's inquiry. Therefore, the SBCA Board of Directors has
authorized the waiver of the attorney-client privilege that otherwise may have
prevented its prior counsel, Brown & Finn, from responding to the inquiry by
the Federal Elections Commission noted above. The privilege is waived solely
for this purpose and for this proceeding by the Commission and is not
intended to extend beyond the scope of the matters being investigated.

This is not intended to suggest that the SBCA believes confidential
communications from the SBCA to Brown & Finn took place during the time
in question which might relate to the subject matter of the present

225 Riebuer LAn Ssdie 60 22314 i Ph7nG Fax (70)549.7640

Satellite Broadcasfng and
Communications Association



Ms. Leslie J. Kernan
June 17, 1991
Page-2-

Commission inquiry. In addition, this waiver is not intended to release Brown & Finn from
any obligation to the SBCA which may have arisen from its prior representation.

You will note that I have provided a copy of this correspondence to the office of the
General Counsel of the Federal Elections Commission for their information. The meeting
of the SBCA Board of Directors took place on Wednesday, June 12, 1991. I regret the
delay in responding to your request, but such a waiver required Board approval.

Please let me know if you have any questions about the above. With best regards, I remain,

Sincerely,

Deppish I i
Senior Vice President of Operations
General Counsel

(04
DK/nlf

cI 'ar AM. Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C 20463
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Mr. Lawrence Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commiss ion
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

V In your letter dated May 3, 1991, you request access to all
documents within the possession of the Department of Justice
pertaining to honoraria earned by former House Speaker James C.

- Wright, Jr. and all documents relating to bulk purchases of his
book, Ref lections of a Public Man. All such materials in the
custody of the Public Integrity Section were obtained through a
federal grand jury, and therefore, pursuant to Rule 6(e) of the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, a court order is required
before we may disclose then to you. See In re Sealed Case,
801 F.2d 1379, 1381 (D.C. Cir. 1986)(denying SEC access to
documents subpoenaed by federal grand jury).

As many, if not all, of the persons and entities subpoenaed
by the grand jury retained copies of the records they produced, we
believe that the Commission will be unable to make the
particularized showing required to secure such a court order. of
course you will be able to obtain copies of records relevant to
your investigation directly from these persons and entities.

If you have any questions, please call Stuart M. Goldberg, a
trial attorney in this office, at (202) 514-1433.

Sincerely,

Gerald E. McDowell
Chief
Public Integrity Section
Criminal Division
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December 20, 1991

Leslie J. Kerman, Esquire
Epstein, Becker & Green
1227 25th Street, NW
Washington, D.C.

RE: MUR 2649
Brown, Finn & Nietert

Dear Ms. Kerman:

On May 3, 1991, your client, Brown, Finn and Nietert, was
sent a Subpoena to Produce Documents and an Order to Submit
Written Answers in connection with an investigation being
undertaken by the Federal Election Commission. To date no such
documents or answers have been received by this Office.

Given the length of time which has elapsed since the
issuance of the subpoena and order, it has become necessary for
this Office to recommend to the Commission that it authorize the
filing of a subpoena enforcement action in United States
District Court. Such a recommendation will be made unless this
Office receives a response to the subpoena and order within ten
days of your receipt of this letter.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois . Lerner
Asso iate General Counsel
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Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Room 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: M.U.R. 2649: Response of Brown,
to Produce Documents and Order to

Finn & Nietert,
Submit Written

Chartered to the Subpoena
Answers

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

Enclosed please find the Response of Brown, Finn & Nietert, Chartered, to the Subpoena
to Produce Documents and Order to Submit Written Answers issued under the Seal of the
Chairman of the Federal Election Commission in connection with M.U.R. 2649.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 202/861-1877 if you have any questions regarding
the enclosed Response.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

rl

m

---3

IL'~iJ. Kra



The fonllowing constitutes the response of Brown, Finn & Nietert, Chartered (*BFN*) to
the Subpoena to Produce Documents and Order to Submit Written Answers issued under the seal
of the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission in connection with M.U.R. 2649.

INTERROGATORY 1

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

Was Brown and Finn employed by the SBCA to perform lobbying
activities for the Association in 1985?

Yes.

INTEWROATRY 2

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

Did Brown and Finn arrange for the appearance of James C. Wright, Jr.,
at the September, 1985, SBCA trade show held in Nashville, Tennessee?
If yes, please state that date that Mr. Wright or his representative was first
approached with such an invitation and the date upon which arrangements
for his appearance were finalized. Please identify the individuals who
took part in these discussions.

Yes, BFN arranged for James C. Wright, Jr. to appear at the SBCA trade
show held in Nashville, Tennessee on September 3, 1985. BFN does not
recall the precise date on which Mr. Wright or his Wresentative were
first approached regarding the apperance. To the best of BFN's
recollection, Derrick A. Humphries, formerly of BFN, spo& to Michael
Gfisso, a member of Mr. Wright's staff regarding the appemance on
August 8, 1985. (Mr. Grisso's current position and address are unknown
to BFN.) However, BFN does not recall whether the August 8th
convesation with Mr. Grisso was the first time that Mr. Wright or his
representative was a hed concerning an appearance by Mr. Wright
at the SBCA trade show.

BFN does not recall the precise date when the arrangements were
finalized. However, to the best of BFN's recollection, arrangements were
finalized on or around August 29, 1985.

INTEROGATORY 3

Please provide details of the financial arrangements made for Mr.
Wright's appearance, including any commitments regarding the payment
of an honorarium or other compensation for Mr. Wright's appearance.
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ANSWUR: To the best of BFN's recollection, SBCA paid for Mr. Wright's airfare
to and from Nashville, Tennessee on September 3, 1985. To the best of
BFN's recollection, no commitments were made regarding the payment
of an honorarium or other compensation to Mr. Wright in connection with
his appearance at the September 3, 1985 SBCA trade show.

INERRGATORY

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

Was Brown and Finn ever informed by Mr. Wright or his representatives
during discussions of his appearance at the trade show that Mr. Wright
had reached, or would soon reach, his annual limitation on the receipt of
honoraria in 1985?

To the best of its recollection, BFN was never informed by Mr. Wright
or his representatives during discussions of his appearance at the trade
show that Mr. Wright had reached, or would soon reach, his annual
limitation on the receipt of honorarium in 1985.

EITERROGATORY 5

Was the suggestion ever made to Brown and Finn that the SBCA purchase
copies of Reflections of a Public Man in lieu of paying Mr. Wright an
honorarium for his appance at the SBCA trade show? If yes, please
identify the person who made this suggestion.

To the best of BFN's recollection, it was never suggested to BFN that the
SBCA purchase copies of Reflections of a Public Man in lieu of paying
Mr. Wright an honorarium for his appearance at the SBCA trade show.

INTERROGATORY6

Did Brown and Finn suggest to SBCA that the Association make a bulk
purchase of copies of Reflections of a Public Man in 1985? Was this
suggestion made in the context of the SBCA's invitation to Mr. Wright to
appear at the September, 1985 trade show?

To the best of its recollection, BFN did suggest to SBCA that it purchase
copies of Reflections of a Public Man for distribution to attendees of the
SBCA trade show, as a special memento in connection with Mr. Wright's
appearance.

k 7- 17 ,
M
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QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

Was the bulk purchase of Mr. Wright's book by the SBCA made in lieu
of the payment to Mr. Wright of an honorarium for his apperance at the
SBCA trade show in Nashville?

To the best of BFN's recollection, the bulk purchase of Mr. Wright's
book by the SBCA was not made in lieu of the payment to Mr. Wright of
an honorarium for his appearance at the SBCA trade show in Nashville.

INTERROGATORY 8

Did the SBCA hold a fundraising event for Mr. Wright during his stay in
Nashville at the time of the trade show? What role did Brown and Finn
play in the organization of this event?

The SBCA's separate segregated fund, the Satellite Television Industry
Associton/The Society for Private and Commercial Earth Stations
Political Action Committee ("SPACEPAC"), sponsored a fundraisng
event for the *Jim Wright Appreciation Fund" on September 3, 1985.
This was a separate event from Mr. Wright's appeanc at the SBCA
trade show.

BFN served as counsel to SPACEPAC and a BFN partner, Richard L.
Brown, was the treasurer of SPACEPAC. Accordingly, BFN was
involved in the organiatio of the referenced fuAdraiig event.

INTERLROGATORY 9

Was the fundraising event cited in Question 8 a part of, or separate, from
Mr. Wright's appearanc at the SBCA trade show itself? Please describe
this event, including its location and date, the number of individuals
invited, and the source of the guest list.

The fundraising event was a separate event from Mr. Wright's appearance
at the trade show. The fundraiser was a reception held in a suite at the
Opryland Hotel in Nashville, Tennessee on September 3, 1985. The
fundraiser was held prior to Mr. Wright's speech at the SBCA trade
show. To the best of BFN's recollection, approximately thirty to fifty
invitations to the fundraiser were distributed primarily to SBCA directors



and other members of the trade associations.
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QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESIrON:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

Please state whether the purpose of the fundraising event held for Mr.
Wright by the SBCA in Nashville at the time of the September, 1985,
trade show was to raise funds to be used in his campaigns for federal
office. Describe the content of any solicitations made either orally or in
writing.

The purpose of the fundraising event which was sponsored by
SPACEPAC, not the SBCA, was to raise monies for the "Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund", a joint-fundraising committee between the Majority
Congress Committee (a non-connected federal political committee) and the
Wright Appreciation Committee (Mr. Wright's authorized campaign
committee). Solicitations involved the distribution of invitations (a copy
of said invitation is included in BFN's Response to the Commission's
Request for Production of Documents), as well as follow-up telephone
calls requesting confirmation regarding whether or not the invitee would
be attending the fundraiser.

INTERROGATORY 11

Please state the total amount of contributions raised at the fundaising
event held by the SBCA for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985.

To the best of BFN's recollection, the fundraising event sponsored by
SPACEPAC on September 3, 1985 raised approximately $26,035.00 for
the "Jim Wright Appreciation Fund". Contributions raised in connection
with the event were earmarked through SPACEPAC, and reported as
earmarked contributions to both the recipient committee and the Federal
Election Commission (see documents provided by BFN in connection with
the Commission's Request for Production of Documents.)

ITERROGATORY 12

Please state the total amount expended by the SBCA for the fundraising
event held by the SBCA for Mr. Wright in Nashville in 1985.

To the best of BFN's recollection, the direct costs associated with the



REQUEST #1:

RSPONSE:

REQUEST #2:

SPACEPAC-sponsored fudais Ig event were nominal. The fundraiser
was held in the SBCA-directors convmon hositality suite, and lasled
less than one hour. To the best of BFN's recollection, the hospitality
suite was stocked by the SBCA with beverages and mock foods for the
entire convention, and no additional refreshments were ordered for the
ftindraiser.

Moreover, to the best of BFN's recoection, invitations to the fundraiser
were included in an SBCA regular newsletter or other mailing, and thus
it is likely that no additional postage costs were incurred due to the
fundraiser.

REUFT FORD M

Please produce all documents, including but not limited to letters,
memonmda, and telephone logs, involving communications with James C.
Wright, Jr., a representative of Mr. Wright or a representative of Madison
Publishing Company, concerning Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA
September, 1985, trade show in Nashville, Tennessee, and his
compensation for that apparance.

Attached are the following documents:

1. Copy of Memorandum from Derrick A. Hupi to Richard L.
Brown, dated August 29, 1985, regarding 'Proposed Nashville
Schedule for Congressmn Jim Wright.'

2. Copy of Special Event Notice on Congressman Wright's
appearance.

3. Copy of BFN billing logs reflecting attorney time recorded
specifically in conecti with arranging Congressman Wright's
apperance at the SBCA convention (only attorney time which
specifically refers to Mr. Wright's appearance at the SBCA
convention is included - all other time entries have been deleted).

Please produce all documents, including but not limited to letters,
memoranda, telephone logs or messages, purchase orden, invoices and
cancelled checks, involving the bulk purchase by the SBCA in 1985 of
Reflections of a Public Man.

Attached are the following documents:RESPONSE:
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1. Copy of Madison Publishing Company Purchase Order -- Number
#1717.

2. Copy of cancelled check to Madison Publishing Company from the
Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc.

REQUEST 03: Please produce all documents, including any solicitation materials, related
to the fundraising event held for James C. Wright, by the SBCA in
Nashville, Tennessee, in September, 1985.

RESPONSE: Attached are the following documents:

I. Copy of Invitation to Fundraiser on September 3, 1985 sponsored
by SPACEPAC.

2. Undated letter to Richard Brown with attached Contributor List for
Fundraiser.

3. Letter dated October 4, 1985 to Mr. Grisso from Mr. Humphries
enclosing list of attendees/contributors for the Fundraiser.

CV 4. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Schnerigner from Mr.
Brown enclosing *Special Contributor Card'.

5. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Schultheiss from Mr. Brown
enclosing *Special Contributor Card'.

6. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Rothbarth from Mr. Brown
enclosing "Special Contributor Card'.

7. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Wirth from Mr. Brown
enclosing "Special Contributor Card'.

8. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Howard from Mr. Brown
enclosing "Special Contributor Card'.

9. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Giner from Mr. Brown
enclosing "Special Contributor Card".

10. Letter dated October 18, 1985 to Mr. Smith from Mr. Brown
enclosing "Special Contributor Card'.

11. Letter dated November 5, 1985 to Mr. Wright from Mr. Brown
transmitting check and contributor information to the Wright
Appreciation Fund in connection with earmarked contributions.



12. Fifty-Four (54) letters dated November 5, 1985 to Mr. Wright
from Mr. Brown transmitting earmarked contributor information
to the Wright Appreciation Fund.

13. Letter dated November 26, 1985 to Mr. Lynam from Mr.
Humphries transmitting information cards on contributors to the
Wright Appreciation Fund.

14. Letter dated December 26, 1985 to Mr. Wright from Mr. Brown
transmitting earmarked check and contributor information to the
Wright Appreciation Fund.

15. Letter dated April 2, 1986 to Mr. Butterfield of the Federal
Election Commission from Mr. Brown transmitting amended 1985
Year-End Report Schedules.

BFN reserves the right to supplement its Response if it discovers additional information
or documents in connection with the matters addressed herein.

RESPONSE SUBIM1TED BY:

Richard L. Brown
Partner
Brown, FInn & Nietert, Chartered

The above and foregoing Response of Brown, Finn & Nietert Chartered was sworn to
and subscribed bWefore me, an officer duly authorized to administer oaths, by
Richard L. Brown, in the District of Columbia, this// "' day of February, 1992.

oa ylPublic

My Conammion Expires: !wy ('
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LAW OUIrmes

BROWN A FINN
CHARTERED
SUITE 5610

3920 N TSTWCET, N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

(to) 607-0600

OIRICT COMMUNICATIONS TO

DERRICK A.HUMPHRIE.S

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Richard L. Brown

Derrick A. Humphries

August 29, 1985

Proposed Nashville Schedule for Co mgresm n Jim Wright

The following proposed schedule is for Congreuman Jim Wright on Tuesday,September 3 (all activities at the Opryland Hotel):

2:43 pm Arrival at Nashville airport, Amer-
lan Airlines, Flight 494; met by
Rick Brown, Taylor Howard.

3:15-3:30 pm

3:45-4:45 pm

4:45-5:15 pm

5:15-6:15 pm

6:15 pm

6:45 pm

7:27 pm

Arrival at Opryland Hotel.
into room to fredn up.

Check

Photos and visit outdoor and indoor
exhibits at Opryland Hotel accom-
panied by SPACE offlem and diree-
tors (Rick Brown, Chuck Hewitt,
Taylor Howard and Bud Ross).

Bad to room to rest.

Private reception.

Speak at rally.

Depart for airport.

Depart for Washington, D.C. on
American Airlines, Flight 352.

DAH:k



300 N. WASHINGTON ST (703) 549,69W

:E SUITE 310
ALEXANDRIA, 

VIRGINIA 22314

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATON. INC

6 pm Tuesday Tuesday 6 pm

SPECIAL EVENT!

Meet the Majority Leader and one of the "most respected" members of the U.S.
House of Representatives: Texas Congressman Jim Wright.

Meet the man who many believe will be the next Speaker of the U.S. House of

Representatives and is considered to be among the most powerful American political
figures: Congressma Jim Wright

Meet the "most persuasive debater" in the U.S. House of Representatives:
Congressman Jim Wright

Meet the man who President Lyndon Johnson called "one of the greatest
Congressmen in the United States": Congressman Jim Wright

"0Meet the author of the books, "Reflections of a Public Man," "You and Your
Congressman," "Of Swords and Plowshares": Congressman Jim Wright

Meet the political leader who is a frequent guest on national television shows such
as "Face the Nation," "Meet the Press," "Issues and Answers," "AM America," the "Today

C\!' Show," "This Week With David Brinkley", "C-Span" and other shows and networks:
Comgreimm Jim Wrigt

Don't miss this once in a lifetime opportunity to meet a genuine American political
U-) hero.

Meet Congressman Jim Wright
Tuesday, September 3, 6:00 pm

(prior to the banquet).
('

Opryland Hotel, President's Lobby

Be able to tell your friends, family and neighbors that you met the next Speaker of
the U.S. House of Representatives: Congresmn Jim Wright

A Special Presentation of the SPACESI Nashville Convention
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Partner Hours: Derrick A. Humphries
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PURCHASE
ORDER V%

f,.

QJANTITY
ORDERED 1

SHIPMENT AUTHORIZED BY:

DESCRIPTION

REFLECTIONS OF A PUBLIC MAN-CONG. JIM WT

'.4'

~2~a

PURC14ASEUI
3e S a......

STI RTArE" -- ~

Promises to pay Madison Publishing Company, Fort
Worth, Texas. for delivery of books or printed material
as identliled below.

VENDOR

MADISON PUBLISHING COMPANY
3800 W. VICKERY BLVD.

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107
817-732-8200

SA$S

S."I - - I

SUBTOTAL

TAX

TOTAL AMOUNT

J.

UNIl
Dole I:

ra .4rIi" "

°rp'e

N! 1717

AMOUNT

dPZ~r, 
4~1

- , rc, ) c.;

eJ~~C. ~

AMOUNT
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rOR DEPOSIT ONLY
MADISON PUBLISHING CO.
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RMINK N FINN & NIETERTOA T: 2962B20 MAY 179 1991
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Mfr, Rkow BmvmMr
Mr. HiaO G.ner

Mr. Taylor Howard 'I
The SPACEPAC Committee
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d
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-
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I woubid,

The Honorablje Jim Wriot
Cor Iy inv you Attmd a

Teay~, S mpe 3, 19655LM a~. 6 Pa..

In the SPACk Suite
Opylad floe

$B0 per pamo
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S~FCE
300 N. 9t04IN0TON SlMEM
SUITE 310
ALEXANIMA. VWIXGIA 22314

THE &ATELLITE TELEVOMI INOWWR ASUOCATMO. 1WC.

Rick:

Total amount collected to date for Jim Wright reception
is $15,900.00

Total amount to be collected:

Rick Schneringer $2,000.00
Jim Rothbarth 2,000.

i Dave Wolford
'-Charlie Brown -- 50.00-
'/Dave Vinghaus 500.0

Hoyt Foster .

Total contributions including receivables
I will send the checks over to JoAnn as soon as they arrive.

Maureen

VIC - , qsO .oo

FAX 7 034M5740



GUESTS
RECEPTION FOR CONGRESSMAN JIM WRIGHT

Nashville# TN

Mr. Stan E. Leaf
SRC Industries

Mr. Gus Wirth, Jr.
Delta Satellite Corp.

Mr. Hoyt M. Foster
Foster Ranch Electronics

Mr. Gary A. Friesz
ESP, Inc.

Mr. Charlie Brown
Ms. Pat Brown
Lefler & Brown TV

Mr. Mike L. Gustafson
Ms. Linda Jack
STV

Mr. Hans Giner
Luxor N. America Corp.

Mr. David Johnson
Ms. JoAnne Johnson
Paradigm Mfg., Inc.

Dr. Dave Wolford
Mr. Lee Keck
Mr. Frank Finn
CommTek Publishing Co.

Mr. Ron Wysong
R.L. Drake Co.

Mr. Tom Harrington
Universal Electronics

Mr. Bill Wylds
Ms. Barbara Wylds
Mr. Tom Teague
Satellite Video Distributors

Mr. Robert Behar
Ms. Estrella Behar
Hero Communications

$ 500.00 J

2,000.00 '

(have not collected)

500.00

250. 00

500.00

2,000.00

2,000.00

'-I

,~1

(have not collected)

500.00

500.00 / )t p
4 w 9 ji . .

500.00

500.00 -

-1-



Mr. Taylor Howard
Ms. Ann Howard
Chaparral Communications, Inc.

Mr. David H. Venghaus
The Litchfield Group, Inc.

Richard L. Brown, Esq.
Brown & Finn

Mr. Clyde Washburn
(represented at Reception
by Mr. Paul F. Gabel)
Cincinnati Microwave

Mr. J. P. Patterson
Satellite TV Systems Supply

Mr. Stanley Price
Satellite Dealer Supply, Inc.

2,000.00

(have not collected)

2,000.00 '

500.00

100.00

100.00

- 2 -



CONTRIBUTORS
to

SPACE PAC - JIM WRIGHT
(NOT AT RECEPTION)

Mr. Lloyd Covens
Channel Guide

Mr. Guy Davis
Pen Tec International

Mr. Randall Odom
Odom Antens Inc.

Mr. Frank Weeks
D H Satellite

$ 250.00'

500.00

500.00

200.00

- 3-
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BhOWN A FINN
CHARTILIUD
sUITE 610

Mao N STRlET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

(202) 087-0600

DI0RE1CT CONSMUNICATIONS TO
DERRICK A.HUMPHRIS

October 4, 1985

Mr. Michael Grtmo
c/o The Honorable James C. Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth Houn Office Building
Wshu .Cto . 20514

Deer Mice:

I have mneloed a oop7 of the list of ttedu/ootrbutms at the
reception for Cesgreuan Wright at the SPACE Nmhville Conweatim If
you need any addItional informatoi, please do not hesitate to eontact me.

Derrick A. Humphries

DAHd*
Enclosure
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Behar, Robert
Estrella Behar
Hero Communications
2470 West Eighth Avenue
Hialesh, FL 33010

Brown, Charlie
Patricia Brown
Lefler & Brown TV
West Side Public Square
Knoxvile, IL 61448

Brown, Richard L.
Brown & Finn
1920 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Burgm, Charlie
4214 Nottingham Place
Colorado Springs, CO 80907

Crame, Clo (Mr.)
Star-Con Distributor
Post Office Box 1287
Big Springs, TX 79720

Cvvensr U~d
Channel Guide
Post Office Box 2027
Englewood, CO 80150

Davis, G"y
Pen Tee International
Post Office Box 26081
Salt Lake City, UT 84126

EmeryT, lwe
R.D. # 1, Box 1765
Hampden, ME 04444

Foster, Hoyt M.
Foster Ranch Electronics
Vanderpool Route
Utopia, TX 78884

lriem, Gary A.
ESP, Inc.
3341 Holwyn Drive
Lexington," KY 40503

Giner, H
Luxor North America Corporation
600 108th Avenue, N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98004

GustafsL, Mike L.
STV
1500 N. Washington Street
Shelby, NC 28150

Linda Jack
1606 CapitancilUas Drive
San Jose, CA 95120

Harrington, Tom
Universal Electronics, Inc.
4555 Groves Road, Suite 3
Columbus, OH 43227

Route ?, Box 114-B
Fayetteville, NC 26306

Howard, TqlWI
Ann Howard
Chaparral Communications, Inc.
2360 Bering Drive
San Jose, CA 95131

Jeffeoat, Stodlq
612 South Tenth Street
Yukon, OK 73099

oumam, David
JoAnne Johnson
Paradigm Manufaeturing, Inc.
3711 Meadowview Drive
Redding, CA 96002

is WRIGHT RctION/SACZ PAC



L .fV StM IL
SRC Industries
773 S. Orego Street
Ontario, OR 97914

Lewis, Ramld
512 Skylark Drive
Oklahoma City, OK 73127

Littau, Jam
Route 7, Box 35-14
Amarillo, TX 79118

Murti; Huh
374 Sanchez Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-1616

Mattloli, Mice S.
4701 Lincoln, N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87109

Odom, Randall
Odom Antennas, Inc.
Post Office Box 1017
Beebe, AR 72012

Outmt, Movi
Route # 1, Box 82
Brownville, NE 68321

tterom., J.P.
Satellite TV Systems Supply
507 Presler Street
Austin, TX 78703

Price, Stuiley
Satellite Dealer Supply, Inc.
690 Linbergh Drive
Beaumont, TX 77707

Rohwtb, James
Satellite Technology Services, Inc.
2310 12 Millpark
Maryland Heights, MO 63043

Schlegel, Lurel
Post Office Box 396
Abingdon, VA 24210

Satellite Television Technology
International, Inc.

Post Office Box 0
Arcadia, OK 73007

Sd duwi" Chris
Satellite TV Magazine
Post Office Box 2384
501 North Washington Street
Shelby, NC 28150

Smith, Billie
Route 2, Box 164-1
Ruther Glen, VA 22546

Starling, Joseph
43100 Cherbourg Lane
Lancaster, CA 93536

Switlilc Jim
906 N. Osage
Nevada, MO 64772

Tutt, Joh W.
Post Office Bow 64
Colorado Springs, CO 8001

Venthaza, DwvM HL
The Litchfield Groi, Inc.
122 East 25th Street
New York, NY 10010

W, a Clyde
(represented at reception

by Paul F. Gbe)
Cincinnati Microwave
One Microwave Plaza
Cincinnati, OH 45242

Weekc, Frnk
D H Satellite
Post Office Box 239
600 N. Marquette Road
Prairie du Chien, WI 53821

WlrU, Gm (Say)
Delta Satellite Corporation
W 63N. 148 Washington Avenue
Cedarburg, WI 53012



Woford, Devid
Lee Keek
Frank Finn
CommTek Publishin Company
Post Office Box 2700
Department B
Hailey, ID 83333

Wylds, Bil
Barbara Wylds
Tom Teague
Satellite Video Distributors, Inc.
Post Office Box 5145
MeAllen, TX 78501

Wyso,, Rcnmld
R.L. Drake Company
Post Office Box 112
9 111 Sringboro Pike
Miamisburg, OH 45342

C'-



SAi! 310
ALBCA O IGIN2314 FAX 703F0740

SATEWTE TEL DOU SYOOA7 INC.

October 18, 1985

Mr. Norval Schneringer
Post Office Box G
Arcadia, OK 73007

Dear eringer:

In accordance with your recent conversation with our office
concerning your contribution to Congresmmn James C. Wright, end
pursuant to the ruis of the Federal Election Commission, please find
enclosed a yelow 4oela1 Contributor cud for your uignature.. please
ign at the "e and return this card In the enclosed self-eddrsedstamped
envelop.

Thank you for responding In apport of Congremmn Wright.

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure



300 N. VINUTON 1
SUIl 310
ALEXANORKA VIRIAM 2214 FAX 703497e4

THE SATELLITE TELEYISO 00OUSTRY .ISW.LATION. hC.

October 18, 1985

Mr. Christopher J. Sehultheim
113 Lakeside Drive
Grover, NC- 28073 o
Dear Mr.

In towene with your recent conversation with our offie
conenig your contribution to Congremman James C. WrKt, and
pursuant to the rules of the Federal Election Commilon, plese find
enclosed a yellow 4Special Contmbutorm crd for your sigatur. Please
sign at the "x" and return this card in the enclosed s d eedstmped
envelop.

Thank you for responding in support of Cogreman Wright.

Sincerely,

Riehard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLBdc
Enclosure



-,q ALSCEJ 0 VIINIA 2314
fIC

FAX 703t470

Ts AmiLL TELEYSON N 4ouWY M AOIL W..

October 18, 1985

Mr. James N. Rothbarth
11880 Conway Road
St. Louis, MO '63131

Dear Mr. h

In acc o one with your recent conversation with our office
con~erni your contribution to Congremmn James C. Wright, and
purant to the rules of the Federal Election Commisson, ples find
encloed a yellow '4eial Contributor" card for yaw Ignatre. Plase
sip at the "e md return this curd In the enclsed se 4-edbend. stamped
envelop.

Thank you for responding In support of Congressmen Wright.

Sincerely,

RicLBrown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure

1- - - - 1. . .: I . - 1 -1 .. " I . . - . . I . -141- - W W - " --
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October 18, 1985

Mr. Gus (Sandy) Wirth
N54 W5989 Portland Road

inaoan with your recent conversation with our office
cone your contribution to Comgrema James C. Wright, md
pursuant to the rules of the Federal Election CommIsea please find
enclosed a yellow "Special Contributor* card for your dsgture. Pleae
alp at the "x* and return this card in the enclosed self-eddrmed,stamped
envelop.

Thank you for epondzig in minprt of Cogessman Wright.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB*:
Enclosure



Dear MMr:14 FAX 704&7640
THE SATELLITE TELEVON P4OtSTRY MCA1t

October 18, 1985

Mr. H. Taylor Howard
Post Office Box 48
San Andreas, CA 95249

Sawith your recent conversation with our office

coneerinf your contribution to Cohgreuman James C. Wript, Mid
pursuant to the rules of the Federal Eleetion Comm ll, please find

CN enclosed a yenow 29peeial ContrIbutor card for you signature. Please
sign at the "I" and return this card in the enlomed self-ed&'eusdutamped
envelop.

T nk you for responding In support of Cmgrmmi Wright.

Sincerely,

Riehaid L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLBk
Enclosure
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October 18, 1985

Mr. Hans C. Giner
1310 -98th, N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98004

Dear Mr.

~Wt with your recent onversation with our offiee
concerning your conuion to Congesman James C. Wright, and
pursuant to the rules of the Federal Election Commissic, please find
enelosed a yeflow S3pece/l Contrbutor card for your siu . Please
sign at the fx" ad return this card In the enclosed seOf-t 410114 stamped
envelop.

Thank you for responding In sqpcrt, of Congressmn Wrtht.

Sincerely,

Ridhard B. rown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLBd
Enclosure

. -1-1-1- . -
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THESTEWT TELEVEN WI

October 18, 1985

Mr. Richard A. Smith
5114 Decatur
Boise, Idaso 83704

Dearth

In accordance with your recent conversation with our office
concernn your contribution to Congreuman James C. Wright, and
pursuant to the rules of the Federal Election CommilN, please find
enclosed a yellow Spoial Contributor" card for your ig Please
sign at the "x" and return this card in the enclosed self-addrmemd.stamped
envelop.

Thank you for respondirq in support of Congresman Wright.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Brown

Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
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!ISFY CE K VOSHINGTON (703" 5400

ALEUNDFA VINIA 22314 FAX 7035479740

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Wright:

In support of the excellent job that you are doing In representing the interests of all
the Am erican people, I am pleased to transmit the enclosed cheek to the "Wright Appre-
elation Fund," the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation

*" Committee and the Majority Congress Committee.

This cheek represents the earmarked contributions of some of your admirs and
supporters, together with the appropriate Federal mection Commiuion information. A
list of the names and addresses of these contributors and the amounts of their eontribu-

-- tions is also enclosed.

ILI On behalf of these contributors and myself I am pleased to transmit these
earmarked contributions to you.

Sincerely,

Richard L.Btown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosures

SPACE PAC:

1920 N Street, N.W.
Suite 510
Washington, D.C. 20036

F o ...
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Contributor's Name Amount of Date of IReipt
and Mailing Addres Contribution of Contribution

Aecardo, Frudc
6453 Via De Anzar
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274 20.00 09/13/85

Barnes, Gerald L
58 Camp Road
Oriskany Falls, NY 13425 20.00 08/29/85

Behar, Robert
21330 N.E. 23rd Court
Miami, FL 33180 500.00 08/31/85

Brown, Charlie L.
523 East Mill
Knoxville, IL 61448 250.00 09/01/85

Brown, Richard L.
11008 Balantre Lane"f Potomac, MD 20854 2,000.00 09/05/85

Burgess, (:arie L.
4214 Nottingham Place
Colorado Springs, CO 80907 25.00 09/03/85

Carme, CO L. (Mr.)
608 West 15th
Big Spring, TX 79720 500.00 09/11/85

Covens, Lgd
1401 East Girard, No. 9-236
Englewood, CO 10110 250.00 09/01/85

Davis, Guy C.
2923 South 650 East
Bountiful, Utah 84010 500.00 09/02/85

Emery, Lawremee
R.D. # 1, Box 1765
Hampden, ME 04444 10.00 09/05/85

Foster, Hoyt M.
Vanderpool Route
Utopia, TX 78884 250.00 08/15/85

Frie, Gry
669 Cindy Blair Way
Lexington, KY 40503 500.00 09/01/85

Giner, Hans C.
1310 -98th N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98004 2,000.00 09/01/85

Gustafson, Mce
1606 Capitancllos Drive
San Jose, CA 95120 500.00 09/02/85



----- --

Barriqton, Tom
Box 1085
Boca Grande, FL 33921 500.00 08/31/85

Harris, Lacy
Route 7, Box 114-B
Tom Starling Road
Fayetteville, NC 28306 10.00 08/28/85

Hattersley, Gary N.
Box 19-91 Maple Street
Sugar Grove, IL 60554 10.00 08/31/85

Howard, H. Taylor
Post Office Box 48
San Andreas, CA 95249 2,000.00 08/31/85

Jeffeoat, Stanley
612 South Tenth Street
Yukon, OK 73099 10.00 08/29/85

Johnso, David P.
3855 Swasey Drive
Redding, CA 96001 2,000.00 09/03/85

Keck, Jamin A.
NE 1611 Tahuya River Drive
Tahuya, WA 98588 10.00 06/30/95

Kearney, Donma L.
Post Office Box 193
Crescent, OR 97733 10.00 10/04/85

ahr, C.D. (0UE
10404 East Lake Road
North East, PA 16428 10.00 08/29/85

Leach, Frank
Box 519
Spring Green, WI 53588 500.00 08/22/85

Leaf, Stan E.
Route 1, Box 249
Payette, Idaho 83661 500.00 09/03/85

Lewis, Ronald L
512 Skylark Drive
Oklahoma City, OK 73127 20.00 09/04/85

Littau, Jean
Route 7, Box 35-14
AmariUo, TX 79118 10.00 09/17/85

Lynch, Gary S.
Box 232
Yuma, CO 80759 10.00 08/29/85

Mrtin, Hgqh
374 Sanchez Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-1616 20.00 @9/01/85



Mattloll, Miko S.

4701 Lincoln, N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87109 10.00 09/03/85

Mumin,, Thomam
12 Popular Street
Norwall, CT 06855 10.00 09/27/85

Odom, Rumdmfl V.
Post Office Box 517
Beebe, AR 72012 500.00 09/02/85

Oestman, Melvin
Route # 1, Box 82
BrownviUe, NE 68321 10.00 09/04/85

Patterson, J.P.
600 Buckey Trail
Austin, TX 78746 100.00 09/03/85

Price, Stanly
690 Lindberg
Beaumont, TX 77707 100.00 09/02/85

Rothibrth, Jms No
11880 Conway Road
St. Louis, MO 63131 2,000.00 09/10/85

Roy, Clmde J.
5390 N. Michigan
Saginaw, MI 48604 10.00 09/05/85

Schege, Lml A.
Post Office Boo 396
Abingdon, VA 24210 15.00 09/14/85

Schneragaer, Nerval
Post Office Box G
Arcadia, OK 73007 2,000 08/22/85

Schulthek, stophr J.
113 Lakeside Drive
Grover, NC 28073 2,000 08/27/85

Smith, Billie T. (Ms.)
Route 2, Box 164-1
Ruther Glen, VA 22546 10.00 08/31/85

Smith, Michael G.
Post Office Box 42
Alpine, AZ 85920 10.00 09/01/85

Smith, Richard A.
5 114 Decatur
Boise, Idaho 83704 2,000.00 09/18/85

Starling, Jseph D.
43100 Cherbourg Lane
Lancaster, CA 93536 10.00 0830/85



Switlik, Jim W
906 N. Osage
Nevada, MO 64772 15.00 09/17/85

rutt, John W.
Post Office Box 64
Colorado Springs, CO 80901 50.00 09/10/85

Vwtaaus, David H.
105 State Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201 500.00 09/18/85

Washburn, Clyde
9033 Winthrop Drive
Cincinnati, Ohio 45249 500.00 09/01/85

Weeks, Franklin
Route 2, Box 409 B
Prairie Du Chien, WI 53821 200.00 09/02/85

wirth, Gus (Sady)
N54 W5989 Portland Road
Cedarburg, Wi 53012 2,000.00 08/30/85

Wylds, WiMam W.
Route 3, Box 532D
Mission, TX 78572 500.00 09/03/85

Wywong, Ronald E.
1300 Penbrooke Trail
Centerville, Ohio 45459 500.00 09/03/85
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November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam -J

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim WrightAppreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright AppreciationCommittee and the Majority Congres Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(X2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked eontri-
butions, the following information Is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Charli e L. Burgess
4214 Nottingham Place
Colorado Springs, CO 80907

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to Intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 3, 1985

C;onrewman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitateto contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Charlie L. Burgess

$25.00

I . . . . .
F
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TE SATELLITE TELEVISO INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 0.6(cX2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Gerald R. Barnes
58 Camp Road
Oriskany Falls, NY 13425

$20.00

August 29, 1985

Congressman James C. Wriht

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitateto contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

6?C4J (_-1Av~7,
Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Gerald R. Barnes

F-7.

(703) 54O4307
FAX 7354.74
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THE SATELLITE TELEVtSION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2)of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-

-- butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Frank Aecardo
6453 Via De Anzar
Rancho Palos Vrdes, CA 90274

2. Amount of contribution: $20.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 13, 1985

Nr 4. Intended recipient as designated

by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

r^ 5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Frank Accardo



300 N. V48It4GTON SThEET
SUflE 310
ALEXAND IA VINIA 22314 FAX 700i49,7640

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section l0.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address

Hugh Martin
374 Banchwe Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-1616

2. Amount of contribution: $20.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 1. 1985

Coengreman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Hugh Martin

rA SPqE
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November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Deer Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./PACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section llOA(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information Is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing addreu

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of oontributon:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmttab

Gary S. Lynch
BSo 232
Yuma, CO 80759

$10.00

August 29, 1985

Congrmman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Auociation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional Information.

Very truly yours,

P2u 4J L P~t
Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Gary S. Lynch

r
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(CX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Jean Littau
Route 7, BM 35-14
Amarillo, TX 791 IS

2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal

September 17, 1985

Cmgressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Amociation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

ke'*6-
Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Jean Littau

r*
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1l0.6(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information Is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Ronald K. Lewis
512 Slylark Drive
Oklahoma City, OK 73127

$20.00

September 4, 1985

Cogrman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

9 LI,, C ,'-
Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Ronald K. Lewis
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THE SATELITE TELEVISXON INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim WrightAppreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright ApprwitionCommittee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section lOA(eX2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butlons, the following information is provided:

I. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as dedgnated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

C.D. Klai m
10404 East Lake Road
North East, PA 16428

$10.00

August 29, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Chok No. 1037
On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitateto contact us should you have any questions or need additional Information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: C.D. Klahr Mll

FSRIC
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc.1SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section lO.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original eontributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended reciplent:

6. Form of transmittal:

James A. Keek
NE 1611 Tahuya River Drive
Tahuya, WA 98588

$10.00

August 30, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Assocelation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional Information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: James A. Keck
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Dear Congressman 
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Original 
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. NC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 11O.6(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
\and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Stanley Jeffcoat
612 South Tenth Street
Yukon, OK 73090

$10.00

August 29, 1985

CIngressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association)SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Stanley Jeffcoat
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASTOCITION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Gary N. Hattersley
Box 19-91 Maple Street
Sugar Grove, IL 60554

$10.00

August 31, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you.. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Gary N. Hattersley
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section llO.6(cX2) of the

-- Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
, -butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:%1Lacy Harris

Route 7, Box 114-8
Tom Starling Road

10 Fayetteville, NC 28306

7 2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: August 28, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Asoelation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

(U'4J Ct &~~>-,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Lacy Harris
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INW.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundralsing committee formed by the Wright Apreciation
Committee and the Majority Congres Committee. Pursuant to Section 1l0.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked eontri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Lawrence Emery
R.D. # 1, Box 1765
Hampden, ME 04444

$10.00

September 5, 1985

Congreman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. -Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional informaUon.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Lawrence Emery
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Claude J. Roy
5390 N. Mlfhian
Saginaw, MI 48604

$10.00

September 5, 1985

Conressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Amsoiation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

x 4JL_ f f3r8?-r
Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Claude J. Roy
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Stanley Price
690 Lindbe g
Beaumont, TX 77707

$100.00

September 2, 1985

C;ongressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

~ LI J&M71r

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Stanley Price
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing addressw

J.P. Patterson
600 Buckey Trail
Austin, TX 78746

2. Amount of contribution: $100.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 3, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
C by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Assoeation/PACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: J.P. Patterson
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundralsing committee formed by the Wright Appreation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6{cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

I. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Melvin Oestman
Route # 1, Box 82
Brownville, NE 68321

I r) 2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 4, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Melvin Oestman
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THE SATEWTE TELE SON INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. IC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1O.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
"- and mailing address:
N Thomas Mwmino

12 Popular Street
Norwall, CT 0M355

If) 2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 27, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
(7 by the contributor: Congimmt James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Thomas Mennino
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATiON. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

-- Original contributor's name
and mailing address:-' Mice S. Mattioli

4701 Lincoln, N.L.
Abuquerque, NM 87109

2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 3, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor: Congremmi James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Auociation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you.- Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Mike S. Mattioli
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congres Committee. Pursuant to Section 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked eontri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

John W. Tutt
Post Office Bo 64
Colorado Springs, CO 80901

$50.00

September 10, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Aumoiation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: John W. Tutt



300 N. VSHtINGTONBESUITE 310
rA&,q SPACE AWXANORI. VIRGINIA 22314 FAX 70349-M0

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim WrightAppreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

I. Original contributor's name
and mailing addres

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Jim Switlik
906 N. Osge
Nevada, MO 64772

$15.00

September 17, 1985

C;ongreman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Auociation/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Plea do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Jim Switlik
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November 5, 1985
The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office BuildingWashington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:
The Satellite Television Industry Association, In./SPACE Political Action Com-

mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim W

Appreciation Fund, the joint fundrajsjng committeefomdyth 
WigtApeatn

Committee and the Majority Cfure.. 'committe formed by the Wright.. .M right
Com m tte an th Ma orit Co gre g C m mitee. Pursuant to Section 1l10.6(c X(2) Of the

Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked Contri-
butions, the following information is Provided:

1. Original contributorts nameand mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:
4. Intended recipient as designated

by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of ontriuon
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Joseph D. Starling43100 Cherbo" Lane
Lancaster, CA 93536

$10.00
August 30, 1985

Congesman James c.

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037
On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are

pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate

to contact us should you have any questi or need additional informa on
Very truly yours,

RLB:k
Enclosure
cC: Joseph D. Starling

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

V.--

Writ
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright AppreciationCommittee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 11O.6(eX2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Michael G. Smith
Post Office Boz 42
Alpine, AZ 85920

$10.00

September 1, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Michael G. Smith
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATON. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives %
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(X2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

I. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Billie T. Smith
Route 2, Box 164-1
Ruther Glen, VA 22546

2. Amount of contribution: $10.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

August 31, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Billie T. Smith



) s *E300 N. WSHINGTON STREET (0W) 5494090
SMrr 310
ALEXANDRIA VIRGINIA 22314 FAX 7031549-gq

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundralsing committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section I10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's jwame
and mailing address:

Laurel A. Schlqel
Post Office Boa 396
Abingdon, VA 24210

2. Amount of contribution: $15.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 14, 1985

4. Intended recipient as desirated
by the contributor: Congresman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional Information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Laurel A. Schlegel
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundralsing committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Christopher J. Schultheiss
113 Lakeside Drive
Grover, NC 28073

$2,000.00

August 27, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Christopher J. Schultheiss
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, INC

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraislng committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section l10.6(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor!s name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Norval Schnerier
Post Office Box G
Aradia, OK T300T

$2,000.00

August 22, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Ausoiaton/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Norval Schneringer
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittah

Richard A. Smith
5114 Decatur
Boise, Idaho 83704

$2,000.00

September 18, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Richard A. Smith
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section I l0.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

I. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

William W. Wylds
Route 3, Box 532D
Mission, TX 78572

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 3, 1985

Congresman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: WiUiam W. Wylds
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1100.6(X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing addresw

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Ronald E. Wysong
1300 Paibrooke Trail
Centerville, Ohio 45459

$500.00

September 3, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Ronald E. Wysong



300 N. WASHINGTON A
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Gus (Sandy) Wirth
N54 W5989 Portland Road
Cedarburg, WI 53012

2. Amount of contribution: $2,000.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

August 30, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Gus (Sandy) Wirth

.AU1V-A-,
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November 5, 1985The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House o Representatives1236 Longworth HOuse Office Building'ashington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam
Dear Congressman Wright:The Satelite Televisiontnittee is Pleased Industry Association,to transmit to you the •armr .edP c a

T he S tel .i e T e j v on tund sry-- ao c a o n ,',--..A E P oi tc A cU on C o in-

Appreciation Fund the joi ,t-- committee 
me_ oteuuon toAthe"

Con m t~ and the Ma o iylg c m it e form e b W tiht Jat

a , ngr ss C ,,,- rm- _ -,,, e oi uv t h e Ji.. m W right
Rules and Regulations o the Federal Election a o e con 1t e.6(X )o th ebutio n the followi,,, ee. Pursuant te ctrif t  Appreci&U .n g in fo rm a ti o n is p ro v id e d : Co erni e a rm a rk e d o n tri-

1. Original contributorps name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:
3. Date of receipt of contribUton:
4. Intended recipient as designated

by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contributionto intended recipient:
•Form Of transmittal:

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry AssoiationCEPAC PAC, We are
Pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked ontribU on to you .Pea , do ,
to contact us Should you have any questio or need additional information. 

hesitate

Very truly yours,

Franklin WeeksRoute 2, BOX 409 B

Prairie Du Chien, wi
$200.00

September 2, 1985

Co ingresmm, James C.
November 5, 1985

RLB.k
Enclosure
CC: Franklin Weeks

Richard L. BrownTreasurer
SPACE PAC
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Clyde Washburn
9033 Winthrop Drive
Cincimati, Ohio 45249

$500.00

September 1, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Asociation/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Clyde Washburn
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November 5,5198The Honorable Jim Wright November 5, 1985
U.S. House of Representatives1236 Longworth House Office BuildingWashington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam
Dear Congressman Wright:The Satellite 

Televisio 
Industry 

AssociatioP

Mittee is pleased 
to transmit 

to y

Appreciation Fund, the joint undr a.. com ite lrmtb theri h A cCom m ittee and the M ajority C ng Com mi ttee P orss. o to t h J( of the

R u l e s a n d R e g u l a t i o n s o , - r e s o m i ted , ; - _ y t h e W i g h t ' r i g. h tbtoheth 
ol'Federal 

on Commissioning imaton Ls Provided: 
. .e amared ont he1. Original contributory nameand mailing address:

2. Amount of ContribUon:
3. Date of receipt of contribution:
4. Intended recipient as designatedby the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contributionto intended recipient:
6. Form of transmittal.

David H. Venghaus
105 State Street
Brooklyn, Ny 11201
S500.00

September 18, 1985

Congresmn James C.
November 5, 1985

On behalf of the Satellite Television Idu SPACE PAC Chek No. 1037
Pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked ontribuUo tonou. Pa
to contact us Should You have any questions or need addiU-. t fo. ation not hesitateVery truly yours, dd U n

nor ti"

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PACRLB:k

Enclosure
cc: David if. Venghaus

/

FAX
o&WU

Wright
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Randall V. Odom
Post Office Box 517
Beebe, AR 72012

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 2, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional Information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Randall V. Odom
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(CX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

C% James N. Rothbarth
11880 Conway Road
St. Louis, MO 63131

tr 2. Amount of contribution: $2,000.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 10, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: James N. Rothbarth
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NJovember 5,t 1985The Honorable Jim WrightU.S. House of Representatives1236 Longworth House Office BuildingWashington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam
Dear Congressman 

Wright:The Satellite 
Television 

Industry 
ASSOiatC

mittee is Pleased to transmit 
ty 

akion, Ine./3hh

A p prec ia tion F und , to Yi 

h A... 
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Aatit

anie , , the joint fundra jis n  earm arked o r., b ti A et on M
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l. Original contributors name
and mailing address:

THE

2.

3.

4.

5.

Amount of contribution:

Date of receipt of contribution:
Intended recipient as designate
by the contributor:

Date of transmittal 
of

to intended recipient,:otibto

Form Of transmittal:

Form f trnsmitai.SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037fbleaseOn behalf of the Satellite Television Industry AsoeiatioC hko1
to be able to transmit this earmarked contribu t ti on S PACE A re

to contact us should you have any questio or need add .toyou. 
PAI ot h e'iare

Very truly yours , on. .

Guy C. Davis
2923 South g50 East
Bountiu4 Utah 84,01

$500.00

September 2, 1985

Congressman James C. Wrght
November St 1985

RLB:k
EnCloSure
ec: Guy C. Davis

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISON INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Seetion 1 lO.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

C- Lloyd Covens
1401 East Ghirrd, No. 9-236
Enlewood, CO 80110

2. Amount of contribution: $250.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 1, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
c by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Lloyd Covens
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FAX 7031549-7640

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Hondrable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Cleo L. Carlile
608 West 15th
Big Spring, TX 79720

$500.00

September 11, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

UZZ4t, ( t ..

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Cleo L. Carlile
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, ne./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraisdng committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section llO.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing addres

00 Tom Harrington
Box 1085

-- Boca Grande, FL 33921

'_P 2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: August 31, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
c by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional infoemation.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Tom Harrington
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INOUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section l10.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Mike Gustafson
\1606 Capitaneillos Drive

San Jose, CA 95120

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: September 2, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Mike Gustafson
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THE SATELLITE TELEViSION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Hans C. Giner
1310 - 98th N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98004

$2,000.00

September 1, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: Hans C. Giner
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you "the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Gary Frimz
669 Cindy Blair Way
Lexington, KY 40503

$500.00

September 1, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Gary Friesz
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THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section l10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Hoyt M. Foster
Vanderpool Route
Utopia, TX 78884

$250.00

August 15, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Plea do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Hoyt M. Foster



WI" SPAC:E 300 N. WIASHINGTON*E
SUITE 310
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314

(703) 5494M0

FAX 70M3I49.7sa40

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Ine./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1l0.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

H. Taylor Howard
Post Office Boz 48
San Andreas, CA 95249

2. Amount of contribution: $2,000.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

August 31, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: H. Taylor Howard



300 N. VAhtSINGTONST
SUITE 310

S RALEXANDRIA. 
VIRGINIA 22314

(0M3) 5494990

FAX 7031549-M 0

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as desipated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

David P. Johnson
3855 Swasey Drive
Redding, CA 96001

$2,000.00

September 3, 1985

Congessman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
ec: David P. Johnson



r~~sF&E 300 N. IAASHINGION O
SUME 310
ALEXANDRA VIGNIA 22314 FAX 7O3I.7&0

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASOCIATION. ..

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.(0X2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Stn E. Leaf
Route 1, Box 49
Payette, Idah 83661

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmitta:

September 3, 1985

Congresman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Cheek No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Auoelatlon/PACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Stan E. Leaf



r~~s~ytE SON. *^WmGTN*SUrMt 310
AWCANO VIRGINIA 22314 FAX 7 03549-7640

THE SATELLTE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim WrightAppreciation Fund, the joint fundralsing committee formed by the Wright A reelatonCommittee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section ll0.6(X2) of theRules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Frank Leach
Box 519
Spin Green, WI 53588

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

August 22, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we arepleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitateto contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Frank Leach



300 N. WAHINGTON A
SUITE 310
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314

(703) 5494M90

FAX 704 po

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 110.6(eX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

Richard L. Brown
11008 Balantre Lane
Potomac, MD 20854

2. Amount of contribution: $2,000.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

September 5, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Richard L. Brown



300 N. WASHINGTONS
SUITE 310

£ SALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314

(70) 54949g0
FAX 703I549-.o1

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the Joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Charlie L. Brown
523 East Mm
Knoxville, IL 61448

$250.00

September 1, 1985

Congreumn James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry AssoiationSPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Charlie L. Brown



300I (.703)44TO 54980SUTE 310
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314 FAX 70305494M

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC

November 5, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section 1 10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-

0 butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:"-- Robert Behar

21330 N.L 23rd Court
Miami, FL 33180

2. Amount of contribution: $500.00

3. Date of receipt of contribution: August 31, 1985

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor: Congressman James C. Wright

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient: November 5, 1985

6. Form of transmittal: SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Robert Behar



ALmJ4NDAIA VIRGNI 22314 FAX 715S49760SUITE 310

T h SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRYAOATON, W4C.

November 12, 1985

Mr. Michael Grisso
c/o The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. arbecss

Please associate the following information with the list of contributors sent to
Congressman Wright, along with our letter dated November 5, 1985:

Stephen Osechl
5 12, R.D. # 1

CLake Aril, PA 18436

I am also forwarding to you copie of letters with information an each contributor
to the Jim Wright Appreciation Fund, pursuant to Section ll0.S(eX2) of the Rules and
Regulations of the Federal Election Commission, in Marshall Lynam's asence. The
originals were inadvertently sent to eaoh contributor by my secretary and, therefore, I
am providing you with copies.

If you have any questions r either of these matters, please do not hesitateto contact our office.

Sincerely,

Riehar L Brown /.
Tresurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosures



300 N. W.SH*NG1oN STO
SIE 310
AWN,, IA. VIFGINIA 22314

(703) 4940

FAX 70354740

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION4. INC.

November 9, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Marshall Lynam

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the Jim Wright
Appreciation Fund, the joint fundraising committee formed by the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. Pursuant to Section l10.6(cX2) of the
Rules and Regulations of the Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contri-
butions, the following information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and malning address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution
to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

Stephen Oseehi
Box 512, R.D. #I
Lake Ariel, PA 18436

$20.00

October 1, 1985

Congressman James C. Wright

November 5, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1037

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: Stephen Osechi

NA.



LAW OFriCs

BROWN 8 FINN
CHARIED

SUITE 91O

6920 N STmEET, N.W.
WASHINO ON, D. C. 20036

(202) 867-0600

DIREtCT COMMUNICATIONS TO

DERRICK A.HUMPHRES
November 26, 1985

'-

Mr. Marshall Lynam
e/o The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building -n
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Marshall:

Please find aeclated information cards for persons who daignted
(N, $1,000 or more in contributions to the Wright Appreciation Fund trough

SPACE PAC. They re: Richard L. Brown, Gus Bmady" Wfrth, DIwd Paul
Johnson and Richard A. Smith. A card for James Rothbarth will be for-
warded to you when we receive It.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be a part of Congres man
Wright's "Cowtown Jamboree."

Sincerely,

Derrick A. Humphries

DAH:k
Enclosures
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.4
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dA-4-

a.

Residence Address Ns4 55989 Portiand 8"ad

City, State and Zip Cedarburg, VI 53012
Title or Position Chairnan
Employer (or Firm) Dela _4ntae .to-cox, wt..f

If seff.employed, check block 0
Principal Place of Business One Echo Plaza, Cedarbpurg, W 53012
Busires satellite dish co. Business Telephone (800] 5S85582

(The infomation above is required by the Federa Electio Commimon. Thaks)
Please make check payable to the WRIGHT APPRECIATION FUND.
,waftdt tl mm im fte 90f 006MO"Mw ft C lf 10af Cap C M d.Mo aet

Mmth "tmaw dram |ttr #tdif
-&..6.wm tm,, dm wm qm mm0 md m imem ~~

Dear Jim:
You bet! You an count on me i a M .000 soso of yoM C

16, and I wE be aseing you K the spedWa Speoit' Racqdom and DiMrw
- at 6:30 p.m. Friday, Nov. IS. in the Tarant CouM Convention Cen

Name Richard L. Brown

Residence Addms-l1OB alantre Lane

City, SLe and Zip °OtOw- c, Mryland 20854

Title or Position awye r

Employer (or FirnBronm & Finn, Chartered

If self-employed, check bloclac2
Principal Place of Business 1920 N Street. NW,. Suite

Business law firm Business Telepho (2 0 2 )

(Te iatrorm. above is required by the Feda Election Col.mm .

Please make check payable to the WRIGHT APPRECIATI

- mm - .. - --mm . .•

Dear Jim:
You bet! You carn count on me as a S1.000) sponsor of your Cowtown

16, and I wil be sefet you at the special Sponsors Repion ad Dinne t
- at 6:30 p.m. Friday, Nov. I5, in the Ta t County Convention Cent

Name t&&,a- AS4V e -- TA A4.

Residence Address &'I'.-S44.4-'
City. State and Zio /~ e4W/ j~ g ~k-% PAoC) /
Title or Position . .
Employer (or Firm)

if self-employed. .check block 
Princinal Pace of Business -2i "f V*1 4o .. C. j

I *

ri. -

7.

.1

r
Jambore on Nov.

tirm Fort WOth

..- . , . , l" :T

510 -...

ON FND.
- -- -",'. ,

lanboree on Nov.
e previous evening

Ltin Fort Worth.

Business Business Telephone " ,I so, ./.. OTe)

(The information above is required by the Federal Eectio Commission. Theaks!)
Please make check payable to the WRIGHT APPRECIATION FUND.

aSm-0ibm me m ~ u mmim~aam Q t iim m4mql im etl i m
#-k . R hw C"w -- 0 O M ftN f wdt

atM 0.m .m aw *a mm - a=. -mm a WMMM - .40 q- mmN~m m

a,:.
a.

1,. bet You an cown od'waeas lmouwows. JOWMMbMMe lN 61ov.
p.m. PMay. Nov. IS. In the Tlanawm Cuy Cin FOwort..

a Richard A. btth-,, ..,,. .

Reskknce Address S114 Decatur
City, Stte and Zip Boisn Idaho 83704 0. "
Title or Position - Controller
Employer (or Firm) Cointek Publishing

If self.employed, check block 0
Principal Place of Business 9440 FairvlW. loi99, Idaho 63704
Business publishing company Business Telephone r2nnl 122-176n
(The information above is required by the Federal Emion Comisamon. Thlanks!)

Please make check payable to the WRIGHT APPRECIATION FUND.
rutk - w t V .mm ft of. M a~m sno ofm t a".* C' a. ... ... -

qm m~ m 4mim-lmmr Qom toni .e .A~ m momt * atm a

Dear Jim:
You bet! You can coum on me a a SI.000 sponsor of your Cowtown Jamboree on Nov.

16, and I will be $Oft You at the Special Sponsors' Reception an Dinner the previous evening
- t6:30 p.m. Friday, Nov. IS. in the Tarrat County Convention Center in Fort Worth.

NameGu"SnyWit

- 1. 1- -1. -MINN.--

R IZ;t. lt2l'



Notwithstanding the allocation formula aot Wright Apprecla.ion Fund ("the Fund"), I expressly authorize to reallocate my
contribution(s) if this is necessary to comply with federal election law
requirements. Moreover, with respect to that portion of my contribution(s)
which is allocated to the Wright Appreciation Committee, I designate the
contribution as a primary election contribution up to the applicable limits,
and designate the remainder of the contribution as a 196 general election
contribution.

Signatur o Con b t -o-Signature of Contributor

S*r~ -- ?.irtAur&44 '74S4MeC&4
Notwithstanding the allocation formula adopted by the Wright Apprecia-tion Fund ("the Fund"), I expressly authorize the Fund to reallocate mycontribution(s) if this is necessary to comply with federal election lawrequirements. Moreover, with respect to that portion of my contribution(s)which is allocated to the Wright Appreciation Committee, I designate thecontribution as a primary election contribution up to the applicable limits,and designate the remainder of the contribution as a 1986 general electioncontribution.

. r 0

Signture of Contruor.

Notwithstanding the allocation formula adopted by the Wrigh AVpprCia-7w
tion Fund ("the Fund"), I expressly authorize the Fund to reallocae MYcontribution(s) if this is necessary to comply with federal eection lawrequirements. Moreover, with respect to that portion of my contributiom(s)which is allocated to the Wright Appreciation Committee, I designae thecontribution as a primary election contribution up to the applicable limits,and designate the remainder of the contribution as a 1986 general election
contribution. 

--

Signature of" butor

S AP :..,;:. .

Notwithstanding the allocation formula adopted by the Wright Apprecia-
tion Fund ("the Fund"), I expressly authorize the Fund to reallocate my
contribution(s) if this is necessary to comply with federal election law
requirements. Moreover, with respect to that portion of my contribution(s)
which is allocated to the Wright Appreciation Committee, I designate the
contribution as a primary election contribution up to the applicable limits,
and designate the remainder of the contribution as a 1986 general election
contribution.

z~~iZZ~
Signature o f- utorI

i



!;PI:E300 N. %%$MI NGTON SDf
SUITE 310
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22314

(703)5494M0

FAX 70354M97640

THE SATELLTE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. WC.

December 26, 1985

The Honorable Jim Wright
U.S. House of Representatives
1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Michael Grisso

Dear Congressman Wright:

The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./SPACE Political Action Com-
mittee is pleased to transmit to you the earmarked contribution to the "Wright
Appreciation Fund." Pursuant to Section l10.6(cX2) of the Rules and Regulations of the
Federal Election Commission governing earmarked contributions, the following
information is provided:

1. Original contributor's name
and mailing address:

2. Amount of contribution:

3. Date of receipt of contribution:

4. Intended recipient as designated
by the contributor:

5. Date of transmittal of contribution

to intended recipient:

6. Form of transmittal:

H.W. Pemnngton
67 Temple Road
Glen Mlls, PA 19342

$20.00

November 7, 1985

Congressman Jim Wright

December 31, 1985

SPACE PAC Check No. 1042

On behalf of the Satellite Television Industry Association/SPACE PAC, we are
pleased to be able to transmit this earmarked contribution to you. Please do not hesitate
to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosure
cc: H.W. Pennington
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3 NASoHINGTON (?= 5494

SUITE 310.
ALEXANDRI, VIRGINIA 22314 FAX ?3IS49-7

THE SATELLITE TELEVISION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION. INC.

April 2, 1986

Mr. Michael D. Butterfield
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: The Satellite Television Industry Assoeiation/The Society
for Private and Commercial Earth Stations Political
Action Committee Year-End Report (10/l185-12/31/85);
Identification No. COO 152900

Dear Mr. Butterfield:

In response to your February 19, 1986 letter to me requesting additional
information and clarification of certain entries made on Schedule A, Schedule 3 and the

t" Detailed Summery Page of the above-refernced repOt, we are pleased to provide an
amendment to the original report which Includes the following:

1) The total amount of contributions itemized on Schedule A has been
amended to equal the total reported on line 11(a) of the Detailed

C Summary Page.

2) Schedule A has been amended to provide the "intended recipient" for
each earmarked receipt.

3) Attachment 1 to Schedule A provides intended recipients for earmarked
receipts from Lloyd Covens, Guy C. Davis, Gary Frlesz, Taylor Howard
and Stan Leaf.

4) Attachment 2 to Schedule A provides all receipts by SPACE PAC.

5) Attachment 1 to Schedule B provides "Earmarked Contributions to
Committee for Tim Wirth" transmitted on November 26, 1985.

6) Attachment 2 to Schedule B provides "Earmarked Contributions to
Wright Appreciation Fund" transmitted on November 5, 1985.



Mr. Michael D. Butterfield
April 2, 1986
Page 2

7) * Attachment 3 to Schedule B provides "Earmarked Contributions to
Wright Appreciation Fund" transmitted on December 28, 1985.

8) Attachment to Schedule B provides "Earmarked Contributions to
Committee for Tim Wirth" transmitted on December 30, 1985.

Should you have any questions or need additional information related to this
matter, please contact me or Derrick Humphries of our office.

Sincerely,

(,Richard L. Brown
Treasurer
SPACE PAC

RLB:k
Enclosures

. I- I - 1. , - , - -- - " 11 I -z- - I I 1 -111.. 5F -; ,. -q,



AMENDED SCHEDULE

Re: The Satemte Telwidm bdnstry Amelatm, beThe Soelaty
for Private and Commerid Eu'tb Statium Poitlea Aetm Committe

Yew-Rnd Repert (1611/5 - 12/)1M5), Idmtilestm No. CM1523



SCHEDULE A C. C.
ITEMIZED RECEIPT.,*

FbW 1 go .L 1W
fti 'IV aM I

suNftar ftaa
Any intorna.@sn coed from sch Repoi or S"mmet may not be bid or used by m pemon for he pue of liuckng %OrNinl W.su or fo
commercia puroses. Other than uesn the name VW~ addeI of any political corntniuse to solict cenvtimmsn fom spuch commisseeName of C.mmkee (in Full# The Satellite Television Industry Association, Inc./The Society
fnr Private and Ca==itrial larth Stations
A. Full Name. Mailing Adr a&d Z r Code

Fcbert Behar
21330 N.E. 23rd Cout
Miami, FL 33180

Recpt For: o.may, 0 GeneralO0ther(specifyl: Wright Appreciation

Name of Employer

Hero Cmmuications

Occupation
President

oe (month.
dw. yes,)

9/13/85

Afflommnt Emo

SoosIt 0i

B. Full Name. Mailing Miltem and Zip Cods Cutews (month. Amoun fOaW
Lloyd Covens Nare of Emloyer Daw tonth. Afovnt of

Cov&sY .vw). Ftemo, This ft1401 East Girard, No, 9-236 Channel Gude lFa-azm 1Englewood, C 80110 9/1/85 250.00
Aeceot For: ocritma 10/28/85 300.00

0 00e (specify): See Attachment #1 4,r"qamseYe4Os-S 550.00
C. FlN Ma.. ing Adre and ZP Cod Name of Enloyer Dow o(month. AMow of EachGuy C. Davis ,n,. ves) Rec it Ths Pa2923 South 650 East e t 9/2/85 500.00Bountiful, Utah 84010

Occupation 
10/29/85 300.00

cReceipt For: xxOrirmr Gnra ' Vice President
S00rpecfy): See Attachment #1 AWsnawYe.w4o**-S 800.00

0. FN UsMaiing Addrm and ZV Cud. pis-e of Es.G,.wo... Cut Dans. Amwnt of Eala
Gary friesz ESP, rnc. dw. vow) Pi Th wlld
669 Cindy Blair Way 9/1/85 So0.0

lxntono, KY 40503 O'mton 10/29/85 300.00
Receip For: aCrpr Goe-Maid0 Othe hsecifyl: See Attachment # 1 Aep Y* ___s.. S _n_

e. Fl Nom. Maiing Addr o and ZV Cde ft " of e A of ,0
Taylor Haard Stanford iversity 4. d eer) F41=0s Th, ftPost Office Box 48
San Andreas, CA 95249 8/31/85 2,000.00

Recei For: ,Priay 0 Geea Prfuminw 10/28/85 300.00o Othw spmcv: See Attachment #i Ye--V. o S 2 300.00_
A---- oerfoOs- 2,,300 00 em. AmvF. Full Namel Mailin Addru and Zip COde Mame of Employer 

tos~h oun .9 Fet"
Stan SrC Idustxies 4w. ye,) Recet This Psriod
1)ute 1, Box 249 9/3/85 500.00Payette, Idaho 83661 1ccupatio 10/30/85 300.00

Receept Fo,: Oprim ywv Genera President 1
0 Othr 1specify): See Attachment #1 AWewe Year-o-Oaw-S 800.00 ____

G. Full Name. Mailin Addreu and Zip COd. Namne of Efmolover DOam Omooth. A--n of SactoDavid G. Wolford CTutek Publishing CO. d.*&I Pe0i1 TIM Period
1940 Teal Lane
Boise, Idaho 83706 __11/12/85 1,500.00

Occupat ion
Receipt For: )O'Pr4r v  0 Ge i President0 Other (specfy): Conuittee for Tim Wirth Aqegate Yeuto Om te-S 1,50000

SUTOTAL of Recms Thi Page (optao"l)............................................. 7M

TOTAL Thu Pnid ('in PWg tow Gene nuner onlyI)...........................

Fun r]

--- , ...... .Tj .L ii

1



SCHEDULE A
CA

ITEMIZED RECEIPTS
LNE NUMSI~ _____el~(Us Iwag seulle for

Iel$ h, to Wigryof tae 001a8"
bsfter Page)

Any informat-on Copied f m such R pot or Statements my not be sold or used by on pems for the pwpose o so-lcqtilng contrI*Ion or fo
commerc Purposes, Other than uwsi the name n addres of any poilc conmmite to solici contribtkns from such comm-.n.
None of Cormree (in Fuml The Satellite Television Incbstry AsscitRion AA.,f~ L oit

- for Private and Comercial Earth Statons
A. Fl Na~. Mailing Addreu and ZIP Code Name of Employer Date (month, Amount oF Eacha lie L. Brawn Leer&,rm . vow$ ROC,, thift,

523 East Mill f Brown 250.00
_ _mville__,__1_89/1/85 250.00
OccupationRempt For: a prv Gnrat Vice President

o Other (wecitv): Wriaht Aopreciaton F nd Aggregate Year-to-Oate-S 250,0
B. Full Name. Mailing Addre, &W ZIP Cod Name of Employer ae (month. Amount of Each

Richard L. Ben ry.W) eceipt Ths Pe,,
U008 .alantre Lane Bro1 & Fim585 2,000.00
Potomac, M 20854

Receipt For: 0 Primar 0 Generaf j-zyero Other ( cify): Wright Appreciation Fund Aggregae Yer.4,o-Oe-s 2000.0C. FuN._.-- -N-am -e.. -Ma--i Zdre W C N&,,, of e,,,oyw Date Imo,,i. Amunt of E,,:
C"Tom Haigon dey. w) ecei Ths troBox 1085 Uniersal Electronics

day. ver eeptTuPre

Boca Grande, FL-33921 , 8/31/85 500.00
Receipt For: 0 Priwy 0 GenePreirent

o Othr (specify): Wright Appreciation Fund A ggnr YW eae o-S bOO.
0\! 0. FU Name. Mailing Ad e and ZIP Cede Name of E "loyoer Om . Amount of Lach

Cleo L. Carlile Starcm fty. wl Receipt Thi Pri-- ~608 West 15th ,,m608 West 15th 9/11/85 500.00Big Spring, 7X 79720
Occumeion

eI p For: 0 Prm" om ensiden
o oher secfy): wrght.Appreciation Fund Awe"t Year-o4s-S 500.0

NEme of Employer a 0M mmd. Amno 1 EaeCS
David P..Jtson Paradigm Manufacturing daveer) Receipt Ths Pwed
3855 Swasey Dri~e 913/85 2,000.00R e d d .R , , C A 9 6 0 0 1. .-

Receipt For: 0 Priew 0 cen President
a other (soefy: Wright Appreciation Fund Aggre"ate eartoO ate- ,
F. Name, Mailng Address ZIP Code Ca o Emor OMe fmsf. Amount o EachHoyt M. Foster Foster Ranch Electronc. da. wa) Renept This PeriodVanderoool Route
Utopia, TX 78884 8/15/85 2.00

. ~Occupati on

Receipt For: 0 Primary 0 Gwwoi President
SOther secify): Wright Appreciation Fund AWete Yetoot- w-S2 50.00

G. FuN Name. Masling Addena nd ZIP Code Neme of Emoyer Date month. Amount of Each

Hans C. Giner Luxorday. vow) Ri This Period
1310 -9/1/85 2,000.00
Bellevue, WA 98004

Occupatton

Recemt For 0 Primary 0 General
a Other ijoK.)" Wrght Appreciation Fund , Ve-o4ag-.

SUBTOTAL of Recepts ThIs P* (optna).......... ... . W.
)..................................................

7O A Th evdfa9WOis a ultol). . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .
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SCHEDULE A C. \RITEMIZED RECEIPTS
ftge 3 of 7
uNE Nmos" guMe
(Ue S iefs) foe

"eegue of the 081m.lAny information copied from sch Reports O Sta"MnM S may not be Sold or used by any Person for he pepo of soligjlW4 ,tbt f o rcommeial purPoses. Other than ui he nam end addrs of any political commite to solicit contributions ricsuh cOmmint .Name of Committee (in Full) The Sa te eVi-sion
f Pi a d QzunerciaAl Earth StatimnsA. Full Name. Mailing Addre and ZIP Cede Name of Employer Ca ( via. Am-- ut Of E&CxRichard AcelloStI eT heda.w ecitisProPost Office Box 1302 Sa Lfe d d..yer nci, PrFerndale, CA 95536 11/15/85 300.00

Reept For: 0 Primay 0 Genrw tlanaging Editor0 Other (specify): Committee for Tim Wirth Aggregate Year~eOate:-S .
G. Fun Name. Mailin Address and ZIP Code Ndame of Emplover d.ff ---

v.mv,-A t

SReceip Fr- : 0 Primry X Gelvral
0 Other (Spftify)" Coumitteo for Tim Wirth

C. Full AW. Mailin Addres &W Z -IP od

Charles A. Ross
Post Office Box 963
Chanute, 'KS 66720

0 Other bpecify): CO(Mmittee for Tim Wirth

DnBerge
25071 South Beesonm Road
Beaver Creek, OR 97004

Retm r : ap o Gtn,,y
0 Other ffifv): Committee for Tim Wirth

LE. ranw mo, 1 Ad ,as &W ZP Coe
Michael Br'ocklehurt
10550 Southleast Stevens Way
Potandl, OR 97266

R l o e t F o r : 0 F rvi w v a G e n e a l
aO" (uecfvl: Committee for Tim Wirthm

F. Fun Nme, Ma"m Addres and Zip Code
Sa.ly Di onato
402A AppTleton Road
Re.xford, NY 12148

Recent For: 0 Primae V Gea "- --

o Other fSoegqvl Committee for Tim Wirtl
G. Full Name. Madla Addes and ZIP Code

Charles W. Ergen
I A i

B Mewi~ Sateite

Occupation 
1/98

-Manager

N a m e o f E mL o y e r t eS 1( m a nt.

Bi die Satellite d" er
__10/29/8f

Presddlent
IAggr@eg01 Year-10-o.w..S 1 500.

Continstal Satellte V w)

ocumio 10/29/85

PresidentAggrega2teYe4-Ow.. J.501
Name of Employe
Continental Satellite- A?..ZT7

0mWO*

4

J,

J'

cnM

AmWunt o fach

Receiat Thi Perio
1,500.00

Amoun of Ec
R e c e i t T h is P e i o

1,500.00

Aoun of ach
Reeipt This Priod

300.00.

Amowq Of EaCh

3ec 00 This Peid

300.00

Iole (month. ,Amoun of Each

~dw. year)

Occupaion
President

I c"ete Y*&,-to-0&;-S 'MU

~'j9re9ate Year.to.Dae...S isUU. U
Name of Employer
Ec-hosphere Corporation

1.u F i avenue
Littleton, CO 80120 10/28/85

OccupationReoeip, For: o p,-,, a Gene.i PresidentSOtho. fcvfJl Committee for Tim Wirth Aq,eute Year-o-Oute-S '155 n

Caw kmon1.
day. ves I

Receipt Thie Pmrip

300.00

Amount of Each
Recept This Per&id

300.00

SUBTOTAL of Remats Thie p&" l pte ee .

..... ............................. 4 .

Wcummw n

m

m

i

Name of Employer

National Satellite

8601 W. 116th Street
Overland Park, KS 66210

I

I



SCHEDULE A I,. ITEMIZED RECEIPTS
pwA. o7

604oels) few "

Any Informlatin copied from suc* Re0%t or 31s0menS 0m1Y not be sold or use" by any person #o the Ppupe ef saucf.commerCial Purooshs. Other than using the, nam Ofd ns of any political committee to solicit con" ftril. fromsVc ewuitso o
Name Of Committee (in Ful) M Sfe. LVO1 0 a

~*~"I -

Gary J. Kistinger
S.R. 247-A
Palenville, Nh 12463

Receipt For: 0 Primary 0 GtnZrt
0 Other IS,,Io. Co~ittee for Tim Wirth

ne of Employer

0 Otrivate aa C i Earth Stations
A. Full Name. Mailing Addm an ZIP Cde N a
Paul . Gabl
3340 Grasere Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

Occu

Receipt For: 0 Primy 0 G4eral
O Other hoeioy : Cormittee for Tim Wirth Aaw

B. Full Name. Mailing Addren &W ZIP Cee NoWillia L. Gai le
1022 Sun __,-,c, Drive.C

Minsurg, CH 45342
Receipt For: 0- [primary 0 Gewe

0 Otr... f(meify): Committee for Tim Wirth
C. Full Nam. Rkq Addrw a-" ZIP Co"e

J. Richard Gonzalez--
17 Ridge Road
Katonah, NY 10536

Recipt For: 0 Primary o GQnMra
0 Other (specify): Cor-pnittee"* for Tim Wirth ge

D. Full Nanve. Maing AAdren WW Zr Cab am

PftOffice Box 1118 St
Salein VA 24153

Rec For: [ ..ey OG~e )'
2 Other (specify): Cor=iitte for Tim Wirth -'-

E. Full Nm .Mauq Addren Am ZPCeeN qm

Samuel S. Harris Sal
R.R. R., Box 141
Selma , IN 47383-- -

Recei For: [3Prs"IO Gee"_

0ot (son-,lvi Cor--ttee for Tim Wirth
F. FullNo"am .Itading Addres nd ZIP Cotge NemecI

William S. Heinz H1726 Lynwo Drive &
New Albany, IN 47150

Receopt For: C Primary OC l Ow0 Other fuwavi. Committee for Tim Wirth -
G. Full Nme. Mallon Acdres &W ZIP Code " -."- _

Cm Orenm

dw. yw

10/29/85

O/24/85

dw. yew)

10/30/851

ce PresietA4 L
Paee Yea~O.Oage..0S -300.OGOof rff~iovor

I W"F I INRTo a
&Y.WIr Rit P"

4k

4'1

son

'to Yew4o.Dae...S

A mt of Each
Rectifg this Perfi

300.00

Amun Of Each
Receit Thb Peftd

300. 00

Amoun Of EaChReceipt This Pfte

300.00

10/29/85

10/29/85

OWe (month.
ay. Veer)

10/28/85

0• ,i Egoyilf Can (month,
Satellite Video ServiF= . year)

Occupation 10/22/8!
.President I_

900.00

Amount of Each
ect This Perid

300.00

Amownt of Each
Rece3 This Period

300.00

Amnont of Each
"Wce~t This PeriOd

300. 00

- .. ... j A9Qrqate Ye4W-0h-04e-S MSUBTOTAL of R.p .Thi Page lotoaai ................................... ...... .... 2 700.00

T O T A L 11 O P od 1l " * . . . . . . . . . . .
. 0 1 1 11 -e - -

--Iv 
. . . . . . . .

artecr , nc.

mion
mddlent

of nk

tellite Sam's .

8!ion

X_..v,-,to-Da,,-S 
300-

if Employer

IElectrical Syste

|

ovate Year-to-OateS 300.0
is of Emloyo3er

sltlion

op_..Y*101-0- ,-s 300.0!
ofEmf o . .



SCHEDULE A CITEMIZED RECEIPTS*
~010g w4Z1ao am~

Peter C. Sutro
171 Mt. Hazmny poad
Bernardsville, r&3 07924

Recaft For: 0 ft. 0 Geno
0 Other fSpecify): Committee for Tiz Wirth

E. Fwv Mailw* Ad*ew wW ZIP CO&

Denver weyant
133 E. 14ain Street
Everett, PA 15537

Receipt For: 0 ft. 0 General
0 Other (specify): Committee for Tim Wirth

F. Full NO09- M"wn Addres wW ZIP Co-d*

.4

CN

A.:

Receot For' 0 Primary Geeral
0 Other 1ulj.j Wright Appreciation Fund

G. Fwai Name. Mailing Addru and ZIP Co"e
Randall V. OdomI

IMPIsatelit 
dw,w) ij, om

-. ywl ROOMp This P010

Occ10/2n 9/85 300.00

President

Name of 1mployer D"es.b~. DmuWof lc
Wleyart 3T dW w Reegip TV* ed

10/25/85 300.00

Nam* of Empelyera lonh mt,. &.'on of ~EN,
day. yew) t~eo ThIis Pft

18/22/85 500.C0

500AO
Name of Employer

)

Post Office Box 517 Odom~ Anena 414Y. I AM-91 Ths PernodBeebe, AR 72012 S19/2/85 500.00
Reerit For. & Lrmr %:I Gener

0Other lfftcyl Wright Appreciation Fundl Aqqeat YeartoDate-S
SUBTOTAL of@9 o Thi Pa p qj~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .... . ,W
TOTALm.~o(.*.~ 

3400

fak Leach
r1bX 519
Siring, Gree, WI

I

Any information Copied from such RePortS Of Smtesents may noo be sOld Of 'irna bY aW pe311 W or 0e pwpoom of swLkctbteto ~sommevesal purotes. other -than using Ohe name aNd add, of any "oitica commiuge 10 u..ich C cowlon, from sich consjfftt,Name of Committe (in Fulti TeStlle1!1YU-r" = Mfor Private and Qx~i1Earth Stations 
-A. FuN Name. Mailing Addren and ZIP Code Naeof EoyrDan (msofj" th.

Jai E. Riffel #Aw"o =4110Winegard COzipany da. y. yew) Receipt tVie PwinBurlingtin, IA 52601 10/29/85 900.00
Receept For: a Primary a General ~ ~ ~ f0 Other (smecfyi: Camuttee -for Tim Wirth Aggregate Year4.Oas4e-...gB. Full Name. Mailing Addren a&W ZIP Cod. aeo*meyr- Dw(ot. Aggo at

Martin Foss U.S. Satelli4te dey. yowl) "eWe11 This Pwi~41 C~urt of Greenway102/5 
3 .0Nor tbook, IL60062102/5 
3.0

ReepsFr: 0Primary O~nrlPresident 
.-0 0"et(Specify : tte for Timn Wirth rge Yt~wao4D.1 .3.gC. Fwnt Nmes. Mailing Addreu and ZIP Code111"1ofnwwDaebod 

Ao fEgt

10/29/85 600.00

D. Full Naiew Mailing Addren mmd ZIP Cooe

I

53588

Amount of Eacit



1 4

SCHEDULE A ITEMIZED RECEIPTS

Any information Cooled from such Re0ortS Or SUements may not be sold or Weo by any person for the Purpo of Solici ig £onfiutins of for
commercial Purooss. Other thnm g the nme and address of any Poitical commitmee to Solicit Contributions fron such committ.
Name of Commitee ton Ful tne Ma TE FTelevisteon Incuscry Assoclatlon, Incnd -ofae oaScaecy

for Private and CanmrrciLO Earth Staticns
A. Full Name. M1aiing Addres and ZIP Ce

Mike Gus tafson
1606 Capitancillos Drive
San Jose, CA 95120

Recept For: 0 Prmr 0 General
0 Other (sMify): Wrig t Appreciation Puna

Name of Employer

SRS

Occupation

Con onte,.

d9y, ye8

9/2/85

* ii..

Atm unt of Each
Receipt this Pa*d

500.00

8. FUNl Kame, Mailing Address and ZIP Ceoe 10efvmlvr mYWk. A~ fEc
Jm~nes N. Rothbarth Idff yew) Itecellt This Peo3.1880 Cc. Road Satellite Tecnlogy z

*St. Lnu s, IM 63131 - 9/10/85 2,000.00
Receipt For: 0 rmry 0 Gener$ President

o Other (spvi-)- Wright Appreciation Fund -Agreate year qo4Oam-S , 0
C. FUN Name. Madli.q Addres and ZIP Code Nam of Empoyer O.e on"Om. Amount of Each

Norval Sdmeringer Satellite Television da. Year) Adcno This Period
Post Office Box G Technology, Int'l. 9Arca*c. CK 73007 9/14/85 2000.00

RcitFor: ~0 Pnmary 0 Generg - -1 1~o O"w sify): Wris Appreciation Fund 'OrIe yew-o-se.4 2, 00.00
D. FuN Na.e Maing Addr w ZIP Ced Name of Emplvoyw 0emonth. Amount of Each

airistopher J. Scwltheiss t. er) Receipt This feto113 Lakeside D.-e Satellite TV Magazine 8/27/85 2,000.00
Grover, NLC 28073

Receipt For: 0 Prmy 0 O GeneraI
o Other Ispecify): -Wrig~ht Appreciation Fund Aggrmae Yea.oluae..s 79 -- Ilfl ~ _______

E. FUN Naw. Masin g Addru and ZIP Code Name of Employer 080 6mWons. Amount of Each
Richard A. Saith Ccmtek Publishing d"y. Veer) Rett This Perod
5114 Decatur
Boise, Idaho 83704 9/18/85 2,000.00

Receut For: 0 Pren wy 0 Go Manager ' .

o Other (.",,vI: Wrigt Appreciation Fund Aggregae Yqars.oOa,-S £4 1 VV. I
F. Full Name. Mailan Add, eSan ZIP Code Name of Empmoyoee ImOnth. Amount of Each

David H. Venuhas Litchfield Group "V.Vwr Recet@t This Peiod
105 State Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201 9/18/85 5C0.00

Rectipt For: 0 Primarw a Generai W
o Other (WeiVf' Wri.t Appreciation Fund n,, Yar-to-aw,- 500.0,

G. FUN Name. M.g Adde#U and ZIP Code Nam* of Employer Date 4month. AmOmnt of Each

Clyde Washburn day. year) Recesot This Period9033 Win. op :rzve Cincinnati Mi~crowaveI

Cincim,-.azi , O 45249 9/1/85 5CO.00

Recetol For: 0Piry 0 Geeai 
1o Other ls- ,cvl Wriq .t Appreciation Fund Aggree Year.to4Da,e-$ 00 _

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Pop ggli) .................. ........

YIn. -

A V -r%-

LII11 NUM81A

"""V of the Letego
&wwmw Powe

t[|l llil '"Occu 

lIiOn



7 s
SCHEDULE A WITEMIZED RECEIPTS V. 008 iaaft mill ow so'meWev of tn0 Oeta e

Any nfomation copied from such Reporns or Stafemefts 01y not be sold or used by ny person for the Ppoew of soliciting CWrIlmna5 or for
Commercial purposes. other than uing the name ad address of any poltcll committee to Sol cit Contributions from such cOfmmlftj 1 .
Name of Cominmiee ton Fuutihe Satellite Television Industry Associ, nc/TeSc
for Private and Cmircial Earth Stations s t

o,,

il

'1
(

i.o

--,.).

Receipt For: 0 Primary 0 Genral

0 Other (sfy) Wriht Appreciation Fund
8. Full Name, Masihg Addres end ZIP Code

Gus (S ndy) Wirth
N54 W5989 Portland Road
Cerzg, WI 53012

.Rfteipt For:
0 Other (socifyv)

a P,,mug O GTuend:Wrigt preciation Tund

C. Fult Name, Mailing Addrem Ond ZIP Code

Route 3, Box 532 D
Mission, TX 78572

Receipt For: o Pru"lrv 0 Gene

0 Other ecify): Wright Appreciation Fund
0. Full Nme Mailig Addrm nd ZIP Code

Ranald E. Wysong
1300 Pnbrooke Trail
Centervile, CE 45459

Receipt For: 0 Priw 0 General
a Other ispeciay See Attadmnat 1
ull ft Mwft. aols" Ad*on a" ZIP Code

Receipt For: 0 Prmary General
0Other (spocify):

Receipt For: a Promarv

0 Other lweofy):

Name of Employer Det (month.

DR Satellite day. yer

9/2/85
Occupation

A9rete Year-to-Date-S ).

OccutionPresifdent

Agrimpte Yeerio.ousetS . i u

Name of Em-Ployer

itellite Video Dism

-- gg ,pm Yelit-ote-S .
Name of Enio

R,.L.Drk

Presidnt

Na@e of Enplye

Occupifion

-- - -w.rw.ueiU-~
Name of Employer

occupalon

G. Full Name ~ d,4 ddi tA j g V Wor-

Name of Employer

Date (month.

day. year)

ors

8/30/85

9/3/85

dfv. ~1r

9/3/85
1Z/1V85

Dan 40o111A

day. vest)

Dam tmonsh.
day. veaw)

Date Imonth.

day. ves)

Occuipation

Amount of Each
Receipt this Period

200.00

Amount of Each

Reep ThiS Period

2,000.00

Amout o fEach

Recept This Pe

500.00

Amount of Each

Roel ThMs Puio

500.00
250.00

Afmouft of Each
ReCeM This Priod

Antount of Each
Rweep This Petio

Afount of Each

Receipt Thes Peiod

SUBTOTAL o Afeeps Ths Page (option) ..................................................

TOTAL This Perod (last Page this lne nunebr only) . 1
in e"ee*e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o

A 5..ii Unm. ~

' #Franklin Weeks
Route 2, Box 409 B
Prairie Du Chien, WI 53821

4

0 General

ReCesot For:
0 Oth~er fjO.fV)

C Primary 1 GeferjI

i

n

-- A ----

.-r.--- - . -- 750.00

I

l

F. FwN NawwMailing AddtouW ZIP Code

G. Full Nanw WiJang Addred ZIP od*



Re: The Satellite Te(.&l Industry Assoclation/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
C00152900

Page 1 of 1

ATTACHMENT I TO SCHEDULE A

Name Date

Lloyd Covens

Guy C. Davis

Gary Friesz

Taylor Howard

Stan Leaf

Ronald E. Wysong

09/01/85
10/28/85

09/02/85
10/29/85

09/01/85
10/29/85

08/31/85
10/28/85

09/03/85
10/30/85

09/03/85
12/11/85

Armount

250.00
300.00

500.00
300.00

500.00
300.00

2,000.00
300.00

500.00
300.00

500.00
250.00

Intended Recipient

Wright Appreciation Fund
Committee for Tim Wirth

Wright Appreciation Fund
Committee for Tim Wirth

Wright Appreciation Fund
Committee for Tim Wirth

Wright Appreciation Fund
Committee for Tim Wirth

Wright Appreciation Fund
Committee for Tim Wirth

Wright Appreciation Fund
Refunded 12/28/85



Re: The Satellite Te / Industry Ausociation/
The Society for i-te and Commerelal Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identifieation No.
C00152900

Page I of G

ATTACHMENT 2 TO SCHEDULE A
Receipts By SPACE PAC

Contributor's Name
and Mailing Address

Arnn, Gene G.
Route 2, Box I-B
Biloxi, MS 39532

Bull, John
Post.Office Box 187
Medford, NY 11763

Campbell, Alan A.
2983 North Bay Road
Miami Beach, FL 33140

Carson, Peter
Route 2, Box 429
Ridgeview Road
Weare, NH 03281

Christian, Bill
183 Brisco Road
Apartment D
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

Christian, David L.
Route 1, Box 35-A
Flatwoods, LA 71427

Collins, John E.
Route 3
Benton, KY 42025

Davis, Ralph C. HI
1086 Plum Drive
Crownsville, MD 21032

Doucette, Russell F.
18 Whittenmore Road
Framingham, MA 01701

Duncan, Jim
2185 E. Remus Road
Mt. Pleasant, MI 48858

Amount of
Contribution

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

10.00 08/24/85

10.00 (cash)

10.00

09/16/85

08/25/85

10.00 09/14/85

10.00 08/30/85

15.00 08/29/85

10.00 08/26/85

10.00 08/27/85

10.00 09/03/85

10/12/8510.00



Re: The Satellite Telewon Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Polltical Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification 'Xo.
COO 152900

Thel, Robert A.
7700 W. 67th Street
Overland Park, KS 66202

F arley, Murphy
4624 Billy Maker Road
Memphis, TN 38134

Faryniarz, Lawrence J.
65 Narragansett Avenue
Portsmouth, RI 02771

Foster, Hoyt M.
Vanderpool Route
Utopia, TX 78884

Freund, Louis T.
R.D. #2, Box 443
Bloomingdale, OH 43910

Ghere, Warren
417 North Washington
Council Grove, KS 66846

Gonzalez, L.J.
Post Office Box 371
Alliance, NE 69301

Grof, John C.
Box 121
Atkinson, NE 68713

Harrington, Thomas P.
Box 1085
Boca Grande, FL 33921

Hawkins, Gregory B.
1487 Panola Road
Stone Mountain, GA 30088

Hillbun, Dean C.
Post Office Box 391
Diamond Springs, CA 95619

Jacobs, Richard
126 Sylvan Drive
San Francisco, CA 94132

Jarrell, Eldred K.
Post Office Box 68
Woodside, DE 19980

Page 2 of 6

09/10/8510.00

10.00 08/25/85

10.00 08/30/85

25.00 09/09/85

10.00 09/03/85

20.00 08/28/85

10.00 08/30/85

10.00 08/29/85

100.00 08/22/85

15.00 08/28/85

10.00 08/29/85

10.00 09/09/85

09/11/8520.00



Re: The Satellite Tel.(. Industry Assoeiation/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

Jefferson, Stephen P.
R.R. # 12, Box 330 66
Indianapolis, IN 46236

Joyner, Johnny R.
Route 3, 25 Dean Avenue
Nashville, NC 27858

Judge, Allan
6496 East Bend Road
Burlington, KY 41005

Kujath, David G.
Route 2, Box 149
Whitehouse, TX 75791

Kyte, Stephen
8982 McNerney
South Gate, CA 90280

Lewis, Joe M.
8515 Sardis Road
Matthews, SC 28105

McCann, M.G. Jr.
306 E. Mapleridge Drive
Metairie, LA 70001

Mangan, Lawrence J.
1056 - 26th Avenue, S.E.
Minneapolis, MN 55144

Matta, Richard L.
4845 Sierra Madre Drive
New Orleans, LA 70127

Merchant, James III
Post Office Box 944
Glenmore, LA 71433

Morong, Wayne
Morgan Guaranty Trust Co. of NY
New York, NY 10001

Newmarker, Glenn W.
3722 Gondor Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90808

Norris, Samuel E. III
DLN 1327991
30 Patti Drive
Greenville, SC 296 11

Page 3 of 6

08/26/8510.00

20.00 08/26/85

10.00 09/03/85

10.00 09/03/85

10.00 09/02/85

20.00 08/28/5

25.3C 08/30/85

10.00 09/01/85

20.00 09/07/85

10.00 08/29/85

100.00 08/19/85

10.00 09/04/85

10/17/8510.00



Re: The Satellite Teavton Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
CO0152900

Olson, Barlett
Box 217
Iferrimac, WI 53561

Oteri, Anthony
3557 Barron Road
Memphis, TN 38111

Pall, Joel A.
7778 Bronson Road
Olmsted Turnpike, OH

Patel, Anil S.
12737 Kalnor. No. 7
Norwalk, CA 90650

Postema, Howard H.
3010 Bomlet
Royal Oak, MI 48073

Pray, Roger Dean Sr.
Route 2, Box 429
West Chazy, NY 12992

Reichert, Robert J.
505 Alworth Building
Duluth, MN 55802

Samperi, Frank
Clove Branch Road
Hopewell Junction, NY

Sarti, John J.
Star Route 553
Clancy, MT 59634

Schaper, Arthur F. Jr.
Post Office Box 108
Rosenhayn, NJ 08352

Sidwell, William D.
Post Office Box 413
Roseville, MI 48066

Spirito, Domeni C.
11555 Willow Hill Drive
Chesterland, OH 44026

Stange, H.R.
1107 N. 22nd
Kelso, WA 98626

Page 4 of 6

08/20/85100.00

10.00

44138

08/27/85

08/25/8510.00

20.00 09/04/85

15.00 08/27/85

15.00 08/31/85

10.00

12533

08/28/85

10.00 08/28/85

10.00 08/30/85

25.00 08/30/85

10.00 08/28/85

10.00 09/25/85

08/30/8520.00



Re: The Satellite Te.,@on Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

Steinbrook, Rodney S.
2002 Whitebriar Drive
Deer Park, TX 77536

Subr, Robert J.
National Bank of Ft. Sam Houston
San Antonio, TX 78286

Thompson, William W.
48 Lakeview Drive
Wolcott, CT 06716

Van Meter, William Jr.
2487 Pontiac Drive
Sylvan Lake, MI 48053

Waldman, Carl J.
R.D. 7, Box 268
Hanover, PA 17331

Weggeland, Dan W.
22389 Buckboard Trail
Palo Cedro, CA 96073-9743

Welch, Stephen J.
27 Whittemore Road
Framingham, MA 01701

Wilkin, Leslie
NZ- 460 West Avenue

C- Tallmadge, OH 44278

F0

10.00

10.00

10.00

10.00

25.00

50.00

10.00

98.00 (cash)

Page 5 of 6

08/30/85

09/06/85

09/02/85

08/30/85

09/19/85

08/20/85

09/03/85

09/16/85

Receipts of CoantribUons of $200 or More By SPACE PAC

Contributor's Name
and Mailing Address

Amount of
Contribution

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

Julie L. Bernard
East 139th Street
Bronx, NY 10451
Employer: Motelvision Co.
Occupation: Executive

Charles L. Brown
523 E. Mill
Knoxville, IL 61448
Employer: Lefler & Brown TV
Occupation: Vice President

250.00 08/21/85

10118/85

7't

250.00



Re: The Satellite TeiA. Industry Assoelation/ Page 6 of 6
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
CO0152900

C.L. Carlile
608 West 15th
Big Spring, TX 79720
Employer: Starcom Distributors
Occupation: President 250.00 08/14/85

Sally DiDonato
402 A Appleton Road
Rexford, NY 12148
Employer: National Satellite

Communications
Occupation: Executive 250.00 11119/85

Gary Friesz
669 Cindy Blair Way
Lexington, KY 40503
Employer: ESP, Inc.
Occupation: President 250.00 09/01/85

Paul Robinson
0 1417 St. Johns Road

Roslyn, PA 19001C: Employer: ASTREX

Occupation: CPA 250.00 09/25/S5

Norval Schneringer
Post Office Box G
Arcadia, OK 73007
Employer: Satellite Television

Technology International
Occupation: President 250.00 08/19/85

Sharon Sheridan
8 Woodberry Drive
Little Rock, AR 72212
Employer: Lon Sheridan, CPA
Occupation: CPA 250.00 08/26/85

Wysong, Ronald E.
1300 Penbrooke Trail
Centerville, OH 45459
Employer: R.L. Drake Co.
Occupation: President 250.00 12/11/85



Re: The Satellite T" * Industry Association/
The Society for .te and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1I35-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

ATTACHMENT 1 TO SCHEDULE B
Eu'murked Contributions To Committee For Tim Wirth

Date: November 26, 1985
Amount: $7,800.00

Page I of 2

Contributor's Name
and Mailinr Address

Amount of
Contribution

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

Berge, Dan
25071 South Beeson Road
Beaver Creek, OR 97004

Brocklehurst, Michael
10550 Southeast Stevens Way
Portland, OR 97266

Covens, Lloyd
7340 E. Caley
Englewood, CO 80112

DiDonato, Sally
402 A Appleton Road
Rexford, NY 12148

Davis, Guy
2923 South 650 East
Bountiful, UT 84010

Ergen, Charles W.
10 W. Fair Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120

Friesz, Gary
669 Cindy Blair Way
Lexington, KY 40503

Gabel, Paul F., Jr.
3340 Grasmere Drive
Lexington, KY 40503

Gaible, William L.
1022 Sundance Drive
Miamisburg, OH 45342

300.00 10/29/85

300.00 11/19/86

300.00 10/28/15

300.00 10/22/85

300.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/28/85

300.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/29/85

102.4185300.00



Re: The Satellite T, - m Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

Gonzalez, J. Richard
17 Ridge Road
Kptonah, NY 10536

Goodwin, Richard
Post Office Box 1118
Salem, VA 24153

Harris, Samuel S.
R.R. # 1, Box 141
Selma, IN 47383

Heinz, William S.
1726 Lynnwood Drive
New Albany, IN 47150

Howard, Henry T.
1850 Goldstrike Road
Route #2
San Andreas, CA 95249

Kistinger, Gary J.
SR 247-A
Palenvile, NY 12463

Leaf, Stan E.
Route 1, Box 249
Payette, ID 83661

Riffel, James E.
4110 Y Camp Road
Burlington, IA 52601

Ross, Martin
41 Court of Greenway
Northbrook, IL 60062

Schroeder, C. Michael
49 W. 111 th Street
Carmel, IN 46032

Sutro, Peter C.
171 Mt. Harmony Road
Bernardsville, NJ 07924

Weyant, Denver
133 E. Main Street
Everett, PA 15537

Page 2 of 2

10/30/85300.00

900.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/28/85

300.00 10/28/85

300.00 10/22/85

300.00 10/30/85

900.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/24/85

600.00 10/29/85

300.00 10/29/85

10/25/85300.00



Re: The Satellite Television Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/l/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
CO0152900

ATTACHMENT 2 TO SCHEDULE B
Earmarked Contributions To Wright Appreciation Fund

Date: November 5, 1985
Amount: $26,015.00

Page I of 5

Contributor's Name
and Mailing Address

Accardo, Frank
6453 Via De Anzar
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

Amount of
Contribution

90274

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

20.00 09/13/85
Barnes, Gerald R.
58 Camp Road
Oriskany Falls, NY 13425

Behar, Robert
21330 N.E. 23rd Court
Miami, FL 33180

Brown, Charlie L
523 East Mill
Knoxville, IL 61448

Brown, Richard L.
11008 Balantre Lane
Potomac, MD 20854

Burgess, Charlie L.
4214 Nottingham Place
Colorado Springs, CO 80907

Carlile, Cleo L. (Mr.)
608 West 15th
Big Spring, TX 79720

Covens, Lloyd
1401 East Girard, No. 9-236
Englewood, CO 80110

Davis, Guy C.
2923 South 650 East
Bountiful, UT 84010

Emery, Lawrence
R.D. # 1, Box 1765
Hampden, ME 04444

500.00 09/02/85

10.00 09/05/85

20.00

500.00

08/29/85

08/31/85

250.00 09/01/85

2,000.00 09/05/85

25.00 09/03/85

500.00 09/11/85

250.00 09/01/85

10.00 09/05/85



Re: The Satellite Ti Industry Association/ Page 2 of 5The Society for rrivate and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
CO0152900

Foster, Hoyt M.
Vaoderpool Route
Utopia, TX 78884 250.00 08/15/85

Friesz, Gary
669 Cindy Blair Way
Lexington, KY 40503 500.00 09/01/85

Giner, Hans C.
1310 - 98 th N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98004 2,000.00 09/01/85

Gustafson, Mike
1606 Capitancillos Drive
San Jose, CA 95 120 500.00 09/02/85

Harrington, Tom
Box 1085
Boca Grande, FL 33921 500.00 08/31/85

CIN, Harris, Lacy
cll Route 7, Box 114-8

Tom Starling Road
Fayetteville, NC 28306 10.00 08/28/85

Hattersley, Gary N.
Box 19-91 Maple Street
Sugar Grove, IL 60554 10.00 08/31/85

Howard, H. Taylor
Post Office Box 48
San Andreas, CA 95249 2,000.00 08/31/85

Jeffcoat, Stanley
612 South Tenth Street
Yukon, OK 73099 10.00 08/29/85

Johnson, David P.
3855 Swasey Drive
Redding, CA 9600 1 2,000.00 09/03/85

Keck, James A.
NE 1611 Tahuya River Drive
Tahuya, WA 98588 10.00 08/30/85

Kearney, Donald L.
Post Office Box 193
Crescent, OR 97733 10.00 10/04/85

Klahr, C.D. (M
10404 East Lake Road
North East, PA 16428 10.00 08/29/85



Re: The Satellite T.v on Industry Association/ Page 3 of 5The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
C00152900

Leach, Frank
Box 5 19
Spring Green, WI 53588 500.00 08/22/85

Leaf, Stan E.
Route 1, Box 249
Payette, ID 83661 500.00 09/03/85

Lewis, Ronald K.
512 Skylark Drive
Oklahoma City, OK 73 127 20.00 09/04/85

Littau, Jean
Route 7, Box 35-14
Amarillo, TX 79118 10.00 09/17/85

Lynch, Gary S.
Box 232
Yuma, CO 80759 10.00 08/29/85

04J Martin, Hugh
374 Sanchez Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-1616 20.00 09/01/85

Mattioli, Mike S.
4701 Lincoln, N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87109 10.00 09/03/85
Mennino, Thomas

12 Popular Street
Norwall, CT 06855 10.00 09/27/85

Odom, Randall V.
Post Office Box 517
Beebe, AR 72012 500.00 09/02/85

Oestman, Melvin
Route # 1, Box 82
Brownville, NE 68321 10.00 09/04/85

Osecki, Stephen
Box 346, Route 590
Hanlin, PA 18427 20.00 10/01/85

Patterson, J.P.
600 Buckey Trail
Austin, TX 78746 100.00 09/03/85

Price, Stanley
690 Lindberg
Beaumont, TX 77707 100.00 09/02/85



Re: The Satellite Te&,4 B Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commerclal Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

Rothbarth, James N.
11880 Conway Road
St.'Louis, MO 63131

Roy, Claude J.
5390 N. Michigan
Saginaw, MI 48604

Schlegel, Laurel A.
Post Office Box 396
Abingdon, VA 24210

Schneringer, Norval
Post Office Box G
Arcadia, OK 73007

Schultheiss, Christopher J.
113 Lakeside Drive
Grover, NC 28073

Smith, Billie T. (Ms.)
Route 2, Box 164-1
Ruther Glen, VA 22546

Smith, Michael G.
Post Office Box 42
Alpine, AZ 85920

Smith, Richard A.
5 114 Decatur
Boise, ID 83704

Starling, Joseph D.
43 100 Cherbourg Lane
Lancaster, PA 93536

Switlik, Jim
906 N. Osage
Nevada, MO 64772

Tutt, John W.
Post Office Box 64
Colorado Springs, CO

Venghaus, David H.
105 State Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201

Washburn, Clyde
9033 Winthrop Drive
Cincinnati, OH 45249

-0

2,000.00

10.00

15.00

2,000.00

2,000.00

10.00

10.00

2,000.00

10.00

15.00

80901 50.00

Page 4 of 6

09/10/85

09/05/85

09/14/85

08/22/85

08/27/85

08/31/85

09/01/85

09/18/85

08/30/85

09/17/85

09/10/85

500.00 09/18/85

09/01/85500.00



Re: The Satellite Tesevlisn Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/1/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
COO 152900

Weeks, Franklin
RQute 2, Box 409-B
Prairie Du Chien, WI 53821

Wirth, Gus (Sandy)
N54 W5989 Portland Road
Cedarburg, WI 53012

Wylds, William W.
Route 3, Box 532 D
Mission, TX 78572

Wysong, Ronald E.
1300 Penbrooke Trail
Centerville, OH 45459

200.00

Page 5 of 5

09/02/85

2,000.90

500.00

08/30/85

09/03/85

09/03/85500.00



Re: The Satellite Television Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/l/85-12131/85); Identification No.
C00152900

Page I of 1

ATTACHMENT 3 TO SCHEDULE B
Earmarked Contributions To Wright Appreciation Fund

Date: December 28, 1985
Amount: $20.00

Contributor's Name
and Mailing Address

H.W. Pennington
67 Temple Road
Glen Mills, PA 19342

Amount of
Contribution

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

11/07/8520.00



Re: The Satellite Telev! Industry Associatlonl
The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee Year-End
Report (10/l/85-12/31/85); Identification No.
C00152900

.0

ATTACHMENT 4 TO SCHEDULE B

Earmarked Contributions To Committee For Tim Wirth

Date: December 30, 1985
Amount: $4,800.00

Contributor's Name
and Mailing Address

Amount of
Contribution

Date of Receipt
of Contribution

Acello, Richard
Post Office Box 1302
Ferndale, CA 95536 300.00

Managing Editor, Satellite TV Week

Gibson, Edward L.
8601 W. 116th Street
Overland Park, KS 662 10 1,500.00

Sales Manager, Birdview Satellite Communications

Ross, Charles A.
Post Office Box 963
Chanute, KS 66720 1,500.00

President, Birdview Satellite Communications

Wolford, David G.
1940 Teal Lane
Boise, ID 83706 1,500.00

President, Commtek Publishing Company

Page 1 of 1

11/15/85

10/29/85

10/29/85

11/12/85

S"I .. ... 7"
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

MUR 2649

James C. Wright, Jr.

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On January 11, 1990, the Commission found reason to believe

that James C. Wright, Jr., had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i by

accepting excessive honoraria in the form of bulk purchases of his

book, Reflections of a Public Man, by an organization or

organizations before which he had appeared in 1984-1985. Inclu.,1

with the letter notifying Mr. Wright's counsel of this

determination were questions approved by the Commission on

March 7, 1990. Mr. Wright had resigned his seat in the United

States House of Representatives on June 30, 1989.

On April 20, 1990, counsel responded to the complaint and to

the Commission's reason to believe finding and questions by

asserting that the Speech or Debate Clause of the Constitution

barred "litigation" by the Commission of the very issues

considered by the House [Ethics) Committee in the proceeding whi-i

lead [sic) to his resignation." Counsel also cited the

self-discipline clause of the U.S. Constitution, Article I,

Section 4, Clause 2 in support of his argument that the Commission

should dismiss its reason to believe finding and take no further

action.



The Commission considered and rejected these arguments. on

February 12, 1991, it voted to deny the request to dismiss the

complaint and approved an order to provide written answers to

interrogatories to be served on Mr. Wright as well as subpoenas to

be sent to two bulk purchasers of his book, Southwest Texas State

University ("the University") and the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association ("SBCA").

On March 22, 1991, this Office received a response from

Mr. Wright in which he asserted his belief that he had not engaged

in any improper or illegal activity with regard to the publication

and dissemination of his book, but in which he also declined to

"participate in the Federal Election Commission's attempt to

revisit the Special Counsel's Report" on the basis of the

Commission's alleged lack of jurisdiction over the issue involved.

on April 23, 1991, the Commission voted to authorize the filing of

- a civil suit in United States District Court to enforce the order

sent to Mr. Wright. Also on April 23, 1991, the Commission

approved a second subpoena and order to be sent to the SBCA and

another subpoena and order to be sent to Brown, Finn & Nietert,

the firm which had arranged for Mr. Wright's appearance before the

SBCA in 1985.

A Petition to Show Cause Why the Commission's Administrative

Order Should Not Be Enforced was filed against Mr. Wright in the

United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas,

Fort Worth Division, on July 22, 1991. Following a show cause

hearing, the court, on November 12, 1991, ordered Mr. Wright to

comply with the Commission's order on or before January 10, 1992.



-- 4--
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-- 3--
On the latter date counsel filed an appeal of the district court's
order in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit.

Plaintiff's brief is due on March 29, 1992.

C\1

if)
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II. RSCOKMREDATIONS

1. Enter into conciliation with James C. Wright, Jr., prior
to a finding of probable cause to believe.

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

Ae-

-Lawrence R. Mb-e

General Counsel

Date /



-- 12--
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

James C. Wright, Jr.
MUR 2649

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on March 26,

1992, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 5-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2649:

1. Enter into conciliation with James C.
Wright, Jr., prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe.

2. Approve the proposed conciliation
agreement and the appropriate letter
as recommended in the General Counsel's
report dated March 18, 1992.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Potter was not present.

Attest:

Dae Marjorie W. Emmons
S retary of the Commission

m
s J44

Ir Date



IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20463

April 1, 1992

Abbe David Lowell, Esquire
David Z. Frulla, Esquire
Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 2649
James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Lowell and Mr. Frulla:

On January 11, 1990, the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe that James C. Wright, Jr., had violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441i. the Commissiondetermined to enter into negotiations directed towards reaching a
conciliation agreement in settlement of this matter prior to a

• - finding of probable cause to believe.

CN Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission has
C\! approved in settlement of this matter. If your client agrees withthe provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and return_. it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Anne A. Weissenborn
Senior Attorney

Enclosure



BRAND & LOWELL
A PRoIh9WONAL COMiO"AAIOW

923 FIFTEENTH STREET. N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20005

TELEPHONE: 12021 662-9700

TELECOPIER: 202, 737-7565

April 9, 1992

3 MAND DELIMIY

Anne Weissenborn, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Re: HR 2649
-U

Dear Anne:

As we discussed this morning, the conciliation agreement r
the above-captioned MUR is acceptable. We very much appreciate-- -

your efforts to conclude this matter promptly and on a mutually
satisfactory basis. I attach the executed original of the
conciliation agreement to this letter.

Please advise us when it will be submitted to the Commission
-- for approval, when it is approved, and when the file and

agreement will be made public.

Thank you very much in advance for keeping us posted.

Sincerely,

Z E l a

Enclosure



BEFORE TUE FEDERAL ELECT?9 r"O;8I f,"

In the Matter of )
MUR 2649James C. Wright, Jr. SN T ESENSITVE

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

Attached is a conciliation agreement which has been signed by

counsel for James C. Wright, Jr. (Attachment 1).

CNI

NThis Office also recommends that the Commission close the
C file with regard to Mr. Wright. This Office is not recommending

at this time that the Commission close the complete file because

of questions, which arose during the investigation of the book

purchase made by the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

Association ("the SBCA"), regarding a fundraiser held in

September, 1985, by that trade association's separate segregated

fund, the Satellite Television Industry Association/The Society

for Private and Commercial Earth Stations Political Action

Committee ("SPACEPAC"), for the Wright Appreciation Fund ("the

Fund"). This fundraiser was sponsored by SPACEPAC but was



Sb
-2-

S6
apparently paid for by the SBCA and resulted in contributions

earmarked for the Fund but made through SPACEPAC. A report

addressing SPACEPAC's fundraising activities on behalf of the Fund

and other committees is being prepared.'

II. RECOMMENDATION

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with James C.
Wright, Jr.

2. Close the file as it pertains to James C. Wright, Jr.

3. Approve the appropriate letter.

Dat /

General Counsel

Attachment
Conciliation Agreement

Staff Assigned : Anne A. Weissenborn

1. The Fund served as joint fundraising representative for the
Congressman Wright Appreciation Committee and the Majority
Congress Committee.



S S
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

James C. Wright, Jr.
MUR 2649

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on April 21, 1992, the

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

actions in MUR 2649:

1. Accept the conciliation agreement

with James C. Wright, Jr., as
recommended in the General Counsel's

Report dated April 15, 1992.

2. Close the file as it pertains to

James C. Wright, Jr.

3. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recommended in the General Counsel's

Report dated April 15, 1992.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, 
Potter

and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

a- 27- Q2I ~ U ~
j)II

Date ,T arjorieV . Emmons
(Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Secretariat: Thurs., April 16, 1992 11:45 a.m.

Circulated to the Commission: Thurs., April 16, 1992 4:00 p.m.

Deadline for vote: Tues., April 21, 1992 4:00 p.m.

dr

C\!

C%'



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHI%(;TO% DC.'O44.I

April 28, 1992

Abbe David Lowell, Esquire
David E. Frulla, Esquire
Brand & Lowell
923 Fifteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

RE: MUR 2649
James C. Wright, Jr.

Dear Mr. Lowell and Mr. Frulla:

On April 22, 1992, the Federal Election Commission accepted
the signed conciliation agreement and civil penalty submitted on
your client's behalf in settlement of a violation of 2 U.S.C.
5 441i, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended, in effect in 1985 and 1986. Accordingly, the file has
been closed in this matter as it pertains to your client.

This matter will become a part of the public record within
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 ten
days. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the General
Counsel. Please be advised that information derived in connectionwith 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. 55 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.
5 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.



Abbe David Lowell 4 quire
David E. Frulla, Esquire
page 2

Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed
conciliation agreement for your files. Please note that the civil
penalty is due within 30 days of the conciliation agreement's
effective date. If you have any questions, please contact me at
(202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

Anne A. Weissenborn
Senior Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

) MUR 2649

James C. Wright, Jr.

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by Citizens for Reagan. The Federal Election Commission

("Commission") found reason to believe that James C. Wright, Jr.,

("Respondent") violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondent, having

participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior to a finding

CN of probable cause to believe, do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and the

!' subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has the effect

of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(4)(A)(i).

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate

that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this agreement with

the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. In 1984 and 1985, 2 U.S.C. 5 441i limited to $2,000

the amount which any elected officer of a branch of the Federal

Government could accept as an honorarium for any appearance, speech,

or article.



2. In 1984 and 1985 11 C.F.R. 5 110.12(b) defined

"honorarium" as "a payment of money or anything of value received

by an officer or employee of the Federal government, if it is

accepted as consideration for an appearance, speech, or article."

3. In 1984 and 1985 11 C.F.R. S 110.12(b)(1) defined

"officer or employee of the Federal government" as including "any

Member of Congress."

4. In 1984 and 1985 Respondent was a member of the

United States House of Representatives and thus was subject to the

provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

5. By letter dated March 30, 1984, the president of

Southwest Texas State University ("the University") invited

011 Respondent to give a speech at the University. In the same letter

- Respondent was offered an honorarium of $3,000 plus expenses.

'1) 6. On October 16, 1984, Respondent gave a speech at

the University. A check for $3,000 was written by the University

made payable to Respondent and dated October 12, 1984.

7. Respondent later endorsed the $3,000 check from the

University to Madison Publishing Company ("Madison"), publisher of

Respondent's book, Reflections of a Public Man. Madison then sent

to the University 504 copies of Respondent's book.

8. Respondent received $1,650 or 55% of the $3,000 paid

to Madison, pursuant to his contract with Madison to publish and

market his book.

9. On September 3, 1985, Respondent appeared at the

annual trade show of the Satellite Television Industry
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Association, now the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

Association ("SBCA"), held in Nashville, Tennessee. Respondent

did not receive any payment from the Satellite Television Industry

Association designated as an honorarium for this appearance.

10. On September 5, 1985, Madison received a check dated

August 28, 1985, in the amount of $10,000 from the Satellite

Television Industry Association for the purchase of 1,680 copies

of Respondent's book, Reflections of a Public Man.

11. Respondent received $5,500 of the $10,000 paid for

the books, pursuant to his contract with Madison.

V. Respondent has contended that his receipt of the $3,000

check from the University was at most an inadvertent receipt of anC 4

excessive honorarium which was rectified when the $3,000 was used

to purchase books for the University. For purposes of reaching an

agreement in this matter, Respondent does not contest the

Commission's determination that Respondent's receipt of an

honorarium from the University of $3,000 exceeded the $2,000 per

appearance limitation on honoraria, in violation of 2 U.S.C.

S 441i.

VI. Respondent has contended that the bulk purchase of his

book by the Satellite Television Industry Association for $10,000,

resulting in a payment to him of $5,500, was not made in lieu of

an honorarium for his contemporaneous appearance at the SBCA trade

show in 1985. For purposes of reaching an agreement in this

matter, Respondent does not contest the Commission's determination
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that Respondent's $5,500 share of the proceeds from this bulk

purchase exceeded the $2,000 per appearance limitation on

honoraria, in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441i.

VII. Respondent will pay to the Federal Election Commission

the amount of Four Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($4,500),

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(5)(A).

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with this

agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

action for relief in the United States District Court for the

CDistrict of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

X. Respondent shall have no more than 30 days from the date

this agreement becomes effective to comply with and implement the

requirement(s) contained in this agreement and to so notify the

Commission.

XI. 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,
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made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not

contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

Lawrence M. Noble J
General Counsel

Date

FOR THE RESPONDENT:

C\3 (Position) A

C\

April 9, 1992
Date



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION .

In the Matter of ) SENSITIVE
Wright Appreciation Fund )

and Craig Ruppe, as treasurer
Wright Appreciation Committee

and Henry Kerry, as treasurer
Majority Congress Committee and

its treasurer ) MUR 2649
satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association, Inc.
Satellite Television Industry
Association/The Society for Private
and Commercial Earth Stations )
Political Action Committee and
its treasurer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

During the investigation of relationships between bulk

purchases of Reflections of a Public Man by James C. Wright, Jr.,

and Mr. Wright's appearances at events sponsored by purchasers,

information was received concerning a fundraiser held by the

political action committee of one of the book purchasers during

that purchaser's annual trade show. The principal event in

question was the trade show of the Satellite Television Industry

Association, Inc., now the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association ("SBCA"), held in Nashville, Tennessee,

in early September, 1985, while the fundraiser was an invitational

event sponsored by the Satellite Television Industry

Association/The Society for Private and Commercial Earth Stations

Political Action Committee ("SPACEPAC"). SPACEPAC registered with
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the Commission on March 31, 1982, became a multicandidate committee

as of September 4, 1984, and terminated as of its 1987 mid-Year

Report.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

a. SPACEPAC Fundraiser

As was noted in this office's report of March 18, 1992, the

president of the SBCA, Charles Hewitt, in his response to the

Commission's initial interrogatories concerning the SBCA's book

purchase, stated that a fundraiser was held for Mr. Wright during

his attendance at the 1985 trade show. In his response to a second
CD set of interrogatories addressed to the SBCA concerning the

fundraiser (Attachment 1), Mr. Hewitt stated that, to the best of

his recollection,

there was a reception of some type associated withMr. Wright's speech to several thousand of the
attendees of the trade show in question. Thefundraising itself was conducted prior to the showand the source of the guest list for the purpose of

N-T the fundraising was the list of SBCA "Pioneer
Members" (which at that time was the highest level
of members in the Association), plus other dealersand distributors who had been solicited 1by the lawfirm of Brown & Finn prior to the show.

Mr. Hewitt also stated,

The purpose of the fundraising effort was to
provide to Mir. Wright campaign funds. Any
solicitation, whether oral or in writing, was
conducted by, written by and handled by the law
firm of Brown & Finn.

1. In his response Mr. Hewitt stated, as he did in his earlierresponse to interrogatories, that all SBCA records related to thismatter had previously been provided to the U.S. House of Represen-tatives and had not been returned.
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With regard to the contributions raised, Mr. Hewitt stated,

It is my recollection that the total amount of
contributions resulting from the fundraising effortwas about twenty thousand dollars ($20,000).
[Tlhis answer is not formed from a review of any
documentation or other records.

And with regard to the expenses for this fundraiser, it is Mr.

Hewitt's recollection that

[tihe cost of any reception at the trade show would
have been most likely covered as a trade show
expense. We have conducted a second search of our
records, including those in storage, to determinewhether or not we can identify any specific
expenses for a reception held for Mr. Wright at the
September, 1985 trade show. We have been unable to
separately identify such expenses.

Given the apparently prominent role played by Brown & Finn,

now Brown, Finn & Nietert ("BFN") in the organization of the
C i reception for Mr. Wright at the SBCA trade show, a series of

interrogatories were also submitted to that firm. According to the

response submitted by Richard L. Brown through counsel on

February 11, 1992, (Attachment 2), the fundraising event was

sponsored by SPACEPAC.2 Mr. Brown has stated,

The fundraiser was a reception held in a suite at
the Opryland Hotel in Nashville, Tennessee, on
September 3, 1985. The fundraiser was held prior
to Mr. Wright's speech at the SBCA trade show. To
the best of BFN's recollection, approximately
thirty to fifty invitations to the fundraiser were

2. During 1982 SPACEPAC reported only $3,125 in receipts and$900 in expenditures. During the 1983-84 election cycle itsreceipts totaled $15,722 and its expenditures $17,400, the latterincluding $14,900 in contributions to candidates. Prior to theevent here at issue SPACEPAC's 1985 activities had involved $2,400
in receipts and $2,542.56 in expenditures, $1,700 of which
consisted of contributions to two federal candidates. Nocontributions had been made to a committee associated with Mr.
Wright.
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distributed primarily to SBCA's directors and other
members of the trade association.

The purpose of the fundraising event which was
sponsored by SPACEPAC, not the SBCA, was to raisemonies for the "Jim Wright Appreciation Fund", a
joint-fundraising committee between the Majority
Congress Committee (a non-connected federal
political committee) and the Wright Appreciation
Committee (Ir. Wright's authorized campaign
committee). Solicitations involved thedistribution of invitations . . . as well as
follow-up telephone calls requesting confirmation
regarding whether or not the invitee would be
attending the fundraiser.

To the best of BFN's recollection, the fundraising
event . . . raised approximately $26,035.00 for the"Jim Wright Appreciation Fund". Contributions

Sraised in connection with the event were earmarked
through SPACEPAC, and reported as earmarked
contributions to both the recipient committee and
the Federal Election Commission ....

To the best of BFN's recollection, the direct costs
associated with the SPACEPAC-sponsored fundraising
event were nominal. The fundraiser was held in theSBCA-directors convention hospitality suite, and
lasted less than one hour. To the best of BFN's
recollection, the hospitality suite was stocked by
the SBCA with beverages and snack foods for the
entire convention, and no additional refreshments
were ordered for the fundraiser.

Moreover, to the best of BFN's recollection,
invitations to the fundraiser were included in an
SBCA regular newsletter or other mailing, and thusit is likely that no additional postage costs were
incurred due to the fundraiser.

3. In 1985 the Wright Appreciation Fund was established to serveas the joint fundraising representative for the second twocommittees, the first of which was Mr. Wright's authorizedcampaign committee and the second a multicandidate committeecreated by Mr. Wright which contributed to congressional
candidates.
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The invitation to this fundraising event (Attachment 3)

stated, "The SPACEPAC Committee for The Honorable Jim Wright

cordially invite you to attend a wine tasting in his honor." The

event was to be held on September 3, 1985, in the "SPACE Suite" and

the charge was to be $500 per person. At the top of the invitation

are listed eight names of individuals, apparently the SPACEPAC

committee cited below.

There are no expenditures for this event included by SPACEPAC

in its 1985 reports to the Commission. According to the responses

to the Brown, Finn and Nietert interrogatories, the costs of the

fundraising event, which would have involved the invitations,

follow-up telephone calls, room rental and refreshments, were met

by the trade association itself, not SPACEPAC. Thirty to fifty

-_ invitations went out, the room used for an hour was the SBCA's

convention hospitality suite, and the food and drinks were already

in the room. Neither the SBCA nor BFN has provided the exact

amount of the expenditures allocable to the fundraising event,

although the latter has stated that the costs would have been

"nominal".

The contributions for Mr. Wright received by SPACEPAC and sent

on to the Wright Appreciation Fund were not nominal. According to

information supplied by Brown, Finn and Nietert and contained in

SPACEPAC's amended reports to the Commission, fifty-four

individuals contributed a total of $26,035 in amounts ranging from

$10 to $2,000.

SPACEPAC's 1985 Year End Report shows that it disbursed

$26,015 by means of a SPACEPAC check to the Wright Appreciation
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Fund on November 5, 1985, (see also Attachment 4-a) and an

additional $20 on December 28, 1985, to the same committee. The

first of these checks (Attachment 4-b), written on a SPACEPAC

account, was deposited by the Wright Appreciation Fund on November

12, 1985, (Attachment 4-c) and later, apparently on February 11,

1986, and March 14, 1986, the funds were divided between the Wright

Appreciation Committee and the Majority Congress Committee on an

approximately 3-1 basis ($19,526.25 to the WAC and $6,508.75 to the

MCC). The Wright Appreciation Committee and the Majority Congress

Committee reported these contributions as having been received on

November 12, 1985, and December 10, 1985, from the individual

contributors and as having been divided between the above two

4committees. (See Attachment 5)C"<
It is not clear from the information in hand that all of the

individuals who contributed to the Wright Appreciation Fund through

SPACEPAC actually were invited to and/or attended the fundraising

event on September 3, 1985. The dates of the contributions ranged

from August 22 to November 7, 1985. In addition, because the

amounts of the individual contributions were as low as $10 and as

high as $2,000, it appears either that the $500 figure on the

invitation was optional or that another solicitation effort was

used separate from the fundraiser.

It also appears that the individual contributors understood

that their contributions would go to Jim Wright, but it does not

appear that all were told that their contributions would go to the

4. The Majority Congress Committee submitted the Wright
Appreciation Committee's amended report as its own.
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Wright Appreciation Fund and then on to the Wright Appreciation
Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. The invitation
cited above does not include a statement to this effect and the
contributors generally made their checks payable either to some
combination of SPACEPAC and Jim Wright or only to SPACEPAC with a
notation that it was for Jim Wright. Some of the checks were

simply made payable to SPACEPAC with no notation. (Attachment6)5

B. Statutory and Regultr Poiions

The Federal Election Campaign Act ("the Act") defines
"contribution" as including "any gift, . . . loan, advance,

or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of
influencing any election for Federal office." The Act limits to an
aggregate of $5,000 the contributions which a multicandidate

committee may make to a candidate committee per election or to

5. None of the checks cite the Wright Appreciation Fund as anintended recipient. Follow-up letters apparently written to thecontributors of more than $1,000 cite "your contribution toCongressman James C. Wright." (Attachment 7-a). There were,however, at least four contributors of more than $1,000 who signedcards which authorized the Fund to allocate their contributions incompliance with the FECA and which agreed to a division of theircontributions to the Wright Appreciation Committee between theprimary and general elections. (Attachment 7-b). Brown, Finn andNietert has also provided completed contributor cards which toldthe donors to make their checks payable to the Wright AppreciationFund. (Attachment 8). Therefore, these particular individualsapparently had reason to know, if only after the fact, the exactdisposition of their contributions to Jim Wright.

The contributor cards at Attachment 8 cite "Jim Wright'sCowtown Jamboree," a large Wright Appreciation Fund fundraiserheld in November in Fort worth, Texas. Because the reports filedby SPACEPAC and the Fund show no contributions from theindividuals whose names are on the cards other than thosecollected by SPACEPAC in August and September, 1985, and sent onto the Fund on November 12, 1985, it appears that thesecontributors were permitted to apply their earlier contributionstoward becoming a "sponsor" of the Cowtown Jamboree activities.
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another multicandidate committee per calendar year. 2 U.s.c.

5 441a(a)(2)(A) and (C). Contributions from individuals are

limited to $1,000 per election to candidate committees and $5,000

per calendar year to multicandidate committees. 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(a)(1)(A) and (C).

2 U.S.C. 5 441b generally prohibits corporations from making

contributions or expenditures in connection with federal elections.

However, an incorporated trade association may make partisan

communications to its individual members and to representatives of

corporate members. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(b)(2); 11 C.F.R. 5 114.3(a)(2)

and 5 114.8(h). These partisan communications may include the

suggestion that a contribution be made to a specific candidate so

long as the trade association itself does not facilitate the making

of such contributions. See Explanation and Justification of

Regulations, H. Doc. No. 95-44, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. at 104-105.

See also Advisory Opinion 1982-2.

-Z Incorporated membership organizations, like other

corporations, may also establish, administer and solicit voluntary

contributions to a separate segregated fund. 2 U.S.C.

5 441b(b)(2)(C).

The Commission's regulations expressly permit control by a

corporation of its separate segregated fund. 11 C.F.R.

5 114.5(d). The separate segregated fund thus becomes in effect an

arm of the creating and administering body. The only separation

between the two entities mandated by law is that their funds be

kept strictly segregated. Pipefitters v. United States, 407 U.S.

385, 414 (1972).
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As with other corporations, contributions must be made to or

through the separate segregated fund of an incorporated membership

organization, not to or through the association itself.

The costs incurred by a membership organization or a

corporation for a communication to its members or executive or

administrative personnel are not expenditures for purposes of the

Act so long as the organization is not established primarily to

influence elections for Federal office, although expenditures for

communications expressly advocating the election or defeat of a

clearly identified candidate must be reported if they exceed $2,000

per election. 2 u.s.c. 5 431(9)(B)(iii) and 11 C.F.R $ 100.8(b)(4).

The Act provides that any person, defined to include a

committee, may act as a conduit or intermediary of contributions

earmarked for a particular candidate, provided that the conduit or

intermediary reports the original source and the intended recipient

of such earmarked contributions to the Commission and to the

intended recipient. 2 U.S.C. 5 441(a)(8); 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6.

C- Commission regulations state that "earmarked means 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.F.R. S 110.6(b). These

regulations require a conduit or intermediary to transmit an

earmarked contribution to the intended recipient within 10 days of

the conduit's or intermediary's receipt of the contribution.

11 C.F.R. S 102.8(a) and (c) and 11 C.F.R. S l10.6(b)(2)(iii).
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Contributions which pass through the conduit's account are to be

disclosed, regardless of amount, on schedules of itemized receipts

and expenditures filed with the Commission by the conduit and are

to be included in the total receipts and disbursements reported by

the conduit. See 11 C.F.R. 5 1l0.6(c)(1)(i).

Because conduit activity facilitates contributions, only a

corporation's separate segregated fund may engage in such an

undertaking. Advisory Opinion 1986-4 (see discussion below).

Commission regulations provide that a conduit's or

intermediary's contribution limits are not affected by passing on

earmarked contributions, except where the conduit exercises any

direction or control over the choice of the recipient candidate.

C 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(1). The regulations state that if the conduit

or intermediary exercises direction or control over the choice of

the recipient candidate, the contribution shall be considered a

contribution by both the original contributor and the conduit and

shall be so reported. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d)(2).

The regulations with regard to direction or control by a

conduit are based upon the legislative history of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(8). The Report of the Committee on House Administration

on the 1974 amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act stated,

It is the understanding of the committee that
the following rule will apply with respect to
the application of the contributions limitations
established by [current section 441aJ: if a
person exercises any direct or indirect control
over the making of a contribution, then such
contribution shall count toward the limitation
imposed with respect to such person under
subsection [441a], but it will not count toward
such a person's contribution limitation when it
is demonstrated that such person exercised no



direct or indirect control over the making of

the contribution involved.

H.R. Rep. No. 1239, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 16 (1974), reprinted in
FEC Legislative History of Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1984 at 650 (1977). The Conference Report contained
the same language. H.R. Rep. No. 1438, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 51,

52 (1974).

Neither the legislative history nor the Commission's
regulations provide specific guidance as to the criteria required
for a conduit to be considered to have exercised "direction or
control" over the choice of the recipient candidate of an
earmarked contribution. See Explanation and Justification for

C\ 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d), 54 Fed. Reg. 34098 (1989). The issue of
"direction or control" has been addressed by the Commission on a
case-by-case basis, and recently by the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia in the context of a particular solicitation

program.

C. Advisory and Judicial Opinions - Direction or Control

Several advisory opinions issued by the Commission have
addressed the "direction or control" issue with regard to the
activities of a separate segregated fund and its connected
organization. In Advisory Opinion 1981-57, the Commission
considered whether contributions made through a payroll deduction
plan could be earmarked for specific candidates without affecting
the conduit's contribution limit. The conduit, the segregated
fund of a labor organization, proposed that the union's members be
permitted to authorize payroll deductions which would be
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transferred to the conduit committee as contributions earmarked

for either a named candidate or a political action committee.

Each individual would be able to determine the timing of the

earmarked contribution because he or she could make arrangements

for earmarking at any time. In light of the requester's

assertions that the conduit would serve only as an intermediary

and that contributors would be permitted to contribute to any

candidate or political committee, the Commission determined that

the payroll deduction plan would be permissible. The Commission

also did not find that the proposed plan would result in direction

or control by the conduit. There was no indication in the

proposal that the segregated fund would make separate

N communications to members urging earmarking to particular

- candidates; however, in a footnote, the Commission expressly

reserved the question of whether, if such separate communications

took place, the conduit would be deemed to have exercised

direction or control over resulting contributions.

In Advisory Opinion 1986-4, a corporation proposed a

solicitation program run by "volunteer" corporate employees. The

corporation did not have a separate segregated fund. The proposal

called for the so-called volunteers to solicit a "pledge" from

corporate executives to make a specific amount of political

contributions. The corporate executives would complete a form

indicating their degree of interest in participating, the

contribution categories they wanted to learn more about, and the

amount of their contribution pledge. A corporate employee would

then act as administrator of the solicitation program by matching
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up potential contributors with contribution possibilities. The

Commission utilized a "totality of the circumstances" approach in

concluding that the corporation would exercise direction or

control over the proposed earmarked contributions because it would

be the corporation which would decide whether, in response to a

solicitation, a candidate should receive an earmarked

contribution, what the aggregate amount should be, and who should

be canvassed until that amount was reached. In addition, although

the checks were to be made payable to the candidate committee,

they were to be collected by the corporation and delivered to the

recipient by a corporate representative, thereby also placing

control of timing with the corporation.

The Commission also determined in AO 1986-4 that the

- corporation would have to establish a separate segregated fund to

!r) perform the conduit's role. In addition, if the planned

solicitation program remained the same, the separate segregated

fund would also have to report contributions made to candidates

and other committees as coming from both the original contributors

and the fund. In other words, direction or control would still

exist even if a separate segregated fund were to be established by

the corporation. 6

6. During its consideration of Advisory Opinion Request 1987-29,
the Commission failed by a vote of 3-3 to approve a draft responsewhich would have determined that the requester's planned conduit
program would have resulted in direction or control. The advisory
opinion request, submitted by an incorporated membership
organization, stated that the organization wished to encourage itsmembers to contribute to candidates endorsed by the organization
by establishing an honorific designation called "the Legislative
Circle." To be eligible, individual members would have to agreeto make a minimum of $1,000 in contributions, of which $600 would
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In June, 1992, the United States Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia Circuit in Federal Election Commission v.-

National Republican Senatorial Committee, No. 91-5176 (D.C. Cir.

June 12, 1992)("FEC v. NRSC"), reversed the decision of the

district court in Federal Election Commission v. National

Republican Senatorial Committee, 761 F. Supp. 813 (D.D.C.

1991)("NRSC"), which had found that the National Republican

Senatorial Committee, as a conduit, had exerted some "direction or

control" over contributions which it had solicited for Republican

candidates for the United States Senate in 1986, with resulting

violations of the reporting and contribution limitation provisions

of the Act. The NRSC program at issue involved direct mail

solicitations consisting of 24 versions of a letter citing four

(Footnote 6 continued from previous page)
* - have to go to candidates selected from those endorsed by the

membership organization. The individuals were to receive
follow-up letters or telephone calls soliciting contributions to
endorsed candidates or committees. The membership organization
asserted that it would not facilitate the making of contributions
by providing envelopes or stamps, but contributions were to be
forwarded to the organization's separate segregated fund for
delivery. Costs of the solicitation efforts would be absorbed by
the membership organization, while the costs of receipt and
delivery of contributions would be borne by the separate
segregated fund.

The draft response to this scenario found it to be very
similar to that at issue in AO 1986-04 and thus to result in
direction or control. In both instances it was the program which
would direct the individual to a specific candidate and which
would urge the individual not only to contribute, but to do so
through the corporation's separate segregated fund. The draft
also found that the membership organization was attempting to
control the timing of the contributions through follow-up
solicitations. In addition, such control would be exerted by
making participation in the special program contingent upon giving
to endorsed candidates.
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unnamed Senatorial campaigns in four named states which were

assertedly in special need of assistance. Each letter requested a

specific amount, depending upon the donative histories of those on

the various lists used, and contributors were asked to make their

checks payable to the NRSC or to a fund controlled by that

committee. The resulting contributions were placed in an NRSC

account and then distributed among the candidate committees.

The district court found that "some direction or control"

resulted from the following cited facts:

The NRSC, not the candidates, chose how many
NeIN letters would mention each candidate and which

candidates would be mentioned in which letters;
The NRSC, not the candidates, selected the
mailing lists for each version of the letters
mailed;

-* The potential donors were given only one choice-
"to write checks to the NRSC for equal
distribution to four preselected candidates;

The letters requested precise amounts - there was
no suggestion that they could contribute other
amounts;

Because the solicitation letters cited potential
beneficiaries by state, the identities of the

vcandidates were "obscured". ... "[TJhe
fundraisers hoped to raise funds for candidates
for whom donors might have little specific
enthusiasm by blurring the specific funding
requests in a general pro-party message."-

The NRSC deposited the checks received into its
own account; and,

Its legal obligation to pass on the checks to the
candidate committees was not clear in the
solicitation letters.

761 F.Supp. at 818-819.

Earlier the district court had addressed the same facts as the
result of an action brought against the Commission by Common Cause,
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pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(8). In Common Cause v. Federal

Election Commission, 729 F. Supp. 148 (D.D.C.. 1990), ("Common

Cause") the court found that the Commission's initial failure, by a

vote of 3-3 to find probable cause to believe the NRSC had violated

2 U.S.C. S5 434(b) and 441a(h) with regard to the conduit program

described above, had been arbitrary and capricious.

In FEC v. NRSC, the court of appeals based its decision to

reverse upon the same equally divided vote as that at issue in

Common Cause, finding that the statement of reasons issued by the

Commissioners who had opposed making probable cause to believe

determinations "provided a reasoned justification for not

proceeding" and represented the official Commission construction of

C\ 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d). The appeals court focused upon the two

factors which the dissenting Commissioners had determined to not be

indicative of direction or control, namely the deposit of solicited
contributions into the NRSC's account prior to distribution to the

recipient candidate committees, and the pre-selection by the NRSC

of the candidates for whom contributions were solicited, and found

the dissenters' construction of the regulation to be reasonable.

D. Application of Law to Facts

1. Corporate Contributions

The first issue to be addressed is whether or not the SBCA

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b by having incurred expenditures in

connection with the fundraiser held for Jim Wright by the SBCA's

separate segregated fund. As noted above, the association

acknowledges that between thirty and fifty invitations to this

event were included in mailings to its members. These invitations
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included a solicitation for contributions, and were followed up by

telephone calls seeking confirmation of attendance at the

fundraiser. The association also acknowledges that the event was

held in the association's hospitality suite and that the

refreshments served were those stocked by the SBCA for the

convention.

With regard to the solicitations, the Act and regulations

do, as stated above, permit a trade association to suggest to its

members that they contribute to specific candidates so long as the

association does not facilitate the making of the contributions by,

for example, providing either envelopes or a payroll deduction plan

or by collecting the contributions itself. Communication costs are

not included within the definition of expenditure.

In the present matter, the association apparently included

invitations to the fundraiser in a more general mailing to members.

These invitations included a solicitation; however, these

invitations were part of the overall preparations for the SPACEPAC

fundraising event rather than solely communications seeking

contributions. Thus, the corporation's expenditures for printing

and mailing the invitations, along with those incurred for

follow-up telephone calls, do not qualify as exempt communication

expenditures. Rather, they were part of the facilitation of

contributions to Mr. Wright. 7 As for the cost of the room and the

refreshments for the fundraiser, the trade association acknowledges

7. Although the contributions apparently went into a SPACEPAC
account and were then forwarded by means of a SPACEPAC check,
questions arise as to whether the corporation was involved in the
initial receipt of the contributions.
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that the room was one already being used by the association in

connection with the trade fair and that the refreshments were part

of general provisions for the fair participants. It should be

possible to obtain from the hotel an approximation of what Mr.

Wright and/or his committees would have had to expend if they had

undertaken this fundraiser on their own.

It Appears that the SBCA made corporate expenditures on behalf

of Mr. Wright in these regards, resulting in a violation of

2 U.s.c. 5 441b. This Office recommends that the Commission find

reason to believe that the SBCA violated 2 U.s.c. 5 441b.

2. Conduit Activities - Direction or Control

As stated above, between August 22 and November 7, 1985,

SPACEPAC collected a total of $26,035 from members of the SBCA

which it forwarded by means of a SPACEPAC check to the Wright

Appreciation Fund on November 5, 1985. These contributions were

* the result of a solicitation effort which apparently sought

contributions for only one candidate, namely James C. Wright, Jr.

The invitations cited the figure of $500 as the amount of admission

to the fundraiser, although smaller (and larger) amounts were

apparently accepted. Almost all of the contributor checks were

earmarked for Jim Wright, but were made payable to SPACEPAC - Jim

Wright, or a variation thereof, not to a particular committee. The

contributions went into the SPACEPAC account where many were held

for two months or more before being sent on to the Wright

Appreciation Fund which in turn distributed the funds to two other

committees. Approximately three fourths of the amount received

went to Mr. Wright's authorized committee and one fourth to the
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multicandidate committee which he had established to support other

candidates for Congress.

11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d) states that contributions made through a

conduit will not affect the conduit's contribution limitation

unless the conduit exercises any direction or control over the

choice of the recipient candidate. In FEC v. NRSC, the court of

appeals found reasonable the argument that a conduit's

pre-selection of the candidates or campaigns to benefit from a

particular solicitation program, and the deposit of resulting

contributions into the conduit's account prior to distribution,

would not result in "direction or control" over the choice of the

ultimate recipients.

The conduit program established and executed by the SBCA and

SPACEPAC for the benefit of Mr. Wright differed in certain

significant respects from the program at issue in FEC. v. NRSC. In

FEC v. NRSC, the solicitation program before the court informed the

potential contributors that their contributions would be divided

among four campaigns identified by specific state names, and the

contributions were so divided. Although the NRSC had control of

the overall system, the contributors were told, albeit indireclty,

which campaigns they were being asked to support and they made the

ultimate decisions to give to the campaigns in the four cited

states.

In the present matter the solicitation was for "Jim Wright,"

but the apparent intent of SPACEPAC, and its ultimate practice, was

to send the contributions on to a joint fundraising committee which

then redistributed the contributions to Mr. Wright's authorized
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campaign committee and to a separate, multicandidate political

action committee. It was apparently not made clear to the persons

solicited by SPACEPAC where their contributions would go and/or

which candidates besides Mr. Wright would benefit, resulting in

SPACEPAC's participation in the direction or control of the

selection of the ultimate recipients.

Secondly, in FEC v. NRSC the contributions received by the

conduit went into the conduit's account, and were distributed

within the 10 days required by 11 C.F.R. SS 102.6(b) and

1l0.6(b)(2)(iii). In the present matter the contributions remained

in the conduit's account for two months or more prior to being sent

on, resulting in SPACEPAC's having determined the timing of the

contributions, distribution.

As noted above, SPACEPAC terminated its existence as a

political committee in 1987; however, its connected organization,

^* the SBCA, continues. Given the SBCA's control of its separate,

segregated fund, the two entities were one for purposes of such

activities as the conduiting of contributions. The SBCA is thus

liable for the acts of SPACEPAC.

This Office recommends that the Commission find that the SBCA,

as the connected organization of SPACEPAC, violated 2 U.S.C.

5 434(b) and 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d)(2) as a result of SPACEPAC's

having failed to report as contributions from itself $26,035 in

contributions which it solicited in 1985 and sent on to the Wright

Appreciation Fund for distribution to the Wright Appreciation

Committee and to the Majority Congress Committee. This Office also

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the
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SBCA, as the connected organization of SPACEPAC, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 4 41a(a)(2)(A).

3. Timing of Transfer

In 1985, as they still do, the Commission's regulations

required conduits to transmit earmarked contributions to the
intended recipient within 10 days of receipt by the conduit.

11 C.F.R. 5 102.8(a). In the present matter, SPACEPAC received the
solicited contributions in late August and September, 1985, but did
not forward the funds to the Wright Appreciation Fund until

November of that year.

On this basis, this Office recommends that the Commission find
reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association, as the connected organization ofC".
SPACEPAC, violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.8(a).

Ill. William Carlos Moore

The complaint filed in MUR 2649 alleged violations of the Act
by a number of respondents including William Carlos Moore whose
company, Madison Publishing Company, had published Reflections of a
Public Man by James C. Wright, Jr. On January 11, 1990, the
Commission rejected the recommendations made by the Office of the
General Counsel that the Commission find reason to believe William

Carlos Moore had violated the Act. However, the file was not

closed as it pertains to this respondent.

In light of the recent acceptance by the Commission of a
conciliation agreement with Mr. Wright and the closing of the file
as it pertains to him, this Office recommends that the Commission

also close the file as it pertains to Mr. Moore.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting andCommunications Association, Inc., violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b.

2. Find reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting andCommunications Association, Inc., as the connected
organization of the Satellite Television IndustryAssociation/'The Society for Private and Commercial EarthStations Political Action Committee, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 434(b), 2 U.S.C. 5 110.6(d)(2) and 2 U.S.C.
5 441a(a)(2)(A).

3. Find reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting andCommunications Association, Inc., as the connected
organization of the Satellite Television IndustryAssociation/The Society for Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action Committee, violated 11 C.F.R.
5 102.8(a).

4. Close the file as it pertains to William Carlos Moore.

5. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis and the
appropriate letters.

• c le l
General Counsel

Attachments

1. Response received from Charles Hewitt
2. Response received from Brown, Finn and Nietert
3. Invitation to SPACEPAC fundraiser
4. Transmission letter, check and Fund report of receipt
5. Appreciation Committee report
6. Examples of checks
7. Sample letter to contributor and allocation cards
8. Letter and information cards
9. Factual and Legal Analysis

Staff Assigned: Anne Weissenborn
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/BONNIE J. ROSS '

COMMISSION SECRETARY

AUGUST 21, 1992

MUR 2649 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATED AUGUST 17, 1992.

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, August 18, 1992 at 4:00 p.m._

Objection(s) have been received from the

Commissioner(s) as indicated by

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Potter

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed

for Tuesday, August 25, 1992

the name(s) checked below:

xxx

xxx

on the meeting agenda

Please notify us who will represent your Division before

the Commission on this matter.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

Wright Appreciation Fund )
and Craig Ruppe, as treasurer; )

Wright Appreciation Committee )
and Henry Kerry, as treasurer;

Majority Congress Committee and )
its treasurer;

Satellite Broadcasting and )
Communications Association, Inc.;)

Satellite Television Industry )
Association/The Society for
Private and Commercial Earth
Stations Political Action )
Committee and its treasurer.

C\: CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on

September 15, 1992, do hereby certify that the Commission

decided by a vote of 5-1 to take the following actions in

C MUR 2649:

V0,1

r1 . Find reason to believe that the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association,
Inc. violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b.

2. Find reason to believe that the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association,
Inc., as the connected organization of the
Satellite Television Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial
Earth Stations Political Action Committee,
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b), 2 U.S.C.
S 110.6(d)(2), and 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(2)(A).

(continued)
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Certification- for MUR 2649
September 15, 1992

3. Find reason to believe that the Satellite
Broadcasting and Communications Association,
Inc., as the connected organization of the
Satellite Television Industry Association/
The Society for Private and Commercial
Earth Stations Political Action Committee,
violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.8(a).

4. Close the file as it pertains to William
Carlos Moore.

5. Approve the Factual and Legal Analysis
and the appropriate letters as recommended
in the General Counsel's report dated

C\: August 17, 1992.

tf Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, McGarry, Potter, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Elliott dissented.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
S retary of the Commission
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October 5, 1992 SENSITIVE

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel 7

SUBJECT: Correction - MUR 2649

On September 15, 1992, the Commission, in response to
recommendations contained in the General Counsel's Report in
MUR 2649 dated August 17, 1992, made several determinations with
regard to violations by the Satellite Broadcasting and
Communications Assocation, Inc., of the Federal Election Campaign
Act and of the Commission's regulations. The second
recommendation in the report contained an incorrect citation to a
regulation; 11 C.F.R. S 110.6(d)(2) was cited as 2 U.S.C.

-- S 110.6(d)(2).

Unless there is an objection, this Office will correct the
record in this matter to show the correct citation, 11 C.F.R.
5 110.6(D)(2).

Staff Assigned: Anne Weissenborn
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

7 MARJORIE W. EMMONS/DONNA ROACH/,C

OCTOBER 6v 1992

CORRECTION - MUR 2649. MEMORANDUM TO THE
COMMISSION DATED OCTOBER 5, 1992

The above-captioned matter was received in the Commission

Secretariat at 3:33 p.m. on Monday, October, 1992 and

circulated on a 24-hour no-objection basis at 4:00 p.m. on

Monday, October 5, 1992.

There were no objections to the recommendation that the

Office of General Counsel will correct the record in this

matter to show the correct citation, 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(D)(2).

CN

"I-

Ire.
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October 14, 1992

Deppish Kirkland
General Counsel
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association, Inc.
225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: tUR 2649

Dear Mr. Kirkland:

On September 15, 1992, the Federal Election Commission found
that there is reason to believe the Satellite Broadcasting and
Communciations Association, Inc., ("SBCA") violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441b, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

cWj as amended ("the Act"), and that the SBCA, as the connected
organization of the Satellite Television Industry Association/The
Society for Private and Commercial Earth Stations Political Action
Committee ("SPACEPAC") violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(b), 11 C.F.R.
S 110.6(d)(2), and 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(2)(A). The 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 SBCA. 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 along with answers to
the enclosed questions within 30 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 SBCA, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that violations have
occurred and proceed with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
5 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the OffTie of the
General Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or recommending
declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be pursued. The
Office of the General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable
cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so that it may
complete its investigation of the matter. Further, the Commission



Deppish Kirkland
General Counsel
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will not entertain requests for pre-probable cause conciliation
after briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent.

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

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

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A), unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to be

CN made public.

CNI For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of
the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations of

-- the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Joan D. Aikens
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
Questions



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 2649

INTERROGATORIES

TO: Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association, Inc.
225 Reinekers Lane
Alexandria, VA 22314

In furtherance of its investigation in the above-captioned

matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby requests that you

submit answers in writing and under oath to the questions set

forth below within 30 days of your receipt of this request.

C4

-l
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INSTRUCTIONS

In answering these interrogatories furnish all information,
however obtained, including hearsay, that is in the possession of,
known by or otherwise available to you, including information
appearing in your records.

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and
unless specifically stated in the particular discovery request, no
answer shall be given solely by reference either to another answer
or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall
set forth separately the identification of each person capable of
furnishing testimony concerning the response given, denoting
separately those individuals who provided informational,
documentary or other input, and those who assisted in drafting the
interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full
after exercising due diligence to secure the full information to
do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability
to answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge
you have concerning the unanswered portion and detailing what you
did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall refer
to the time period from January 1, 1985, to June 1, 1986.

The following interrogatories 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.
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DEFI NIT IONS

For the purpose of these discovery requests, including the
instructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined as
follows:

1youl" shall mean the named respondent in this action to whom
these discovery requests are addressed, including all officers,
employees, agents or attorneys thereof.

"lPersons" shall be deemed to include both singular and
plural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership, committee,
association, corporation, or any other type of organization or
entity.

"Document" shall mean the original and all non-identical
0 copies, including drafts, of all papers and records of every type

in your possession, custody, or control, or known by you to exist.
The term document includes, but is not limited to books, letters,
contracts, notes, diaries, log sheets, records of telephone
communications, transcripts, vouchers, accounting statements,
ledgers, checks, money orders or other commercial paper,
telegrams, telexes, pamphlets, circulars, leaflets, reports,

- memoranda, correspondence, surveys, tabulations, audio and video
recordings, drawings, photographs, graphs, charts, diagrams,
lists, computer print-outs, and all other writings and other data
compilations from which information can be obtained.

"Identify" with respect to a document shall mean state the
nature or type of document (e.g., letter, memorandum), the date,
if any, appearing thereon, the date on which the document was
prepared, the title of the document, the general subject matter
the document, the location of the document, the number of pages
comprising the document.

"Identify" with respect to a person shall mean state the f.
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 pers:n
has to any party in this proceeding. If the person to be
identified is not a natural person, provide the legal and tr3la
names, the address and telephone number, and the full names :.1
both the chief executive officer and the agent designated to
receive service of process for such person.

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of these
interrogatories and requests fo.r the production of documents
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to '~

of their scope.
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QUESTIONS

1. Please describe in detail the sequence and contents of the
arrangements made by the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC through the law firm
of Brown and Finn with James C. Wright for a fundraiser on his
behalf to be held on September 3, 1985.
Please include:

a. Whether this event was held at the initiative of SBCA .
and/or SPACEPAC or at the request of Mr. Wright or his
representative?

b. The identities of the individuals representing Mr. Wright
and the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC who were involved in the
planning of the event.

2. When and by whom were the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC informed that
contributions received in connection with the September 3, 1985,
fundraiser should be forwarded to the Wright Appreciation Fund?

CN 3. Was the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC informed prior to the
September 3, 1985, event of the specific distribution which the
Wright Appreciation Fund would make of contributions forwarded by
the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC. If yes, please identify the person so
notified and state the information regarding such a distribution
which was conveyed.

4. If the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC was informed of the planned
distribution of contributions by the Wright Appreciation Fund
prior to the September 3, 1985, fundraiser, were the persons
solicited for contributions in connection with this event in turn
informed about this potential distribution prior to making their

'-N contributions? If yes, how was this information shared, either
orally or in writing? Was there an oral presentation at the
fundraiser during which the planned distribution was discussed?
If yes, who made this presentation and what was said in this
regard?

5. What requests or instructions, if any, were given by
Mr. Wright or his representative to the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC with
respect to the identification on the invitations to the
September 3, 1985, fundraiser, or in other solicitation
information to be distributed, of the intended ultimate recipients
of potential contributions and with respect to the appropriate
payees on any contribution checks to be written?
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6. If the SBCA and/or SPACEPAC was not informed of plans for the
ultimate distribution of contributions prior to the September 3,
1985, fundraiser, was such information received prior to the
forwarding of the proceeds to the Wright Appreciation Fund on
November 5 and December 28, 1985? If yes, on what date and by
whom was this information supplied?



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Satellite Broadcasting and MUR 2649
Communications Association, Inc.

I. BACKGROUND

During the course of an investigation into the relationship of

the bulk purchase of James C. Wright, Jr.'s book, Reflections of a

Public Man, by the Satellite Television Industry Association,

Inc., now the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications

Association, Inc. ("SBCA"), and Mr. Wright's appearance at an

annual trade show sponsored by that purchaser, the Commission

received information concerning a fundraiser held by the

- - association's political action committee at the time of the same

- trade show. The principal event in question was the association's

trade show held in Nashville, Tennessee, in early September, 1985,

while the fundraiser was an invitational event sponsored by the

Satellite Television Industry Association/The Society for Private

and Commercial Earth Stations Political Action Committee

("SPACEPAC"). SPACEPAC registered with the Commission on March 31,

1982, became a multicandidate committee as of September 4, 1984,

and terminated as of its 1987 Mid-Year Report.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

a. SPACEPAC Fundraiser

The president of the SBCA, Charles Hewitt, in his response to

the Commission's initial interrogatories concerning the SBCA's book

purchase, stated that a fundraiser was held for Mr. Wright during
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his attendance at the 1985 trade show. In his response to a second

set of interrogatories addressed to the SBCA concerning the

fundraiser, Mr. Hewitt stated that, to the best of his

recollection,

there was a reception of some type associated with
Mr. Wright's speech to several thousand of the
attendees of the trade show in question. The
fundraising itself was conducted prior to the show
and the source of the guest list for the purpose of

the fundraising was the list of SBCA "Pioneer
Members" (which at that time was the highest level

of members in the Association), plus other dealers
and distributors who had been solicited 1by the law
firm of Brown & Finn prior to the show.

Mr. Hewitt also stated,

The purpose of the fundraising effort was to
provide to Mr. Wright campaign funds. Any
solicitation, whether oral or in writing, was

CN conducted by, written by and handled by the 
law

firm of Brown & Finn.

With regard to the contributions raised, Mr. Hewitt stated,

If)
It is my recollection that the total amount of
contributions resulting from the fundraising effort

was about twenty thousand dollars ($20,000).
[Tihis answer is not formed from a review of any
documentation or other records.

And with regard to the expenses for this fundraiser, it is

Mr. Hewitt's recollection that

Jtihe cost of any reception at the trade show would
have been most likely covered as a trade show
expense. We have conducted a second search of our

records, including those in storage, to determine
whether or not we can identify any specific
expenses for a reception held for Mr. Wright at the

September, 1985 trade show. We have been unable to
separately identify such expenses.

1. In his response Mr. Hewitt stated, as he did in his earlier

response to interrogatories, that all SBCA records related to this

matter had previously been provided to the U.S. House of Represen-

tatives and had not been returned.
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Given the apparently prominent role played by Brown & Finn,

now Brown, Finn & Nietert ("BFN") in the organization of the

reception for Mr. Wright at the SBCA trade show, a series of

interrogatories were also submitted to that firm. According to the

response submitted by Richard L. Brown through counsel on

February 11, 1992, the fundraising event was sponsored by

SPACEPAC. 2 Mr. Brown has stated,

The fundraiser was a reception held in a suite at
the Opryland Hotel in Nashville, Tennessee, on
September 3, 1985. The fundraiser was held prior
to Mr. Wright's speech at the SBCA trade show. To
the best of BFN's recollection, approximately
thirty to fifty invitations to the fundraiser were
distributed primarily to SBCA's directors and other
members of the trade association.

0-

The purpose of the fundraising event which was
sponsored by SPACEPAC, not the SBCA, was to raise
monies for the "Jim Wright Appreciation Fund", a
joint-fundraising committee between the Majority
Congress Committee (a non-connected federal
political committee) and the Wright Appreciation
Committee (Ir. Wright's authorized campaign
committee). Solicitations involved the
distribution of invitations . . . as well as

2. During 1982 SPACEPAC reported only $3,125 in receipts and
$900 in expenditures. During the 1983-84 election cycle its
receipts totaled $15,722 and its expenditures $17,400, the latter
including $14,900 in contributions to candidates. Prior to the
event here at issue SPACEPAC's 1985 activities had involved $2,400
in receipts and $2,542.56 in expenditures, $1,700 of which
consisted of contributions to two federal candidates. No
contributions had been made to a committee associated with Mr.
Wright.

3. In 1985 the Wright Appreciation Fund was established to serve
as the joint fundraising representative for the second two
committees, the first of which was Mr. Wright's authorized
campaign committee and the second a multicandidate committee
created by Mr. Wright which contributed to congressional
candidates.
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follow-up telephone calls requesting confirmation
regarding whether or not the invitee would be
attending the fundraiser.

To the best of BFN's recollection, the fundraising
event . . . raised approximately $26,035.00 for the
"Jim Wright Appreciation Fund". Contributions

raised in connection with the event were earmarked
through SPACEPAC, and reported as earmarked
contributions to both the recipient committee and
the Federal Election Commission ....

To the best of BFN's recollection, the direct costs

associated with the SPACEPAC-sponsored fundraising
event were nominal. The fundraiser was held in the
SBCA-directors convention hospitality suite, and

'C lasted less than one hour. To the best of BFN's
recollection, the hospitality suite was stocked by

the SBCA with beverages and snack foods for the

C% entire convention, and no additional refreshments

were ordered for the fundraiser.

Moreover, to the best of BFN's recollection,
invitations to the fundraiser were included in an
SBCA regular newsletter or other mailing, and thus
it is likely that no additional postage costs were
incurred due to the fundraiser.

The invitation to this fundraising event stated, "The SPACEPAC

CCommittee for The Honorable Jim Wright cordially invite you to

attend a wine tasting in his honor." The event was to be held on

September 3, 1985, in the "SPACE Suite" and the charge was to be

$500 per person. At the top are listed eight names of individuals,

apparently the SPACEPAC committee cited below.

There are no expenditures for this event included by SPACEPAC

in its 1985 reports to the Commission. According to the responses

to the Brown, Finn and Nietert interrogatories, the costs of the

fundraising event, which would have involved the invitations,

follow-up telephone calls, room rental and refreshments, were met
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by the trade association itself, not SPACEPAC. Thirty to fifty

invitations went out, the room used for an hour was the SBCA's

convention hospitality suite, and the food and drinks were already

in the room. Thus, it would apparently be very difficult to

determine the exact amount of the expenditures allocable to the

fundraising event. It also appears that the costs would have been

in fact relatively nominal.

The contributions for Mr. Wright received by SPACEPAC and sent

on to the Wright Appreciation Fund were not, however, nominal.

According to information supplied by Brown, Finn and Nietert and

contained in SPACEPAC's amended reports to the Commission,

fifty-four individuals contributed a total of $26,035 in amounts

CN
ranging from $10 to $2,000.

SPACEPAC's 1985 Year End Report shows that it disbursed

$26,015 by means of a SPACEPAC check to the Wright Appreciation

Fund on November 5, 1985, and an additional $20 on December 28,

1985, to the same committee. The first of these checks, written on

a SPACEPAC account, was deposited by the Wright Appreciation Fund

on November 12, 1985, and later, apparently on February 11, 1986,

and March 14, 1986, the funds were divided between the Wright

Appreciation Committee and the Majority Congress Committee on an

approximately 3-1 basis ($19,526.25 to the WAC and $6,508.75 to the

MCC). The Wright Appreciation Committee and the Majority Congress

Committee reported these contributions as having been received on

November 12, 1985, and December 10, 1985, from the individual
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contributors and as having been divided between the above two

commites4

It is not clear from the information in hand that all of the

individuals who contributed to the Wright Appreciation Fund through

SPACEPAC actually were invited to and/or attended the fundraising

event on September 3, 1985. The dates of the contributions ranged

from August 22 to November 7, 1985. In addition, because the

amounts of the individual contributions were as low as $10 and as

high as $2,000, it appears either that the $500 figure on the

invitation was optional or that another solicitation effort was

used separate from the fundraiser.

It also appears that the individual contributors understood

that their contributions would go to Jim Wright, but it does not

appear that all were -,d that their contributions would go to the

if's Wright Appreciation Fund and then on to the Wright Appreciation

Committee and the Majority Congress Committee. The invitation

cited above does not include a statement to this effect and the

C contributors generally made their checks payable either to some

combination of SPACEPAC and Jim Wright or only to SPACEPAC with a

notation that it was for Jim Wright. Some of the checks were

simply made payable to SPACEPAC with no notation. 
5

4. The Majority Congress Committee submitted the Wright
Appreciation Committee's amended report as its own.

5. None of the checks cite the Wright Appreciation Fund as an
intended recipient. Follow-up letters apparently written to the
contributors of more than $1,000 cite "your contribution to
Congressman James C. Wright." There were, however, at least four
contributors of more than $1,000 who signed cards which authorized
the Fund to allocate their contributions in compliance with the
FECA and which agreed to a division of their contributions to the
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b. Statutory and Regulatory Provisions

The Federal Election Campaign Act ("the Act") defines

"contribution" as including "any gift, . . . loan, advance,

or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office." The Act limits to an

aggregate of $5,000 the contributions which a multi-candidate

committee may make to a candidate committee per election or to

another multi-candidate committee per calendar year. 2 U.S.C.

5 441a(a)(2)(A) and (C). Contributions from individuals are

limited to $1,000 per election to candidate committees and $5,000

per calendar year to multicandidate committees. 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(1)(A) and (C).

2 U.S.C. S 441b generally prohibits corporations from making

contributions or expenditures in connection with federal elections.

However, an incorporated trade association may make partisan

communications to its individual members and to representatives of

corporate members. 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2); 11 C.F.R. 5 114.3(a)(2)

(Footnote 5 continued from previous page)
Wright Appreciation Committee between the primary and general
elections. Brown, Finn and Nietert has also provided completed
contributor cards which told the donors to make their checks
payable to the Wright Appreciation Fund. Therefore, these
particular individuals apparently had reason to know, if only
after the fact, the exact disposition of their contributions to
Jim Wright.

The contributor cards cite "Jim Wright's Cowtown Jamboree," a

large Wright Appreciation Fund fundraiser held in November in Fort
worth, Texas. Because the reports filed by SPACEPAC and the Fund

show no contributions from the individuals whose names are on the
cards other than those collected by SPACEPAC in August and
September, 1985, and sent on to the Fund on November 12, 1985, it
appears that these contributors were permitted to apply their
earlier contributions toward becoming a "sponsor" of the Cowtown
Jamboree activities.
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and S 114.8(h). These partisan communications may include the

suggestion that a contribution be made to a specific candidate so

long as the trade association itself does not facilitate the making

of such contributions. See Explanation and Justification of

Regulations, H. Doc. No. 95-44, 95th Cong., Ist Sess. at 104-105.

See also Advisory Opinion 1982-2.

Incorporated membership organizations, like other

corporations, may also establish, administer and solicit voluntary

contributions to a separate segregated fund. 2 U.S.C.

5 441b(b)(2)(C).

The Commission's regulations expressly permit control by a

corporation of its separate segregated fund. 11 C.F.R. S 114.5(d).
C\:

The separate segregated fund thus becomes in effect an arm of the

creating and administering body. The only separation between the

two entities mandated by law is that their funds be kept strictly

segregated. Pipefitters v. United States, 407 U.S. 385, 414

(1972).

As with other corporations, contributions must be made to or

through the separate segregated fund of an incorporated membership

organization, not to or through the association itself.

The costs incurred by a membership organization or a

corporation for a communication to its members or executive or

administrative personnel are not expenditures for purposes of the

Act so long as the organization is not established primarily to

influence elections for Federal office, although expenditures for

communications expressly advocating the election or defeat of a
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clearly identified candidate must be reported if they exceed $2,000

per election. 2 U.S.C. s 431(9)(B)(iii) and 11 C.F.R S 100.8(b)(4).

The Act provides that any person, defined to include a

committee, may act as a conduit or intermediary of contributions

earmarked for a particular candidate, provided that the conduit or

intermediary reports the original source and the intended recipient

of such earmarked contributions to the Commission and to the

intended recipient. 2 U.S.C. S 441(a)(8); 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6.

Commission regulations state that "earmarked means 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.F.R. 5 110.6(b). These

regulations require a conduit or intermediary to transmit an,f)

earmarked contribution to the intended recipient within 10 days of

the conduit's or intermediary's receipt of the contribution.

11 C.F.R. 5 102.8(a) and (c) and 11 C.F.R. 5 1l0.6(b)(2)(iii).

Contributions which pass through the conduit's account are to be

disclosed, regardless of amount, on schedules of itemized receipts

and expenditures filed with the Commission by the conduit and are to

be included in the total receipts and disbursements reported by the

conduit. See 2 U.S.C. S 434(b) and 11 C.F.R. 5 i10.6(c)(i)(i).

Because conduit activity facilitates contributions, only a

corporation's separate segregated fund may engage in such an

undertaking. Advisory Opinion 1986-4 (see discussion below).



-10-

Commission regulations provide that a conduit's or

intermediary's contribution limits are not affected by passing on

earmarked contributions, except where the conduit exercises any

direction or control over the choice of the recipient candidate.

11 C.F.R. 5 l10.6(d)(1). The regulations state that if the conduit

or intermediary exercises direction or control over the choice of

the recipient candidate, the contribution shall be considered a

contribution by both the original contributor and the conduit and

shall be so reported. 11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d)(2).

The regulations with regard to direction or control by a

conduit are based upon the legislative history of 2 U.S.C.

S 441a(a)(8). The Report of the Committee on House Administration

on the 1974 amendments to the Federal Election Campaign Act stated,
CN

It is the understanding of the committee that
the following rule will apply with respect to

I the application of the contributions limitations
established by [current section 441a]: if a
person exercises any direct or indirect control
over the making of a contribution, then such
contribution shall count toward the limitation
imposed with respect to such person under
subsection (441a], but it will not count toward
such a person's contribution limitation when it
is demonstrated that such person exercised no
direct or indirect control over the making of
the contribution involved.

H.R. Rep. No. 1239, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 16 (1974), reprinted in

FEC Legislative History of Federal Election Campaign Act

Amendments of 1984 at 650 (1977). The Conference Report contained

the same language. H.R. Rep. No. 1438, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 51,

52 (1974).

Neither the legislative history nor the Commission's

regulations provide specific guidance as to the criteria required



-11-

for a conduit to be considered to have exercised "direction or

control" over the choice of the recipient candidate of an
earmarked contribution. See Explanation and Justification for

11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d), 54 Fed. Reg. 34098 (1989). The issue of

"direction or control" has been addressed by the Commission on a
case-by-case basis, and recently by the Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia in the context of a particular solicitation

program.

C. Advisory and Judicial Opinions - Direction or Control

Several advisory opinions issued by the Commission have
addressed the "direction or control" issue with regard to the

activities of a separate segregated fund and its connected
04 organization. In Advisory Opinion 1981-57, the Commission

considered whether contributions made through a payroll deduction

plan could be earmarked for specific candidates without affecting

.Nl the conduit's contribution limit. The conduit, the segregated

fund of a labor organization, proposed that the union's members be
permitted to authorize payroll deductions which would be

transferred to the conduit committee as contributions earmarked

for either a named candidate or a political action committee.

Each individual would be able to determine the timing of the

earmarked contribution because he or she could make arrangements

for earmarking at any time. In light of the requester's

assertions that the conduit would serve only as an intermediary

and that contributors would be permitted to contribute to any
candidate or political committee, the Commission determined that

the payroll deduction plan would be permissible. The Commission
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also did not find that the proposed plan would result in direction

or control by the conduit. There was no indication in the

proposal that the segregated fund would make separate

communications to members urging earmarking to particular

candidates; however, in a footnote, the Commission expressly

reserved the question of whether, if such separate communications

took place, the conduit would be deemed to have exercised

direction or control over resulting contributions.

In Advisory Opinion 1986-4, a corporation proposed a

solicitation program run by "volunteer" corporate employees. The

corporation did not have a separate segregated fund. The proposal

called for the so-called volunteers to solicit a "pledge" from

CN corporate executives to make a specific amount of political

contributions. The corporate executives would complete a form

indicating their degree of interest in participating, the

contribution categories they wanted to learn more about, and the

amount of their contribution pledge. A corporate employee would

then act as administrator of the solicitation program by matching

up potential contributors with contribution possibilities. The

Commission utilized a "totality of the circumstances* approach in

concluding that the corporation would exercise direction or

control over the proposed earmarked contributions because it would

be the corporation which would decide whether, in response to a

solicitation, a candidate should receive an earmarked

contribution, what the aggregate amount should be, and who should

be canvassed until that amount was reached. in addition, although

the checks were to be made payable to the candidate committee,
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they were to be collected by the corporation and delivered to the

recipient by a corporate representative, thereby also placing

control of timing with the corporation.

The Commission also determined in AO 1986-4 that the

corporation would have to establish a separate segregated fund to

perform the conduit's role. In addition, if the planned

solicitation program remained the same, the separate segregated

fund would also have to report contributions made to candidates

and other committees as coming from both the original contributors

and the fund. In other words, direction or control would still

exist even if a separate segregated fund were to be established by

the corporation.

In June, 1992, the United States Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia Circuit in Federal Election Commission v.

National Republican Senatorial Committee, No. 91-5176 (D.C. Cir.

June 12, 1992)("FEC v. NRSC"), reversed the decision of the

district court in Federal Election Commission v. National

Republican Senatorial Committee, 761 F. Supp. 813 (D.D.C.

1991)("NRSC"), which had found that the National Republican
Senatorial Committee, as a conduit, had exerted some "direction or

control" over contributions which it had solicited for Republican

candidates for the United States Senate in 1986, with resulting

violations of the reporting and contribution limitation provisions

of the Act. The NRSC program at issue involved direct mail

solicitations consisting of 24 versions of a letter citing four

unnamed Senatorial campaigns in four named states which were

assertedly in special need of assistance. Each letter requested a
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specific amount, depending upon the donative histories of those on

the various lists used, and contributors were asked to make their

checks payable to the NRSC or to a fund controlled by that

committee. The resulting contributions were placed in an NRSC

account and then distributed among the candidate committees.

The district court found that "some direction or control"

resulted from the following cited facts:

The NRSC, not the candidates, chose how many
letters would mention each candidate and which
candidates would be mentioned in which letters;
The NRSC, not the candidates, selected the
mailing lists for each version of the letters
mailed;

NO

The potential donors were given only one choice -
"to write checks to the NRSC for equal
distribution to four preselected candidates;

The letters requested precise amounts - there was
no suggestion that they could contribute other
amounts;

Because the solicitation letters cited potential
beneficiaries by state, the identities of the
candidates were "obscured". . . . "[TJhe

117 fundraisers hoped to raise funds for candidates
for whom donors might have little specific
enthusiasm by blurring the specific funding
requests in a general pro-party message.";

The NRSC deposited the checks received into its
own account; and,

Its legal obligation to pass on the checks to the
candidate committees was not clear in the
solicitation letters.

761 F.Supp. at 818-819.

Earlier the district court had addressed the same facts as the

result of an action brought against the Commission by Common Cause,

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(8). In Common Cause v. Federal

Election Commission, 729 F. Supp. 148 (D.D.C.. 1990), ("Common
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Cause") the court found that the Commission's initial failure, by a
vote of 3-3 to find probable cause to believe the NRSC had violated
2 U.S.C. 55 434(b) and 441a(h) with regard to the conduit program

described above, had been arbitrary and capricious.

In FEC v. NRSC, the court of appeals based its decision to

reverse upon the same equally divided vote as that at issue in
Common Cause, finding that the statement of reasons issued by the
Commissioners who had opposed making probable cause to believe

determinations "provided a reasoned justification for not
proceeding" and represented the official Commission construction of
11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d). The appeals court focused upon the two
factors which the dissenting Commissioners had determined to not be
indicative of direction or control, namely the deposit of solicited
contributions into the NRSC's account prior to distribution to the

recipient candidate committees, and the pre-selection by the NRSC

of the candidates for whom contributions were solicited, and found

the dissenters' construction of the regulation to be reasonable.

d. Application of Law to Facts
r1. Corporate Contributions

The first issue to be addressed is whether or not the SBCA
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by having incurred expenditures in

connection with the fundraiser held for Jim Wright by the SBCA's

separate segregated fund. As noted above, the SBCA acknowledges

that between thirty and fifty invitations to this event were
included in mailings to its members. These invitations included a
solicitation for contributions, and were followed up by telephone

calls seeking confirmation of attendance at the fundraiser. The
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association also acknowledges that the event was held in the

association's hospitality suite and that the refreshments served

were those stocked by the SBCA for the convention.

with regard to the solicitations, the Act and regulations do,

as stated above, permit a trade association to suggest to its

members that they contribute to specific candidates so long as the

association does not facilitate the making of the contributions by,

for example, providing either envelopes or a payroll deduction plan

or by collecting the contributions itself. Communication costs are

not included within the definition of expenditure.

In the present matter, the association apparently included

invitations to the fundraiser in a more general mailing to members.

C\: These invitations included a solicitation; however, these

invitations were part of the overall preparations for the SPACEPAC

fundraising event rather than solely communications seeking

contributions. Thus, the corporation's expenditures for printing

and mailing the invitations, along with those incurred for

C follow-up telephone calls, do not qualify as exempt communication

expenditures. Rather, they were part of the facilitation of

contributions to Mr. Wright. 6As for the cost of the room and the

refreshments for the fundraiser, the trade association acknowledges

that the room was one already being used by the association in

connection with the trade fair and that the refreshments were part

of general provisions for the fair participants.

6. Although the contributions apparently went into a SPACEPAC
account and were then forwarded by means of a SPACEPAC check,
questions arise as to whether the corporation was involved in the
initial receipt of the contributions.
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It appears that the SBCA made corporate expenditures on behalf

of Mr. Wright in these regards. There is reason to believe that

the SBCA violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b.

2. Conduit Activities - Direction or Control

As stated above, between August 22 and November 7, 1985,

SPACEPAC collected a total of $26,035 from members of the SBCA

which it forwarded by means of a SPACEPAC check to the Wright

Appreciation Fund on November 5, 1985. These contributions were

the result of a solicitation effort which apparently sought

contributions for only one candidate, namely James C. Wright, Jr.

The invitations cited the figure of $500 as the amount of admission

to the fundraiser, although smaller (and larger) amounts were

apparently accepted. Almost all of the contributor checks were

earmarked for Jim Wright, but were made payable to SPACEPAC - Jim

Wright, or a variation thereof, not to a particular committee. The

contributions went into the SPACEPAC account where many were held

sr for two months or more before being sent on to the Wright

C Appreciation Fund which in turn distributed the funds to two other

committees. Approximately three fourths of the amount received

went to Mr. Wright's authorized committee and one fourth to the

multicandidate committee which he had established to support other

candidates for Congress.

11 C.F.R. 5 110.6(d) states that contributions made through a

conduit will not affect the conduit's contribution limitation

unless the conduit exercises any direction or control over the

choice of the recipient candidate. In FEC v. NRSC, the court of

appeals found reasonable the argument that a conduit's
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pre-selection of the candidates or campaigns to benefit from a

particular solicitation program, and the deposit of resulting

contributions into the conduit's account prior to distribution,

would not result in "direction or control" over the choice of the

ultimate recipients.

The conduit program established and executed by the SBCA and

SPACEPAC for the benefit of Mr. Wright differed in certain

significant respects from the program at issue in FEC. v. NRSC. In

FEC v. NRSC, the solicitation program before the court informed the

potential contributors that their contributions would be divided

Camong four campaigns identified by specific state names, and the

contributions were so divided. Although the NRSC had control of

the overall system, the contributors were told, albeit indirectly,

which campaigns they were being asked to support and they made the

ultimate decisions to give to the campaigns in the four cited

states.

In the present matter the solicitation was for "Jim Wright,"

but the apparent intent of SPACEPAC, and its ultimate practice, was

to send the contributions on to a joint fundraising committee which

then redistributed the contributions to Mr. Wright's authorized

campaign committee and to a separate, multicandidate political

action committee. It was apparently not made clear to the persons

solicited by SPACEPAC where their contributions would go and/or

which candidates besides Mr. Wright would benefit, resulting in

SPACEPAC's participation in the direction or control of the

selection of the ultimate recipients.
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Secondly, in FEC v. NRSC the contributions received by the

conduit went into the conduit's account, and were distributed

within the 10 days required by 11 C.F.R. 55 102.6(b) and

1l0.6(b)(2)(iii). In the present matter the contributions remained

in the conduit's account for two months or more prior to being sent

on, resulting in SPACEPAC's having determined the timing of the

contributions, distribution.

As noted above, SPACEPAC terminated its existence as a

political committee in 1987; however, its connected organization,

the SBCA, continues. Given the SBCA's control of its separate,

segregated fund, the two entities were one for purposes of such

activities as the conduiting of contributions. The SBCA is thus

liable for the acts of SPACEPAC.

There is reason to believe that the SBCA, as the connected

organization of SPACEPAC, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 434(b) and 11 C.F.R.

1 i10.6(d)(2) as a result of SPACEPAC's having failed to report as

contributions from itself $26,035 in contributions which it

solicited in 1985 and sent on to the Wright Appreciation Fund for

distribution to the Wright Appreciation Committee and to the

Majority Congress Committee. There is also reason to believe that

the SBCA, as the connected organization of SPACEPAC, violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(2)(A).

2. Timing of Transfer

In 1985, as they still do, the Commission's regulations

required conduits to transmit earmarked contribution to the

intended recipient between 10 days of receipt by the conduit. In

the present matter, SPACEPAC received the contributions in late
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August and September, 1985, but did not forward the funds to the

Wright Appreciation Fund until November of that year.

There is reason to believe that the Satellite Broadcasting and

Communications Association, as the connected organization of

SPACEPAC, violated 11 C.F.R. 5 102.8(a).

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

Ret: MUR V49

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

In regard to the captioned matter, this is to advise that I no longer serve a
General Counsel to the Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Associatiem,
Inc. and only this afternoon found your communication of October 14, 1992,
upon going through my accumulated mail which had been put aside for me at the
Association. I have provided copies of your communication to the Association's
President this date by facsimile and have notified his adminisirative assistant and
the Association's Dheor of Operations of same and of the need to respond
expeditiously.

I do not know when this mailing actually was received at the SBCA's offices but
it would appear that the foregoing situation has cost us about a week in respome
time. Though the Association's staff changes are not of concern to the
Commission, I would request the consideration of the General Counsel in
extending the time for initial response to your communication.

I cmat &LSSu you that ihe AsciaiWii iakes i uattur vmiy icrouay and will
pursue it with due dispatch. Future communications should be directed to
Charles C. Hewitt, President. In addition, I have alerted those handling the mail
to open any mailing from the Commission, regardless of addressee, to insure that
there is no future delay in handling your communications.

Thank you for your consideration in this regard and for bringing the foregoing
request to the attention of the General Counsel. I remain, C .

Sin rely,

Deppis rkland
741 a

225 Reinekers Lane. Suite 600 * Aexandria, Vwrgnia 22314 * Pone: (703)549.6990 * Far (703)549.7640



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELEION COMM ION

In the Matter of ) MUR 2649
)

RaMnse of Charles C. Hewitt
to lnterrosatories

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

Attached hereto are the Responses of Charles C. Hewitt, President of the

Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association of America, to certain

ON! Interrogatories issued under the seal of the Chairman of the Federal Election

Commission on the 14th day of October, 1992. Also enclosed is material relating to this

matter which we have located in storage since the last interrogatories of Mr. Hewitt in

April, 1991, and should be considered as supplemental thereto.

Respectfully submitted,

Andrew It Paul
Senior Vice President - Government Affairs
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications

Association of America

225 Reinekers Lane
Suite 600
Alexandria, VA 22314
703-549-6990 November 9, 1992
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November 9, 1992

Ms. Anne A. Weissenborn
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Ms. Weissenborn:

RE MUR 2649

This is in response to the interrogatories which were enclosed with
Chairman Aikens' letter of October 14, 1992, to the SBCA regarding the
activities of SPACEPAC in connection with a fund raising reception
sponsored by SPACEPAC for Cong. James C. Wright on September 3,
1985, in Nashville, TN.

Before replying to the specific interrogatories contained in the letter, it is
appropriate to describe for the Federal Election Commision the
relationship between SBCA, its predecessor organizations SPACE and the
Direct Broadcast Satellite Association, and SPACEPAC. As the
Commission's "Factual and Legal Analysis on this matter correctly
pointed out, SPACEPAC, as the PAC for the trade mociations SPACE
and DBSA, was terminated in 1987. It was dissolved following the merger
on January 1, 1987, of SPACE and DBSA into SBCA, the present day
national trade association of the satellite broadcasting industry. The
merger also marked the termination of the contractual relationship by
SPACE with the law firm of Brown & Finn. This action represented an
important structural change in the way in which the satellite industry was
represented by its trade association. SBCA has had no relationship with
Brown & Finn since the Association's inception.

Prior to the January 1, 1987, formation of SBCA, responsibility for
activities of SPACE was bifurcated. I became Executive Director of
SPACE in April, 1984, with responsibility for the day-to-day functioning
of the industry programs undertaken by the Association and management
of a small full-time staff. Brown & Finn had been retained by SPACE

225 Reinekers Lane, Suite 600 * Alexandria Virginia 22314 0 Phone: (703)549-6990 * Far (703)549.7640



Anne A. Weissenborn
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
November 5, 1992
RE: MUR 2649

from it's inception in 1980 to serve as general counsel and coordinator of all SPACE
political activities. As indicated in the attached memorandum dated March 31, 1984
from Richard L. Brown, a principal in the law firm of Brown & Finn, to the SPACE
Executive Committee, the frm of Brown & Finn was responsible for all legal,
regulatory and political activities of SPACE, including political fundraising through
SPACEPAC and compliance with FEC rules and regulations and laws governing
political contributions.

In my capacity as Executive Director during this period, I had little, if any, involvement
in the political activities of the Association and virtually no dealings whatsoever with
SPACEPAC or its related fundraising aspects. These were performed totally by Brown
& Finn as administrtor of SPACEPAC. None of these activities were part of the
functions of the position I held as head of the Association staff.

In the context of this situation, I will attempt to reply to the interrogatories to the best
of my knowledge, given the difference in Association responsibilities between Brown &
Finn and Association staff as described above.

Charles C. Hewitt

President

Enclosure

CCH:Irs



RESPONSE TO !NTRROGATOREES

QUESTION 1:
The sequence and contents of the arrangements made between Brown & Finn
and Cong. Wright for the fund raising reception are not known to me. At whose
initiative the event was conducted is not known to me. All organizational
matters relating to the reception were handled by Brown & Finn.

I can only surmise as to the identity of the individuals representing SPACEPAC
and Cong. Wright from the enclosed billing records from Brown & Finn for the
period in question which refer to contacts with the Wright staff, together with
correspondence forwarding the proceeds of the fund raising event to the Wright
staff. Apparently member, or members, of the SPACE staff were asked by
Brown & Finn to provide logistical support in setting up the physical facilities
for the event. However, it is difficult to recollect the extent of the request and
the exact responsibilities of the staff so requested.

QUTESTION 2:
Any information regarding the recipient of contributions to be raised by the
event of September 3, 1985, was communicated by Brown & Finn. I do not

N, recollect the details of when and how that information was transmitted.
Contributors were instructed by Brown & Finn how and to whom to make out
contribution checks.

QUESTION 3:
The specific distribution of the contributions collected at the fund raising
reception is not known to me.

QUESTION 4:
Any specific information regarding the distribution of contributions from the
event, or the information available to persons solicited for contributions
regarding the distribution of contributions, is not known to me. However,
minutes of SPACE committee meetings at Nashville prior to the reception
indicate that the occurrence of the event was brought to the attention of the
members present. Apparently, some communications with SPACE membership
regarding the reception were made utilizing SPACE facilities, but it is difficult
for me to ascertain the circumstances. To the best of my recollection, any oral
presentation that may have taken place at the fund raising event never referred
to the distribution of contributions. In any event, responsibility for the
solicitation and distribution of contributions rested with Brown & Finn.



A C. HEWITr
IRESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES
Page 2 of 8

QUESTION 5:
Any information communicated by the Wright staff regarding solicitations or
recipients of contributions is not known to me. I had no contact with the Wright
staff either prior to or following the reception. Any contact at the event would
have been of a social nature only. Communications with the Wright staff
regarding solicitations or receipt of contributions were handled by Brown &
Finn.

QUESTION 6:
Any information regarding ultimate distribution of contributions, whether
communicated before or after the receipt of contributions, is not known to me.

All the planning, organization, solicitation and conduct of the reception for Cong.
Wright was performed by Brown & Finn in the firm's capacity as general counsel

041 to SPACE and organizer and administrator of SPACEPAC. Any contact with
the Wright staff in connection with September 3, 1985, reception was made by
Brown & Finn. The firm also had responsibility for observing and complying
with any FEC rules or campaign laws governing the solicitation and distribution
of contributions made to a federal candidate such as Cong. Wright. Thus, as
former Executive Director of SPACE, with functions related only to the program
and administrative side of the Association's activities, I would not have been
familiar with the details of the activities surrounding the operation of
SPACEPAC nor of the circumstances related to the reception on September 3,
1985, for Cong. Wright.



CHRLSC. HEW1?'T
RESPONSE TO DITEOGATORIES
Page 3 of 3

I hereby swear under oath that the foregoing responses have
my knowledge and belief.

been made to the beat of

Charles C. Hewitt
President
Satellite Broadcasting & Communications

Association of America

County of:

State of:

The above and foregoing Answers to Interrrogatories of Charles C. Hewitt, President,
Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association of America, were sworn to and
subscribed before me, an officer duly authorized to administer oaths in the State of
Virginia, this %h day of November. 1992.

,~ ~~J72~ 7 ;

My commission expires on the 3j.L day of '19L/ I

t -as-



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAS H I NCT0%. D(C 2046 1

November 30, 1992

William C. Oldaker, Esquire
Eric F. Kleinfeld, Esquire
Manatt, Phelps, Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

RE: MUR 2649
William Carlos Moore

Dear Mr. Oldaker and Mr. Kleinfeld:

On July 20, 1988, the Federal Election Commission notified
your client, William Carlos Moore, of a complaint alleging that he
had violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended.

On January 11, 1990, the Commission considered the complaint
but there was an insufficient number of votes to find reason to
believe Mr. Moore had violated the Act. More recently, on
September 15, 1992, the Commission closed its file in this matter
as it pertains to your client.

This matter will become part of the public record within
30 days after the file has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within ten days of your
receipt of this letter. Please send such materials to the General
Counsel's Office.

You are advised that the confidentiality provisions of
2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(12)(A) still apply with respect to all
respondents still involved in this matter. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Anne A.
Weissenborn, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
219-3400.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G rner
Associate General Counsel



NUR # _ __ _ _

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS WILL BE ADDED TO THIS FILE AS THEY
BECOME AVAILABLE. PLEASE CHECK FOR ADDITIONAL MICROFILM
LOCATIONS.

tom



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2063

THIS IS THE END OF R #

DATE FILMED

CAQ ERftN

CNRA NO. _15 /,
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tO r3 OLLOEIDS DO W P.m-*lS.W. TO T31l CASl

1. Memo, General Counsel to the Co-ission, dated
Sleptember 22, 1992, Subject:- Priority System Report..
See Reel 354, pages 1590-94.

2. Memo, General Counsel to the Commission, dated
April 14, 1993, Subject: IKaforcemmt Priority Syite..
S IeRel 354, Pages 1595-1620.

0. 3. Certification of Comission vote, dated April , 8-1993.

Se Rel35.pge 62-2

4. Cunsl' " .b ISt of:; i ii
fth dat- 3v

,,,,w ..... 7,0-
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0? 14th Street, NiW
Wemhingtoa, DC 20 005-2011

RE: MUR 2649 and MUR 2555Coelho for Congress and
Jeff Denno, as treasurer

Doear Sir. Bauer aand Us. Corley:

0*IWcb 2-4, 199, the Coelbo for Congress Comttee~W~ps. *fSer, w~re mlotfied that the Federal I! -11, Im - trod found reason to be t ion

=uL.

2 @.S.C. * 1~7~1*5(~4j '~o
~4I ~*2ic. Zt ~(Uor

~ ttoo~d, please do so ~0* 4*1. ~ be placed on the public re~4

'I

. i i i.! !

: i ..i . , .i ,

i i : :- ., ,

, • , / i
•
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Ui X you isv, fl qu9@tions, please Contact me at (202)

Sincerely,

Anne A. Weissenborn
Seni~or Attorney

tO c)O thE il., !tO ,3

,, ,



RE: MIUR 2649 and RIUR 2555
Democratic Congressional
Campaign Comittee end

Richard N. Bates, as treasurer

" " " !! thl Deocratic Congressional Ceilgty
, "-. ! "!Richard N. Sates, as tro Vt . , re

WIrtio CisilOng hin0 fo*.4p I

be Couio aliss vot

,.1 190,r.s

P t . .:b. ,, 'l:i ,. e , .5 < /'.::



70w yoU++W. any+ que..tOnso* pleSe. contact ae t (2Sf)

Sincrely,

Anne A. ltssnborn
Seic Attruy

-,•%-+. : i . ~ .++ ....o .... -h file...

+++ . , . .... ++ +U

,. :+• . ,. +

•- + + + + ' .. .. "+ .+,+ + + + + -

' -+ , •



,~$z ~

A

Perkin8 Cole
607 14th Stret, US!g

..Waohington, DC 200-2011L

iri: MUR 2649 and NURq 2555The Honorable Tony Coelho

Dear Nr. Sauer:

On July 39,. 1900. the Federal Election Coinission notified

as asoadod. A ,E of the ebmp~ett was encloned with thbt

If 705he n7 qS ion8s. pl 8s contact m. at (202)219-3400.

8ince rely y,

/ ,"

Anne .A. Wei8senbora
Senot Attorny



+ i +:: :*: **ft-e! ! ns ft Regn: : /o Conservative Campaign Fund
• 1196 15th Street, t, Siite 500
+ " : Vashington, DC 20005

NUIS 2649 aind 2555

Dear Nt. Plaherty and fir. Boehe:

On July 16, 1966, the Federal Election Commiselon receivedthe complaint filied by you on behalf of Citizens for eaaalleging certain violaetions of the Federal 31lo Ca g ct

F*.C.- ~I
I."C#.
~gbmt~~tha
I*~c.~ ~i

sid :its tlttasurer badm violatrid I U.,S.C. S 14
inrnltigetion ensued.

On January 11, 1990, the Cei&estoa sidr bt +  -2155iand MIS 2649, finding reason to be.ieve that line C.li +pt t
had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441ig that the DCCC and itS , ilfed
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)j that Coelho for C onga -vfolate
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a); and that Don S. Dixon had vi .te ?@.s,.
55 441b(a) and 441f. The Commission also found res tO heliew

A
-. ,

• : i i : i , ii -

++:++++++)++y:++i?+++ ++
.:. ,+.+++:++;+:+: ..++: ++A + ..... ++



W. Flah ItV hu tee w•i•• V. ...... '

S that Vernon Savings8 and LOan had violated 2 u.s.c. S 44b(a*wt
" determined to take no further action as to that respet. w= e

VWas an insufficient number of votes to find reason to b*1 i it
William Carios Moore had violated the Act. The Commission vdi
to sever from MU 2649 and incorporate into MUR 2555 issUes
regarding Vernon Savings and Loan Association, the DCCC, Coelho
for Congress, and Don Dixon.

On October 30, 1990, the Commission found reason to believe
in IMUR 2555 that Don R. Dixon, John V. Bill, Pat L. Malone and
Patrick G. Ring had knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b and 2 U.S.C. S 441f. On the same date the Commission also
found reason to believe that Raleigh Blakely, Rocky Crocker,
Roy F. Dickey, Jr.o, S. Ray Jetor, Andrew 5. Kaplan, Charles 3.
King, Woody Lemons, Richard Little, Mike Maples, W.D. Roth~eell,
John G. Smith and James T. Wright had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.
The Commission additionally found reason to believe that Vernon
Savings and Loan Association had violated 2 U.SoC. S 441b sodl
441f, but took no further action in accordance with prior
determinations as to this entity.

SOn April 22, 1992. in 333 2649, the Commision a
~~concilia~iona rgreet signed on behalf of ams C. •W fir. ..
• and closed the file as to tis respent. A copy of.- j ..
i ~emet iS tsl . ! ,

Use hd vielated 2 U.S.C. . S 434(b), 11 C.t.R. S ll0.S(d)t sd 4.
S 441a(a)(2)(A) in coaeoton with a fandraising event bt14 f.
J ames C. Wright, Jr. in 1,65.

Recently, after considering the circumstances of this m etr,
the Comission determined to exercise its prosecutorial discretion
and to take no further action against the remaining respondents in
MUM 2555 and MUM 2649. Accordingly, the Commission closed its
file in this matter. The Commission has admonished Don 3. Dixon,
John V. Hill, Pat L. Malone, and Patrick G. King to take steps to



N' I ' Iection. Se 2" U.S.C. S 437f(,s:t#1.

Sincerely,

'-.

,

Atnne At. WeissenbornSenior Attorney

4e~*.ue~ b~t~nt
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!_ COWCILIAZON AGUURU -0 .

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by Citizens for Reagan. The Federal Election Commission

(wComission"f) found reason to believe that James C. Wright, Jr..

("Respondent") violated 2 U.S.c. S 441l.

i NO1W, TWEDEFORE, the Commission and the Rtespondent, Ilav~ny

i partic-ipated in infoml methods of concilia~tion, prior, to eJ}'inq

D of :pr)able cMve, to believe, do hereby eqte as tollovt :~i ,

IV. ? C"ub e2on hacs jnuthoi oattr te jtfbe~i!:

ihe i:un -whch .naeetred .of i ofat branc of to d *.

Government could accept as an honorarium for any appearance, spech,

or article.



.:,.3. Zn 19S4-and 1965 11 C.I.a. S 110.12(b)(1} defined

"officer or employee of the Federal government" as including "any

Member of Congress."

4. Zn 1964 and 1965 Rtespondent was a member of the

United States Rouse of Representatives and thus was subject to the

provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 441i.

5. lBy letter dated Mlarch 30. 1944, the president of

D ISouthwest Temas state University ("the University") invited
i* ' mt0dsut-to g/ a spch at the univerS/il, Zu the . l1ttr

" :to the Univerltty 50 4 ,€opes. "of m.eebm~~t' • bvmk

6. Responadent received $1,450 or 55% ot the $3,000 paid

to Madison, pursuant to his contract with Madison to publitsh and

market his book.

9. On Septemb~er 3, 1965, Respondent appeared at the

annual trade show of the Satellite Television Industry



~, ,

10. On September 5. 1985. Maison recei ved a dwcft dt;d

August 26. 1965. in the amount of $10,000 from the Satellite

Televicion Industry Association for the purchase of 160 copies

of lespondent s book. Reflections of a Public Man.

11. Respondent received $5,500 of the $10,000 paid for

the books, pursuant to his contract with Madison.

V. Respondent has contended that his receipt of the $-3,@0

Check flom the Uivesty was at most an inadvertent lt

anbn~rrt bo orlm h icnteaporecfed aperate $1t tr~ ir

;mh~v n 198S ot poeso rnveecing Fon pgrpee

fl.er Itepet doa no contesd t the bmasink p geto



k~;*+ r be+.. :
I + +amountl of Ibur Iho nd f~ive IUndred Doler (+$4. S*O ,

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 43?ga)S)IA).

VIII. The Coumission, on request of anyone tiling a

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

issue herein or on its ovn motion, may review compliance with this

agreement. If the Commission believes that thLis agreement or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

actS o0 for relief in the United States District Court lot the
Oieit %of Clm*

+K+um

+:.. .. + .+ .. . + + + + ++ -- + :, ) ' s m + . IW+
+,.+-. ...-- .* , +.++,: ++++,++ ... + + .... . to+ 4!+4$ + t +rn

T ~~m nu*~~m a 4.t

;+ .... 'E.... + o4Zguog At....t+dtfls+ s ....
,temtbte h atiso the matters. falsed+ herin and no

ote ..t....ement.+ promise, or agreement, +: either+ written ..or.o..l,, +
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:: !": '17 Sugarnmn Drive
tlra Jella, CA 92037

REl: INUR 2SSS and MUR 2649

Dear Dr. Kripke:

On December 7, 1967, the Commission had received a complaintwhich you had tiled alleging violations of the Act by Vernon
Savings and Loan Association, Don Dixon, Friends of miii Lowery,
Citizens for Jack Kemp. and Campaign for a Rev Nalotity. Tltis
Oamplaint wla designated NUN 2555.

Later, on July 16, l9 , the ?eoderl Kiection e&
--+ -leiwevd the, conplant ,£i-14d on Ibdaf °of Cit* S %M ,+

-V+ e 2 94.¢,. it 44&b(*), 4W*(4)JL
- i:ts treelsrer had wI1a 2 U.S.C. 1 441ba), I u
action at tht tim as to vllther the Campa+ign for *;-
and its treaurer had violated 2 U.S.c. S 441b(a). An
investigation ensued,

w Na ority

On January 11, 1990, the Coamission addressed both NUNR 2555and NUN 2649, finding reason to believe that James C, Wright, Jr.
bad violated 2 U.S.C. S 441i; that the DCCC and its treesurer had
violated 2 u.s.c. S 441b(a)g that Coeiho for Congress had violated
2 u.s.c. S 441b(a)p and that Don I. Dixon had violated 2 u.s.C.
55 441b(a) and 441f. The Commission also found reason to believe



! / 6jern 0 keno further action as to that responent
*.',ivm s an insUffiCient number of votes to find reason to bell i

..... William Carloe Moore had violated the Act. lhe Commission ..
to sever frm NR 2649 and incorporate into MUM 2555 issues

i! regarding Vernon Savings and Loan Association, the DCCC, Coelbo
~for Congress, and Don Dixon.

On October 30, 1990, the Commission found reason to believe
i ! in MUM 2555 that Don K. Dixon, John V. Hill, Pat L. Malone and
~Patrick G. King had knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.8.C.

S 441b and 2 U.S.C. S 441f. On the same date the Commission also
. found reason to believe that Raleigh Slakely, Rocky Crocker,

BRoy r. Dickey, Jr., 5. Ray Jeter, Andrew 5. Kaplan, Charles 3.1King, Woody Lemons, Richard Little, Mike Naples, W.D. Rothwell,
John G. Smith and James T. Wright had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441f.

• ~The Commission additionally found reason to believe that Vornon,,i Savings and Loan Association had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b ad
' 441f, but took no further action in accordance with prior

..... determinations as to this entity. •

~On April 22, 1992, in RUM 2649, the Commission a,4jj'
j! F conciliation agreement signed on behalf of James C. Wtd I . .

.and eCloond tbefile as to this respondent. A copy of i... ..

, : Os '  t IS 15. 1, the CaoUn~eon found ree

* t ,.A as them eoted otgamiusato ,of the, sat.Z4 .
Yeer as i*asty-AseOclation/The Society for P~itii **

*, Cammvial 3 *th tMtiams Political Action COmmittee (Ibad#iuate 2 .s.c. s ,3,(b), 1CPa S11.()
........•S 441a(a)(2)(A) in connection with a fundraising event ! .

,, ... Recently, after considering the circumstances of this Utr.: the Commission determined to exercise its prosecutorial dioiltian
iii and to take no further action against the remaining respondents in, MUM 2555 and RU 2649. Accordingly, the Commission closed its

file in this matter. The Commission has admonished Don R. Dixon,
, John V. Hill, Pat L. Malone, and Patrick G. King to take steps to

L.
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This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn. and notarized

complaint by Citizens for Reagan. The Federal Election Commission

("Commission") found reason to believe that James C. Wright, Jr..

('Respondent') violated 2 U.S.c. S 44li.

: NOW, TEUSFOEI.I the Commission and the Respondent. hav~tag

.,.:,:participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior t@. finding

. .. " of probable ecaMt to b~lie~e, do hereby agree as tol1@waa

Si...

Iv. The ptrtinmnt facts in this matter are as £ol. m:a,

1. In 1904 and 1905. 2 U.S.C. S 441 limited 4to :$3,000

the amount which any elected officer of a branch of the fedesral

Government could accept as an honorarium for any appeavraame, speech,

or article.



. 3. In 1904 and 3965 11 "r C. L  S +110.12(b)(1} defLt m

"officer or emlployee of the rederal government" as including "any

Member of Congress."

4. In 1964 and 1965 Respondent yas a member of the

United States Rouse of Rtepresentatives and thus vms subject to the

provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 44l.

S. Sy letter dated March 30, 1964, the pretdant of

Southwsst Texas State University (t he Univor~ty-) invited

S. Respontn reeitved $1,650 or 55 Sr UwI+] $ 3 J J paid

to Madison, pursuant to bis contract vith IMadison t.o Ipwblish and

market his book.

9. On September 3, 1965, Rtespondent appeated at, the

annual trade show of the Satellite Television Industry

+

• .++ + .,:5+ +..++++i -

+ +++? + .,+:?.+-+: :.,
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; r : '4i , ,J10.O WSeper518 m/o received ch~ck uin~el

} hti t 26, 19S5, in the amount of $10,000 from the Satellite

'Tlevision Industry Association for the purchase of 1,660 copies

of aspondent's book, Reflections of a Public Man.

11. Respondent received $5,500 of the $10,000 paid for

the books, pursuant to his contract with Madison.

V. Rtespondent has contended that his receipt of the $3,000

" ~he from the University yes at most an inadvertent receipt.) *n
" +*"- WInt honorariumwhi~ch wa~s rectified when the $),eO$ -

<*;l1ewto tht , titEViW I t +' - ""*

Y+ .

+ ,:++ +,-?2E+ iump ein has conten e tht thle be ll #.e ot tIll +

I++4fl the gl t tet* , ?1vsion Industry Asieo~alion f:'or 41lOAi.

leeut~ng in a pinnt to him of $5,500, was not adie in .1ie of

an honorarium for his contemporaneous appearance at the SUCA trade

show in 18S5. For purposes of reaching en agreement in this

matter, Respondent does not contest the Commssion's determination



1 "" * t hEfr amount of rour Thousand live hundred Dollars ($4.S500)

pursuant to 2 U.S.C., S 437q(a)(S)(A).

VIII. The Commission. on request of anyone f~iling a

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

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compiance with this

a greement. If the Commission believes that this agreemnt or any

requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

~~action for reLef! in the United States District Court for the

II. ' . ' f* Oftmn wlbcm +etv so hdt
+ww+-+ + + i l the Oll

_--1.X W5iS Cewia -,o Ag wrnmt +onltitmt the aretirwe

agremet be n the parCtios on the mtters raised heorein. and no

other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or oral.



General Counsel

iOu miE RKSPOND@NT:
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ett..te w

Wsah*a,~.s, DC 20ff5

RE: NUR 2649JaMs C. Wrght, Jr.

Dear li. Lowell mmd nro ftulla:

a~t ths mttor is now @l ilb.$ *4.. S 37 tl ***U,' •

rI "

A

t. ~

AU A. WissenbornSonior Attorney

! ' i-

.' ,, " .. ., - , ' . . ., ... ,

i _ - ,' i r i'-  i',i i! i I  , ! ;.... *,,. . . " ..

g.. , i *

. . . . . ' , ,,



~=. eWE
~sb~9t.s, DC

33: NUI 2649Wilis Carlos Noore

Dear Nt. Oldeker:s

Wb1~ Is t.o ~a. p~, twbst tM. setter Is uw c~o.4. Yb
oa.S1fl.lhtl .~ * tlJ.C. I 437q(e)(121 a. )r
e~w~ ~I.

dj~ *i ., 2

~ A'

, • :., . , .
i . ,. '. "

" .:k, b : q : 
,
. ::.

,,-, . :, .: i ,"' :.- ,: .... G ,.
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.



~# 5ibs&rs Lm~e, 3~iit. 600
Va 31314

33: MIR 2649

Dear Nr. Paul:

ljt* 5g

..

A .

ILc

If yo bive Iy qwgtOo1. p3..1. contactine at (302)°219-3400.

Sincerely,

&nne A. V44sn
senior At~ry

Dato the Coistsion vted to close the filesDE

1 was
On : €' IS, 1 3,

...... .uH.


