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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

March 31, 1986

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

TH~UGU: John C. Surina
Staff Director

FROM: Charles N.
General Counse

SUBJECT: Comments on Proposed Final Audit Report Committee
on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National
Convent ion

The Office of General Counsel has completed its review of
the proposed final audit report - Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention ('Committee'). We note
the absence of any analysis or recommendation regarding activity
undertaken by the Republican Host Committee other than a
restatement of the response submitted by the Committee on
Arrangements. Nonetheless, we have included a short discussion
and recommendation regarding this matter.

We have, to the extent possible, followed the outline of the
proposed audit report and have, for ease of reference, referred
to the proposed report's headings with parenthetical references.

I. Coverage Dates (l.A.)

The audit covered the period between February 17, 1982 and
September 30, 1984 with certain other financial activity being
reviewed through October 31, 1984.

II. Title 2 Findings (II.)

A. Misstatement of Financial Activity

During the period between January 1, 1984 and September 30,
1984 the auditors found, through reconciliation of the
Committee's bank accounts to reports filed during the period,
that the Committee had overstated its receipts and disbursements
by $250,000. See U.S.C. S 437(2).
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On the basis of an amendment fAed on December 19, 1984, the
Audit Division recommends that no further action be taken
regarding this matter. The Office of the General Counsel
concurs.

III. Title 26 Findings

A. Use of "Official Providers" (III. A)

1. Background

The Commission approved the interim audit report
recommendation that "the Committee provide documentation which
demonstrates that (1) the discounts received If rom vendors called
"official providers"J were in compliance with 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1), and (2) the transaction involving vendors who
- provided goods or services at no charge did not constitute an in-

kind contribution to the Committee from the vendors."
LP

In its response to the interim report, the Committee claims
that the transactions questioned in the report were conducted on
an "arms length" basis arid in the ordinary course of business.
Documentation submitted by the Committee in support of its
position that discounts received were in compliance with the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) and (2) is essentially
the same as that available at the interim report stage. The

o Committee has suggested that additional information should be

obtained from the vendors, not the Committee.

The Committee argues that efforts it undertook prior to

C designating the vendors as "official providers" demonstrate that

a. each of the transactions was in accord with 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.7(c) (1) and, where goods or. services were provided at no
charge at all, no in-kind contribution resulted. See
9008.7(c) (2).

In support of its position, the Committee refers to two
memoranda, each of which sets forth guidelines to be followed in
dealing with vendors proposing discounts or services at no
charge .1/

1/ "Guidelines for Permissible Business Discounts in Connection

with the 1984 Republican National Convention" (January 1, 1983)
and "Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connection with the
1984 Republican National Convention" (January 20, 1984). See
Attachments.
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This Office reviewed both memoranda before preparing our
comments to the draft interim report. Our view, both then and
now, is that the memoranda by Committee counsel reflect a
sensitivity to the corporate contribution issue and an attempt to
reduce certain legal risks associated with the Committee's
"official provider program; however, the mere existence of these
memoranda does not permit the broad conclusion that the official
provider agreements were all "arms length commercial transactions
made in the ordinary course of business," as stated in the
Committee's response at pages 2 and 3. Also, in its response to
the interim report, the Committee states that [tjhe records of
the Committee on Arrangements contain written representations
pursuant to the enclosed forms and memoranda I referred to in
footnote 1 from every vendor, listed in the interim audit report.
These records are readily available for individual review if the
Commission desires." Response, p.3.

it' After reviewing the Committee's response, we requested Audit
Division staff to obtain for our review the written
representations and other relevant records to which the Committee
made reference. Based on our review of this material, and our
understanding of the applicable provisions in the statute and
regulations, we believe that further Commission action is
warranted.

2. Discounts and Goods and Services Provided at no
0 Charge

The Act provides that corporations cannot make direct
contributions to federal campaigns. However, Section
9008.7(c) (1) of Title 11, C.F.R. allows retail businesses to:

sell, lease or rent their products,
materials, services or space to the national
committee with respect to a presidential
nominating convention at reduced or
discounted rates: Provided, that such
reductions or discounts are in the ordinary
course of business.

Section 9008.7(c) (2), furthermore, provides that:

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

Therefore, the services rendered by these official
providers at a discount viii not be treated as contributions if
they are provided in the ordinary course of business. Those
services that were provided at no charge to the Committee are not
contributions so long as they are made by local businesses, are
in the form of promotional material of nominal value, and again,
provided in the ordinary course of business. In both instances,
since these services must be provided in the ordinary course, the
corporation must receive in return some commercial benefit of
similar or equal value.

3. The Committee's Memoranda

As stated earlier, the Committee distributed two
communications on the need for formal agreement with official
providers. The first was dated January 1, and the second dated
January 20, 1983. The memoranda explained the sensitive nature
of the service arrangements and outlined certain requirements to
be met before any service agreement could be finalized.

In the words of the Committee's counsel, referred to in its
response to the interim report, there is a presumption that the
provision of corporate goods or services at reduced or discounted
rates to a political organization...is politically motivated" and
therefore prohibited. The presumption can be rebutted, the
Committee continued, only if such (volume) discounts are a
standard practice of that corporation or the industry, and if the
corporation receives some benefit for its services. See Page 3
of January 1, 1983 Memorandum.

The Committee's counsel also stated that "actual
consideration must be provided by the Arrangements Committee; the
mere expectation by the corporation in question of a commensurate
commercial return is not sufficient to demonstrate the commercial
reasonableness of the reductions or discounts in question." Id.
p. 6. Proof of commercial reasonableness would tend to show Eliat
the transaction was made in the ordinary course of business.

To guarantee the soundness of its service agreements with
official providers, the response states that the Committee sent
an official designation letter to each provider which contained
specific language to be included in the final contract.
According to the Committee's January 20th memo (also referred to
in the response to the interim report), the completion of a
formal, written contract, including this specific language, was
expressly required before the Committee would approve the
designation. A review of Committee records, however, does not
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indicate that the strict approach set forth in the legal memoranda
was taken by the Committee in its implementation of the official
providers program.

4. Examination of Official Provider Documentation

The Chief Counsel for the Republican National Committee
stated in his letter of September 23, 1985, that there is
sufficient documentation to clearly prove that the discounts and
free services given to the Committee were in accordance with
11 C.F.R. Sections 9008.7(c) (1) and (c)(2). Yet an examination of
the audit work papers and other documents on the Committee's
official provider program reveal a patchwork of documentation on
the various providers, and indications that goods and services
were provided outside the 'ordinary course of business.'

The Committee's January of 1983 memos on which the response
to the interim report so heavily rely indicate that for each of
the 17 official providers, there should be: an official
designation letter and a written contract containing several

- paragraphs stating, in effect, that the discounts or free
-~ services provided the Committee were not politically motivated

contributions. However, Committee records reviewed by this
Office fail to show that five of the 17 official providers ever
received official designation letters. Of these five, the
contracts for American Airlines, Compucorp, and Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems, all contain language agreeing upon the official
designation. However, records for AT&T Information Systems and
'D' magazine, also known as Southwest Media Corporation, do not
contain references to the official designation program.

C
For seven of the 17 providers, there were no written

contracts. These seven include: Baldwin Piano, Blythe-Nelson,
'Din Magazine, Executive Presentation Systems, Rapicom, Inc.,
Savin Corporation, and VMX, Inc. Without written agreements, it
is difficult to evaluate if the provision of goods and services
by these committees was in compliance with the requirements of
11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c).

There were only ten written contracts in the Committee's
files. The ten contracts were with: American Airlines, American
Network Services, Inc. (ANS), AT&T Communications, Inc., AT&T
Information Systems, Inc., Compucorp, DFW Communications, Inc.,
Growald Architects, Metier Management & Systems, Inc., Purolator
Courier Corporation, and Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems. In
the case of Purolator, there was only a proposed written
agreement. The copy of Metier's contract was only signed by
Arrangements Committee officials and did not include the date.
Of the ten contracts, only seven clearly contained the language
or similar language apparently sought by the Committee. The
contract for AT&T Information Systems, mc: made no mention of
the political implications of the contract, and contracts for
Compucorp and Southwestern Bell contained language that appears
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to fall short of rebutting the presumption of a contribution, as
postulated by the Committee's own counsel.

Four companies provided services and equipment to the
Committee at no cost. While Commission regulations provide that
products and services may be provided at no cost, such give-aways
are circumscribed. First, only local businesses are permitted to
provide free goods and services. Second, the products and
services so provided must be in the form of samples, discount
coupons or promotional items, such as maps, pens or pencils, with
the business' name imprinted on them. Finally, such no cost
items must be of nominal value, provided solely for bona tide
advertising or promotional purposes, and provided in the ordinary
course of business. 11 C.F.R. 9008.?(c)(2). Even assuming that
these four companies are 'local businesses' within the meaning of
the regulations, their donation of services to the Committee does
not appear to be within the parameters set forth by the
regulations. The services provided by the four companies do not
seem to be the type envisaged by the regulations, i.e. they do
not appear to be in the form of samples, discount coupons or
promotional items such as maps, pens and pencils.' Moreover, the
donated services hardly seem to have had a nominal value,' since
the companies apparently charged substantial amounts for these
types of services to paying clients in the ordinary course of
their businesses. The four companies were AT&T Communications,
Inc., Growald Architects, Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems and
Metier Management and Systems, Inc.

AT&T Communications, Inc.

Under the contract, AT&T Communications was allowed to
install phone booths which generated income for the company.
However, the Committee submitted no documentation to show whether
AT&T Communications, Inc. offered free services (valued at
$250,800) to conventions in the ordinary course of business. The
contract does, however, address the political contribution issue:

The services enumerated under Article 1
are provided in exchange for the commercial
benefit of the official designation, which is
of equal or greater value than the discount,
i.e. at no charge to RNC or the Committe such
that the vendor would be willing to offer
such discounts to non-political, commercial
entities under similar circumstances.

Growald Architects

The Growald Architects contract was bifurcated. Mr. Growald
provided his services for free, but he received a reported
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$22,500 in "direct personnel expenses." The contract addressed
the ordinary course issue in the following way:

We view this exchange as being one of equal
value given and received. The Vendor would
offer similar exchanges to non-political,
commercial entities under similar
circumstances.

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

The Southwestern Bell contact makes no disclaimer of
political motivation, nor claims that the company's services are
equal in value to its designation as official provider. Hovever,
it does contain this statement: "The contractor is desirous of
obtaining the benefit of being associated with the Convention and
the attendant good will, advertising and public relations...."
The company agreed to provide the first $50,000 worth of services
at no cost. Neither the vendor nor Committee states the actual
value of the services received, nor is there any evidence of a
common industry practice.

Metier Management and Systems, Inc.

Documents available to Commission staff for review did not
place a value on Metier's donation to the Committee of its
computer system for convention planning. A copy of an undated
agreement, signed by Committee officials but not by Metier's,
indicates that the company viewed the exchange of its computer
system for the official provider designation "as being one of
equal value given and received. The Vendor would offer similar
exchanges to non-political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances."

In addition to the four companies discussed above, there
were six others in the Committee's "official providers" files
having some form of written agreement. These are briefly
described below.

AT&T Information Systems

AT&T Information Systems, Inc. is a somewhat unusual case.
There is no official letter of designation, nor is there mention
of the company's official designation in the contract.
Additionally, the contract does not state whether the Committee
received a discount, does not address the political contribution
question nor whether the contract was in the ordinary course of
business. Given the fact that these papers were in the "official
providers" file, it appears that the Committee intended AT&TIS to
be an official provider. However, the list of "official
convention designations" and preliminary correspondence are the
only indications from the records we reviewed that this company
was considered an official provider. Otherwise, this resembles
an ordinary contract.
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The five remaining businesses provided services and
equipment at discounts. Discounts are specifically covered in
the regulations, and all of these companies addressed the
industry practice issue by including language suggested by the
Committee or similar language.

American Airlines

The relevant language in the American Airlines contract
states: American agrees to make available additional advance
purchased MEETING SAVER FARES equal to (i) any special
promotional fares made available by American for which the
travelers may qualify or (ii) 30% discount off the full day coach
Y fares published in American's then current tariff, whichever is

N lower.... This language and other passages placing restrictionson cancellations and advance ticket purchase suggests that the
discounts provided were within the ordinary course of the
airline's business.

American Network Services, Inc.

The corresponding language in the ANS contract read:

3. Discounts. the $10,000 payment provided
for in paragraph 2a above includes a 50%

O discount from the usual and customary amount
ANS would charge for Booth. ANS hereby
warrants that the 50% discount is equal to
the discounts that are of common practice in
the industry in which ANS is involved, and
ANS would be willing in the future to offer
such reductions or discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances, even though ANS in the past
has not routinely made such discounts or
reductions available to non-political,
commercial entities.

This language was suggested by the Committee in its official
designation letter. Yet its inclusion does not necessarily
resolve the contribution question, given the size of the discount
and indications that the company undervalued its services, as set
forth in the interim report. The Report states that the
August 21, 1984 edition of the New York Times valued the services
provided by ANS at $250,000 and not $20,000 as the company
claimed in the Committee's files. The Committee did not respond
to the specific reference to ANS in the interim report.
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Compuco C P

The language of the Compucorp contract is less defined than
that of ANS:

Lessor is engaged in the business of
selling and leasing word processing *quipmeat
and software and desires tO secure the
promotional benefits that would accrue to its

business as a result of its designation as
the official supplier of word processing
equipment for the 1984 Republican National
Convention.

This language does not indicate that CompucorP would give 
a

similar discount tO other non-political entities in the 
future.

As set forth in the interim report, the Committee paid an

estimated $62,500 for services that Compucorp itself reportedly

valued at well over $1.5 Million in the August 21, 1984 
edition

- of the New York Times * The file contains no documentation
tending to support the proposition this was given in the ordinary

course of business, and the Committee did not respond to the

specific reference to Compucorp in the interim report.

DFW Communications, Inc.

o The DFW contract stated: we offer our services at a rate

equal to the standard discount rate normally provided by 
the

vendor to non-political commercial entities in the ordinary

course of the vendor's business.' The 30 free pagers provided by
the company would not be considered contributions if it 

is the

industry practice to so provide on high volume or similar

contracts. Although there is no documentation for this contract

either, the discount does not necessarily appear so great as to

compel a conclusion that it was not executed in the ordinary
course of business.

Purolator Courier Corporation

The written agreement for Purolator Courier, as stated

above, was not finalized. However, there is language addressing
the political contribution issue:

This discount should not be construed as a

political contribution, but as recognition of
the significant commercial value available to
Purolator Courier Corp. by having the
Republican National Committee Convention as
one of our national accounts.
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The company offered discounts of 18 to 71 percent. While
the smaller discounts would not raise undue suspicion, the larger
discounts would seem to require more than a conclusory statement
in an unfinalized agreement. In the case of Purolator, there are
indications that the Committee compared rates of courier
companies. Purolator presumably offered the largest discounts.

Summary

Although the Republican National Committee suggests that its
files contain the official designation letters and written
agreements for each of the 'official providers, this is not the
case. For many of the providers the Committee did not enter into
written contracts, apparently contrary to the Committee's own
written requirements, that are relied on by Committee counsel in
his response. Many of the contracts were for free services that
did not appear to be promotional material of nominal value, and

it" therefore, outside the purview of Commission regulations.
Moreover, the Committee had no documentation that these valuable
services were offered at no cost throughout the industry or by
that business in the past. Evidence of common industry practice
was also lacking for most of the contracts offering discounts.
Finally, for most of the official providers, there is no
documentation of what the committee actuallY received in goods or
services. In any event, the Committee's sketchy records made
available for the Commission staff's review would seem to compel

0 further inquiry from the official providers themselves, as
suggested by Committee counsel in his response to the interim
report. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel concurs in the

c recommendation of the Audit Division that the 'official
providers" matter be referred to this Office for further action.

Oh

B. Unspent Portion of Fund Payment (III B)

The Office of General Counsel notes that the Audit Division
set forth its calculation of unspent funds, and concluded that no
repayment determination is necessary based upon voluntary
repayments to the U.S. Treasury by the Committee. As we
indicated in our comments to the proposed interim report, the
'official providers" question could also involve repayment
determinations under 11 C.F.R. S 9008.10. Therefore, we feel
that the qualified language in the Audit Division's
recommendation is appropriate.

IV. Republican Host Committee Activities

In a cover letter to the Committee transmitting the interim
audit report, it was asked to 'describe the activities of the
Republican Host Committee, and its role at the convention.' The
letter noted the possible failure of the Republican Host
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Committee to register and file reports pursuant to 11 C.?.R.
S 9008.12. In its response to the interim report, the Committee
declined to provide the information requested:

If tbe Republican Host Committee has
registration or reporting requirements, they
are not the obligation of the Committee on
Arrangements. The Commission has the
responsibility to determine whether or not
other organizations have complied with
federal law. It is not the responsibility
nor within the ability of the Committee on
Arrangements to determine the compliance of
separate organizations, nor to describe their
separate activities.

o Response at 2.

In view of the questions raised by the Commission regarding
the Republican Host Committee and the Committee's decision to
decline to respond, the General Counsel's Office believes this
matter should be referred to this Office.

V. Sunshine Recommendation

Excepting the proposed finding on the official providers
o that the Audit Division and the Office of General Counsel agree

should be referred for further action, the proposed audit report
should be discussed in open session. As we understand it, the
Audit Division will circulate a Document to the Commission

C dealing with both the official providers and Republican Host
Committee issues. If the Commission wishes to discuss these
recommendations, such discussion would be held in closed session

cc under the statutory confidentiality exemption of 11 C.F.R.
5 2.4(a). The proposed report, containing only the standard
references to referrals, would be circulated to the Commission
separate from the compliance-related issues. If the Commission
decides to discuss the report, it is unlikely that such
discussion would involve any matter exempt under the Sunshine
Act. Therefore, any discussion should be held in open session.

As usual, Audit Division staff should contact us if there
are any questions relating to the Sunshine Act.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

January 11, 1985
MEMORMIDUN

TEE COMMISSI'

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

JOHN C. SURI A I
STAFF DIRECT

ROBERT J * COS A
ASSISTANT ST~ DI RZCTOR

RECEIPT OF REPAYMENT FROM TEE
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

This memorandum is to advise you that, on January 10, 1985,
a repayment of $1,163.85 was hand-delivered to the Commission by
representatives of the Committee. The check was then delivered
to the Department of Treasury. A copy of the receipt and the
check is attached. The repayment represents the entitlement
funds that were not used for the Convention.

Attachment as stated

TO:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 30463

January 10, 1985

Received on this date from the Federal Election Commission,
a check (#003066) in the amount of $1,163.85 drawn on the Bank
of Virginia,

This repayment represents surplus funds of Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention.
Pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 9008(h), this repayment shall be
deposited into the general fund of the U.S. Treasury.

for the Federal Election
Election

for t~he U.S. Department of
Treasury

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention
310 ~irst Street Southeast, Washington, D.C. 20003

SANK OF ViRGINIA
McLIAN VIWOINIA 22102

003066
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHNGro\ DC .~O4b1 *~. U '

October 10, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE COMMISSIONE

JOHN C. SURI A

STAFF DIRECT

ROBERT J. COS A

ASSISTANT ST F DIRECTOR

RECEIPT OF VOLUNTARY REPAYMENT FROM THE 1984
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

This informational memorandum is to advise
you that, on this date, a repayment of $302,506.36 was
hand-delivered by representatives of the Committee. A
copy of the transmittal letter and the check are attached.
As the letter states, the repayment represents interest
earned by the Committee on the investment of public funds.

Attachments as stated
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September 30, 1984

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

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a check payable to the Treasurer of the United
States in the amount of $302,506.36.

These funds, along with the monies paid by the 1984 Republican
National Convention to the Internal Revenue Service in March,
1984, constitute the total interest earned on all entitlement
funds provided by the F.E.C. for the 9~4 Republican National
Convention. The following is a breakout of interest earned:

Total interest earned 7/1/83 - 9/3Z/34
Paid to IRS 3/84

3379,573.36
77,067 .00

3332, 506.36

Co.~plete records are held at the Republican Natiznal Convention
Office, 3ll First Street, Washington, s.C. 20333.

Very truly yours,

Frecerack 3. Hale
Assistant Convention Manager

FGH/~ fg
Enclosure

Dallas, Texas -August 20-23,1984
kNC Co~\~ntIOn Office. 310 First Street S E.. Washington D.C. 20003 * '202i 8638381
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P~\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION *

WASH INCTON. 0 C 20463

{9,

October 10, 1984

Received on this date from the Federal Election

Commission, a check (#002825) in the amount of

$302,506.36, drawn on the account of the Committee on

Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention

(maintained at the Bank of Virginia) which represents

a repayment of the 1984 Convention entilement voluntarily

made by the Committee at this time. This repayment re~

presents interest earned on the investment of public

funds. (See 11 C.F.R. 9008.6(a)(5~).

As provided by 26 U.S.C. 9007(d), this repayment

shall be deposited into the general fund of the United

States Treasury.

forthe orte
Federal Election Commission U.S. Department of Treasury
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rC~I A'

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
V'~SHINCTO% DC 0463

Date and Time Trans:n2.:tec 7/12/84 4:00 P.M.

COMMISSIONERS ELLIOTT, HARRIS, AIK~NS, McDCNAL:, McGARRY, REICHE

RETURN TO OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION SEC?.EA?.Y BY: 71±3/84 4:00 P.M.

CANDIDATE/COMM ITTEE: Committee on Arrange'ents. for the

1984 Republican National Convention

CERTIFICATION FOR PAYMENT: $2,020,000.00

( ) I approve the certification for ~av~ent.

( ) I disapprove the certification fcr ~av~e:t.

COMMENTS:

Date: S i'gnature:

PLEASE RETURN ALL PAPERS NO LATER THAN TEE LA E AND TIME SHOWN
A3OVE TO THE OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION SECETAY.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
\~ ASHINCTON 0 C 2U463

Si4 1 1 ., ~b

July 12, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE COMMISSIONE

THROUGH: JOHN C. SURINA

STAFF DIRECTOR
ASSISTANT

FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA ~L ~r ~STAFF DIRECTORAUDIT DIVISION

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATION OF AN ADDITIONAL PAYMENT
TO THE COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE - $2,020,000.00

On July 11, 1984, the President signed into law PL 98-355
which increases the entitlement for major party convention
committees from $3,000,000 to $4,000,000. 26 USC 9008(b) (1).
When this amount is adjusted for the Cost of Living Index, each
Convention Committee is entitled to $8,080,000.00 ($4,000,000 +

(4,000,000.00 x 1.02)).

On June 23, 1983 and March 1, 1984, the Commission certified
payments of $5,871,000.00 and $189,000.0D respectively, for a
total of $6,060,000.00. Therefore, the Committee is due an
additional $2,020,000.00.

The Audit Division recommends the Commission approve for
payment and certify the additional funds due the Committee for
financing the 1984 nominating convention (see Certification to
the Secretary of the Treasury at Attachment 1).

This certification is being circu2.ated for a 24 hour tally
vote. In the event an objection is received, this matter should
be placed on the agenda for the next Open Session of the
Commission.

Attachment as stated



Attachment 1

FEDERAL ELECTION COM~ISSi&\
-'-N. .\

~onora~le Donald Regan
Secretary of The Treasury
Wash ~; tor~., D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g)
and 11 CFR 9008.8(e), the Federal Electiz~ Cor~Ki.ssion
hereby transmits to the Department of the reasury with
regard to national nominating conventicn~ The following
Certification:

Convention

Address of Depository:

Amourn: to be Disbursed:

Committee cr~ Arringements
for the :9~4 Recublican
National :e~t.c'.

Bank of :nia
1710 Goo~r~c7. r~ve
McLean, .:: .: ~a 22102

$2,020,Oco. 0

S inc e r ely,

Lee A~n Ellio:t
Chairman

= ~-' -
- ~' '~-~ Cc~



,-

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIC'\
V~ASHt~.CTO\ DC 204b3

July 12, 1984

Honorable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g)
and 11 CFR 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Commission
hereby transmits to the Department of the Treasury with
regard to national nominating conventions the following
Certification:

Convention

Address of Depository:

Amount to be Disbursed:

Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention

Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodrich Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

$2,020,000 .00

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Attest:

~7~Iew7~mmo~7
Secretary to the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~\-~SHINCTO\ DC 2Q46~

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention
Approval for Payment: S2,020,OOO.OO

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on July 12, 1984, the

Commission determined by a vote of 6-0 that the Committee on

Arrangements for the 1984 Republican Convention is entitled

to a payment from the Presidential Election Campaign Fund in

the amount of $2,020,000.00.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



'~ 'Leg ~
~1,( ~ (r

~1117
- ~ ~*

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMtSSIOb~
\\ASHINCTON. DC 204b3

4~ .- - - 1, i;~4

Honorable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the rovisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and
11 C.F.R. 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Commission hereby
transmits to the Departi~rient of the Treasury with regard to
national nominating conventions the following certification:

Convention: Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention

Address of Bank of Virginia
Depository: 1710 Goodrich Drive

McLean, Virginia 22102

Amount to be $189,000.00
Disbursed:

0

S incerely,

or Chairman

Attest:

Mar jo~/e W. Emrnons
Secret~ry to the Commission



B~O~ TI~ F~~AL ~'rio~ Xt4~ISSION

In the Matter of
)

Certification for Payrrent to )
the Ccxrrrd.ttee on Arrang~Tents
for the 1984 Republican )
National Convention )

~T~ICATICt4

I, Marjorie W. Dm~,ns, Secretary of the Federal Election

Ccrrmission, do ~reby certify that on February 29, 1984, the

Carrnission decided by a vote of 6-0 to irake an adjusting paylTent

of $189,000.00 to the Carmittee on Arrang~rerxts for t e 1984

~e~ublican National Convention.

Ccrrnissioners Ai.kens, Elliott, Harris, !4Eonaid, MzCarry, and

Peiche voted affin~ratively for the decision.

Attest:

I)ate
Secretary of the C~rraission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. DC 20463

Date and Time Transaitted 2/28/84 12:00 P.M.

COMMISSIONERS ELLIOTT, HARRIS, AIKENS, McDONALD, McGARRY, REICHE

RETURN TO OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: 2/29/84 4:00 P.M.

CANDIDATE/COMMITTEE: Committee on Arrangements for the

1984 Republican National Convention

CERTIFICATION FOR PAYMENT: $189,000.00 (Adjusting Payment)

( ) I approve the certification for payment.

( ) I disapprove the certification for payment.

COMMENTS:

Date: S i'qnature:

PLEASE RETURN ALL PAPERS NO LATER THAN TEE DATE AND TIME SHOWN
ABOVE TO THE OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION SECRETARY.

c-c-

£. r *.,
I.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI~CTON. DC 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE COMMISSION]

JOHN C. SURI~
STAFF DIREC I~

BOB COSTA

CERTIFICATIO~ OF ADJUSTING PAYMENT TO THE
COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 1984

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION - $189,000.00

On June 23, 1983, the Commission approved the Report of the

Audit Division regarding the Entitlement and Certification of

Convention Public Financing for the Committee on Arrangements for

the 1984 Republican National Convention. On the same date, a

payment of $5,871,000.00 was also certified to the Secretary of

Treasury. That amount was based upon the entitlement as

calculated by the 1982 Consumer Price Index (CPI).

On February 6, 1984, the Secretary of Labor certified to the

C Commission that the CPI had increased 102.0 percent from its 1974

annual average of 100 to its 1983 annual average of 202.0

percent.

Accordingly, the maximum entitlement for the 1984 Nominating

Conventions has been calculated to be:

Base entitlement at 26 U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) $3,000,000.00
'. Increase per 1983 CPI ($3 million + 3,060,000.00

x 1.02%)
Entitlement for 1984 6,060,000.00

Less 6/23/83 payment 5,871,000.00
Adjusting Payment Due $ 189,000.00

The Audit Division recommends the Commission approve for

payment and certify the additional funds due the Committee for

financing the 1984 nominating convention. (See Certification to

the Secretary of the Treasury at Attachment 1).

This certification is being circulated for 24 hour tally

vote. In the event an objection is received, this matter should

be placed on the agenda for the next open session of the
Commission.



MEMORANDUM TO THE COMMISSIONERS
Page 2

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Patricia Schering at 523-4155.

Attachment as stated



~t t~chment 1

FEDERAL ELECTION' COMMISSION
'A ASH\CTO\ CC OS~3

:~onorable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

~ear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and
11 C.F.R. 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Commission hereby
transmits to the Department of the Treasury with regard to
national nominating conventions the following certification:

Convention:

Address of

Depository:

Amount to be
Disbursed:

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention

Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodrich Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

$189,000.00

S incerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Attest:

Marjorie W. ~mons
Secretary to the Co~ission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIC
WASHINGTON D C 2O46.~
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June 17, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO:

TEROUGH:

FROM:

THE COMMISSIONERS -

'1

JAMES A. PEHIKON
ACTING STAFF DIRECTOR

Boa COSTA
SUBMIIIED LATE

SUBJECT: ENTITLEMENT AND CERTIFICATION OF PA!NENT
FOR CONVENTION PUBLIC FINANCING FOR THE
COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 1984
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

Attached is the Report of the Audit Division regardingq the request from the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention for a Certification of payment
for convention public financing.

This matter is to be placed on the agenda for the June 23,
1983 regular Commission meeting.

C Should you have any questions regarding the attached
documents, please contact Patricia Schering at 523-4155.

Attachments as stated
A ~'~~4.'r~a ~

*u~.ae

A~~3 ~I~fl ?~:______________________

E~I~I1 ~:



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION e~-qi

WASHINGTON. O.C. 2O4~3

REPORT
-. ~-~---------"- OFTEE

AUDIT DIVISION
ON TEE

COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE

1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

ENTITLEMENT AND CERTIFICATION
FOR CONVENTION PUBLIC FINANCING

26 U.S.C. 9008(b) provides that the national committee of a
~ major or minor party shall be entitled to receive public funds

from the Presidential Election Campaign Fund to defray expenses
- incurred with respect to a Presidential nominating convention.

In order to qualify for entitlement and to receive such payments,
26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b) require the national

q committee to establish a convention committee which must register
as a political committee. The national committee must file an

~ application statement containing certain information prescribed
by the Commission at 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b)(3). By letter, the

o convention committee must agree to certain conditions set forth
~. at 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b)(4). That section further provides that

the agreement is also binding upon the national committee.
C

26 U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.3(a) specify that
~' the amount of entitlement to a major party for its Presidential
~ nominating convention shall not exceed $3 million, as adjusted by

the Consumer Price Index under 11 C.F.R. 9008.'4(a) which bases
such adjustment on the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 441a(c). 11 C.F.R.
9008.8(c) stipulates that where an application statement is filed
before the cost of living increase for the year preceding the
convention can be determined, any increase in entitlement shall
be paid to the national committee when the increase has been
determined. Further, 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(d) provides that payments
may be received on July 1 of the calendar year immediately
preceding the calendar year in which the party's Presidential
nominating convention is held.
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* In accordance with the relevant provisions described above,
on September 7, 1982, the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention registered with the Commission. as
a political committee. The Republican National Committee
submitted a request on June 2, 1983 and an application statement
on June 16, 1983. (See Attachment I). A letter of agreement
from the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican
National Convention and the Republican National Committee was
submitted on June 2, 1983, and supplemented by a June 16, 1983
letter. (See Attachment II)..

The Audit Division and the Office of General Counsel have
reviewed the application statement and letter of agreement. (See

legal analysis at Attachment III). As recommended by the Office
of General Counsel in the legal analysis, and in response to a
staff request, the Republican National Committee and the
Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National

0 Convention submitted the documents addressed in the legal
analysis on June 16, 1983 (appearing at Attachment I and II).

EZCOMI4ENDAT ION

(1) Based upon the completeness of the application
statement and lette~.. of agreements submitted, the Audit Division

recommends the Commission determine that the Committee on
ArrangementS for the 1984 Republican National Convention has met

the requirements of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b) (3)
and (4) and is entitled to receive convention public funding on
or after July 1, 1983.

(2) Based upon the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) and

11 C.F.R. 9008.3(a), the Audit Division has calculated the amount

of entitlement through calendar year 1983, based upon the 1982

CPI as certified to the Commission by the Secretary of Labor on

February 9, 1983, to be $5,871,000.00. Accordingly, we recommend
the Commission certify the amount of $5,871,000.00 to the

Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11

C.F.R. 9008.8(e), with an ad)usting amount, based upon the 1983

CPI, to be certified in 1984. (See copy of Certification to the

Secretary of Treasury at Attachment IV and Notification to
Committee at Attachment V).
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~1Q84 REPUBft2AN NATI6NALi~)NVENTION

I~ardD.SheIby - -

Convention Manager
(202) 464-6581 G3JUNe
COMMITTEE :~.

ARRANGEMENTS ~ 2, 1983

Ernest Angelo, Jr., TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald. C
Vice Chairman

George Clark. NY
Treasurer

Mary Slivers, GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
General Counsel

SUBCOMMITTEE
..~HAlRMEN:

~ o~l Gross. NJ
coratlons

3ack Courtemanche. CA
jntenalnrflent

~ra n Chiles. TX
~Iost Committee

Nancy Apgar. OK

d4ousing
.pennis Olsen, ID

~'News Media
~Iennlfer Dunn. WA
~Program Planning

Bill Harris, AL
~Security

Don Adams. IL
Special Events

Robert Voy. OR
Tickets & Badges

Peter Secchia. MI
Transportation

Ginny Martinez. LA
"'P.s

Sheila Roberge, NH
Youth Activities

A

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:
'1: -

The Committee on Arrangements (Arrangements Cowaittee) of the
Republican National Committee (B~C) f or the 1984 Republican
National Convention hereby makes application for the initial
payment for the 1984 Republican Presidential Nominating Con-
vention. The Arrangements Committee has elected to request
all of the amounts to which it is presently entitled under
11 CFR 9008.3 and 9008.4.

The Committee on Arrangements is the convention committee estab-
lished by the Republican National Co~ittee pursuant to 11 CPR
9008.8(b)(2). This letter is the application statement of the
committee pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(3). Attached to this
letter is the information required for the application. The
information is marked as Exhibit A to this letter. Attached as
Exhibit B is an agreement to comply with provisions set forth
at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4) signed by the Arrangements Committee and
the RNC.

Prompt consideration of this request 1~y the Federal Election
Commission will be appreciated.

Ernest A.ngelo Jr.

EM bd
Enclosures

Dallas, Texas-August 20-23, 1Q84
ANO Convention and Meetings Ott Ice. 310 FIrst Street, S.E., WashIngton, O.C. 20003 * Peggy U. Venable, DIrector (20214644630

Rid
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Republican
National Ag.
Committee
L Mcvii Srsden
Chief Counsel
CstherlneLGenslm - - ~ -~ -

Michael A. Ness
Deputy Chief Counsels

June 15, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Republican National Committee is filing an application statement with the
Federal Election Commission pursuant to 11 Cu 9008.8(b)(3). The following
information is provided to the Commission pursuant to your regulations. Any

qm  changes in this information will be reported to the Commission within the ten
days following the change:

(i) Republican National Committee, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington,
0 D.C. 20003.

Cii) Committee on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee,
C Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman; Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman;

Mary Stivers, Secretary; George Clark, Treasurer, Meetings and
Convention Office, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D. C. 20003.

(iii) Dallas, Texas, August 20-23, 1984.

(iv) Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention, has been designated by
the Republican National Committee to sign requests for payments
and has made such request in a letter to the Commission, dated
June 2, 1983. Ernest Angelo's address is: 310 First Street, S.E.,
Washington, D. C. 20003.

(v) The commercial bank used as depository by the Convention Committee

is the Bank of Virginia, 1710 Goodrich Drive, McLean, VA 22102.

Very truly yours,,

cC2~4~4~I
E. Mark Braden

D{B: j d

Dwiaht 0. Eisenhower Reoublican Center~ 310 FIrst Street Southeast, Washington, DC 20003(202) 4848639
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WI Exhibit I

~ Republican - - - -

: National -

Committee
ft~ ~ * *.

June 2, 1983

CM irmaui - - - ~--~-'- - -~ -. -

Federal Election Comission
1325 K Street, N. V.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Hr. Chairman:

The Republican National Coemittee and the Arrangements comittee of

the Republican National Committee for the 1984 Republican National Convention

hereby 3gree to comply with all of the conditions set forth at 11 Cfl 9008.8(b) (4).

REPU3~ICA~ NATIONAL C0~OIITTEE

C

C

CO~1ITT!E ON APPANGfl~1ENTS
1984 R~1ThLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

Cx
BY: ___________________________________

Ernest Angelo Jr., "Chaitman

4..

Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center: 310 First Street Southeast, Washington. D.C. 20003. (202) 484.6500.



1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CON 19

RlchardD.Sbelby -

Convention Manager. -- -. -.

(202) 4844583 .

COMMITTEE ON
ARRANGEMENTS June 17, 1983

Ernest Angelo, Jr., TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald, CA
Vice Chairman

George Clark. NY
Treasurer

Mary Stivers. GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
General Counsel

~6UBCOMMITTEE
CHAIRMEN:

Noel Gross. NJ
-Decorations

7ack Courvemanche. CA
Entenainment

V
Fran Chiles. TX

f~Host Committee

~ancy Apgar. OK
Housing

1~
Dennis Olsen. ID

CNCWs Media

@Jennifer Dunn. WA
Program Planning

Bill Harris. AL
Security

Don Adams. IL
Special Events

Robert Voy. OR
Tickets & Badges

Peter Secchia, MI
Transporiataon

Ginny Martinez. LA
ViP's *,

Sheila Roberge. NH
Youth Activities

Chairman
Federal Election Coumission
1325 K Street, N. U.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Hr. Chairman:

In a letter to you, dated June 2, 1983, the Chairman of the
Republican National Comittee and the Arrangements Committee of
the Republican National Coinaittee for the 1984 Republican
National Convention agreed to conply with all conditions set
forth at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4). By that document and this addi-
tional letter, the Convention Committee has agreed to the
following conditions:

(i) The convention committee shall agree to comply with
the applicable expenditure limitation set forth at 11 CFR 9008.7.

(ii) The convention committee shall agree to file convention
reports as required under 2 U.S.C. 437 and 11 CFR 9008.12.

(iii) The convention committee shall agree to establish one
or more accounts into which all, public funds received under 11 CFR
9008.3 and 9008.4 must be deposited and from which all expenditures
for convention expenses must be made, provided that such account(s)
shall contain only public funds.

(iv) The convention committee shall, agree to establish one or
more accounts into which all private contributions received to defray
convention expenses shall be deposited and from which all expendi-
tures to defray such expense shall be made: Provided, That such
accounts contain private contributions solely.

(v) The convention committee shall agree to obtain and fur-
nish to the Commission at its request evidence of convention expenses
made by the committee. The convention committee has the burden of
proving that expenditures by the convention committee were for pur-
poses of defraying convention expenses as set forth at 11 CFR 9008.6
(a)(4). The convention committee must include as part of the evi-
dence of convention expenses the foll~ing documentation:

Dallas. Texas-August 20-23, 1984



A. For expenditures exceeding $100 or for expenditures of less than
$100 to a payee who receives expenditures aggregating more than $100 per year,
either:

(1) A receipted bill which is from the payee and states the particu-
lars of the expenditure; or -. -

(2) If such a receipted bill is nor available, the folloving docu-
ments, which must state the particulars of the expenditure:

(a) A cancelled check negotiated by the payee plus

- (b) One of the following documents generated by the payee-
a bill,, invoice, voucher or contemporaneous memorendirn;

(c) Where the documents specified at subparsgaph (b) are not
available, a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the committee;
or

(3) If neither a receipted bill nor the documentation specified in
subparagraph (c) is available, a cancelled check stating the particulars of the
expenditure.

(4) Where the supporting documentation required above is not avail-
able, the committee may present a cancelled check and collateral evidence to
document the qualified campaign expense. Such collateral evidence may include
but is not limited to:

(a) Evidence demonstrating that the expenditure is part of an
identifiable program or project which is otherwise sufficiently
documented, such as where the expenditure is one of a number of
documented expenditures relating to the operation of a committee
office;

(b) Evidence that the expenditure is covered by a pre-estab-
lished written committee policy, such as a per diem policy.

B. For all other expenditures:

(1) If from the petty cash fund, a record disclosing the idenrifi-

cation of the payee, the amount and the date of the expenditure; or

(2) A cancelled check which has been negotiated by the payee and

states the identification of the payee, and the amount and date of the
expenditure.

who C. For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b) (4) Cv), "payee's means the person
provides the goods or services to the co~ittee in return for the expen-

diture except for an advance of $2,000 or less for travel and/or subsistence
to an individual who will be the recipient of rh~a goods or services purchased.
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D. For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4)(v) the term "particulars"
means the identification of the payee, the date and amount of the expenditure,
and a description of the goods or services purchased.

(E) Upon the request of the Commission the convention committee shall
supply an explanation of the connection between the expenditure and the
convention.

(vi) The convention committee shall agree to furnish to the Commission any
books, records, including bank records for all accounts, and a copy of any contract
which the national committee enters into with a host committee or convention city,
as well as other information that the Commission may request.

(vii) The convention committee shall agree to permit an audit and examination
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008.(g) and 11 CFR 900S.9 of all convention expenses; to
facilitate such audit by making available office space, records, and such personnel as
is necessary to the conduct of the audit and examination; and to pay any amounts
required to be paid under 26 U.S.C. 9008(h) and 11 CFR 9008.10.

(viii) The convention committee shall pay any cLvil penalties included in a

conciliation agreement with or imposed under 2 U.S.C. 437g.

0
q~.

C

~' j I/Is- I

)\ ~L~(((1 ~J"Q*~*~ 6

V~able, Director
Meetings and Convention



ATTA~IXRIT III

I

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2O4~3 -

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSiON
c'~p

I4~ -

June 14, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO : Robert J. Costa -

Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

THROUGH: James Pehrkon
Acting Staff ~iT~.ctor

N FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

- BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse~1L~

SUBJECT: Request for Payment of Public Funds, Application
Statement and Letter of Agreement from the Committee
on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee

C
Attached to your memorandum to this office of June 9, 1983,

you included copies of the above-described materials submitted by
the Committee on Arrangements, the 1984 convention committee
established by the Republican National Committee ("RNC").

C,..
Having reviewed these materials, the Office of General

Counsel is of the view that they do not clearly comply with the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and 9008.8(b)(4). The
application statement, for instance, was submitted by the
convention committee rather than the national committee. See
11 C.F.R. S 9008(b)(3). In addition to this, the application
statement does not clearly set forth the name, address and
position of the convention committee officers designated by the
national committee to sign requests for payment. Other minor
deficiencies are also present, such as the failure to set forth
the address of the RNC.

With respect to the conventi.on committee's letter of
agreement, this office notes that the one sentence agreement to
comply with all of the conditions set forth ~At 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.8(b) (4) represents a departure from the RNC's and DNC's



Memorandum to Rob~. Costa
Committee on Arrangements/RNC
Page 2

letters in 1980 whi~h set forth each of those conditions.' This
office believes that a more fully detailed letter of agreement
should be requested of the committee to make it absolutely clear
what conditions the convention committee and national committee
have agreed to accept.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that
the Audit Division contact the appropriate persons at the RNC to
request that it submit a revised application statement and letter
of agreement. The recently submitted materials by the Democratic
National Committee. and its convention committee can be used as a
guide, since those materials clearly comply with the provisions of
11 C..F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and (4). If there are any questions,
please contact Dan Slessington of this office.

cc: Commissioners

fb~

C

C,



AT~A~NNENT IV

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIPJC1ON. D.C. 2O4~3

Honorable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g)
and 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Co.~i5SiOfl
hereby transmits to the Department of the Treasury with
regard to national nominating conventions the following
Certification:

Convention Committee on ArrangementS
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention

- Date of Request from
Committee:

~4 Authorized Signatory
Agent:

Address of Signatory
~ Agent:

Address of Depository:

Amount to be Disbursed:

June 2, 1983

Ernest Angelo, Jr.

310 First Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodrich Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102
$5,871,000.00

Sincerely,

Danny McDonald
Chairman for the
Federal ~lection Commission

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



ATTAQIMENT V

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2O4~3

~0,

Mr. Ernest Angelo, Jr.
Chairman
Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention

310 First Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Mr. Angelo:

This letter is to advise you that, on June 23, 1983, the
Commission approved a staff report which stated that the
application statement and letter of agreements submitted by the

~ Republican National Committee and the Committee on Arrangements
~ for the 1984 Republican National Convention, respectively, have

met the requirements of 11 COFOR. 9008.8(b) (3) and (4). A copy
of the report is enclosed for your information. Accordingly, as
provided by 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(e), the
Commission certified the 1983 entitlement for convention public

q funding for the 1984 Democratic National Convention Committee,
Inc. to the Secretary of Treasury in the amount of $5,871,000.00.

The amount certified was based upon the provisions of 26
U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.3(a) which state the amount

q of entitlement to a major party for its presidential nominating
convention shall not exceed $3 million, as adjusted by the

C Consumer Price Index under 11 C.F.R. 9008.4(a) and 2 U.S.C.
~ 441a(c). 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(c) provides for ~n adjustment to be

made to the entitlement when the.. CPI figures for 1983 are
~ available. Therefore, following the Secretaryof Labor's

certification to the Commission under 2 U.S.C. 44J.a(c) in 1984,
any necessary adjusting payment to your ent~.tlement shall be
certified by the Commission at that time.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Patricia Schering of the Audit Division at (202) 523-4155
or toll free (800) 424-9530.

S incerely,

Danny McDofl&ld
Chairman

cc: Mr. George Clark, Treasurer



LI?9 "hi

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

June 16, 1983

MEMORANDUM

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

JAMES A. PEHRKO4A.~(
ACTING STAFF DI IW~C~POR

ROBERT COSTA

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE
COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 1984
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

Attached for your consideration are the documents submitted
by the above-mentioned convention committee in response to our
informal request as recommended in the legal analysis of the
original application statement and letter of agreements.

We believe these documents to be in compliance with 11
o C.F.R. 9008.8(b) (3) and (4), and, accordingly, will forward the

convention certification for the June 23, 1983 agenda.

Attachment as stated
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Committee
E. Mark Braden
Chief Counsel

Catherine E. Genslor
Michael A. Hess
Deputy Chief Counsels

June 15, 1983

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

N

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Republican National Committee is filing an application statement with the
Federal Election Commission pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(3). The following
information is provided to the Counuission pursuant to your regulations. Any
changes in this information will be reported to the Commission within the ten
days following the change:

(i) Republican National Committee, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington,

o D. C. 20003.

(ii) Committee on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee,
Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman; Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman;
Mary Stivers, Secretary; George Clark, Treasurer, Meetings and

o~. Convention Office, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D. C. 20003.

fX (iii) Dallas, Texas, August 20-23, 1984.

(iv) Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention, has been designated by
the Republican National Committee to sign requests for payments
and has made such request in a letter to the Commission, dated
June 2, 1983. Ernest Angelo's address is: 310 First Street, S.E.,
Washington, D. C. 20003.

Cv) The commercial bank used as depository by the Convention Committee

is the Bank of Virginia, 1710 Goodrich Drive, McLean, VA 22102.

Very truly yours,,

cC 2~c~4%I
E. Mark Braden

EMB: j d

Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center. 310 FIrst Street Southeast, Washington, DC 20003(202)4844839
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Richard D. Shelby I-

/i-~~ "~4Convention Manager(202) 4844581 -

COMMITTEE ON
ARRANGEMENTS

Ernest Angelo. Jr.. TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald. CA
Vice Chairman

George Clark. NY
Treasurer

Mary Silvers. GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
General Counsel

SUBCOMMITTEE
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Noel Gross. NJ
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~vlP.s *.~

Sheila Roberge. NH
Youth Activities

June 17, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In a letter to you, dated June 2, 1983, the Chairman of the
Republican National Counittee and the Arrangements Committee of
the Republican National Committee for the 1984 Republican
National Convention agreed to comply with all conditions set
forth at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4). By that document and this addi-
tional letter, the Convention Committee has agreed to the
following conditions:

(i) The convention committee shall agree to comply with
Lhe applicable expenditure limitation set forth at 11 CFR 9008.7.

(ii) The convention committee shall agree to file convention
reports as required under 2 U.S.C. 437 and II CFR 9008.12.

(iii) The convention committee shall agree to establish one
or more accounts into which all public funds received under 11 CFR
9008.3 and 9008.4 must be deposited and from which all expenditures
for convention expenses must be made, provided that such account(s)
shall contain only public funds.

(iv) The convention committee shall agree to establish one or
more accounts into which all private contributions received to defray
convention expenses shall be deposited and from which all expendi-
tures to defray such expense shall be made: Provided, That such
accounts contain private contributions solely.

(v) The convention committee shall agree to obtain and fur-
nish to the Commission at its request evidence of convention expenses
made by the committee. The convention committee has the burden of
proving that expenditures by the convention committee were for pur-
poses of defraying convention expenses as set forth at 11 CFR 9008.6
(a)(4). The convention committee must include as part of the evi-
dence of convention expenses the following documentation:

Dallas. Texas-August 20-23, 1984
RNC Convention end Meetings offIce. 310 First Street. SE., Washington, D.C. ~ * Peggy M. Venebie, Director (20~ 48446w
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A. For expenditures exceeding $100 or for expenditures of less than

$100 to a payee who receives expenditures aggregating more than $100 per year,
either:

(I) A receipted bill which is from the payee and skates the particu-
lars of the expenditure; or

(2) If such a receipted bill is not available, the following docu-

ments, which must state the particulars of the expenditure:

(a) A cancelled check negotiated by the payee; plus

(b) One of the following documents generated by the payee-

a bill, invoice, voucher or contemporaneous memorandum;

(c) Where the documents specified at subparagraph (b) are not

available, a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the coumnittee;
or

(3) If neither a receipted bill nor the documentation specified in

subparagraph (c) is available, a cancelled check stating the particulars of the
expenditure.

(4) Where the supporting documentation required above is not avail-

able, the committee may present a cancelled check and collateral evidence to

document the qualified campaign expense. Such collateral evidence may include
but is not limited to:

(a) Evidence demonstrating that the expenditure is part of an

identifiable program or project which is otherwise sufficiently
documented, such as where the expenditure is one of a number of
documented expenditures relating to the operation of a committee
office;

(b) Evidence that the expenditure is covered by a pre-estab-
lished written committee policy, such as a per diem policy.

B. For all other expenditures:

(1) If from the petty cash fund, a record disclosing the identifi-

cation of the payee, the amount and the date of the expenditure; or

(2) A cancelled check which has been negotiated by the payee and

states the identification of the payee, and the amount and date of the
expenditure.

C. For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4)(v), "payee" means the person

who provides the goods or services to the committee in return for the expen-

diture except for an advance of $2,000 or less for travel and/or subsistence
to an individual who will be the recipient of the goods or services purchased.
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D. For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4)(v) the term "particulars"
means the identification of the payee, the date and amount of the expenditure,
and a description of the goods or services purchased.

(E) Upon the request of the Commission the convention committee shall
supply an explanation of the connection between the expenditure and the
convent ion.

(vi) The convention committee shall agree to furnish to the Commission any
books, records, including bank records for all accounts, and a copy of any contract
which the national committee enters into with a host committee or convention city,
as well as other information that the Commission may request.

(vii) The convention committee shall agree to permit an audit and examination
pursuant to 26 U.s.c. 9008(g) and 11 CFR 9008.9 of all convention expenses; to
facilitate such audit by making available office space, records, and such personnel as
is necessary to the conduct of the audit and examination; and to pay any amounts
required to be paid under 26 U.S.C. 9008(h) and 11 CFR 9008.10.

0' (viii) The convention committee shall pay any civil penalties included in a
conciliation agreement with or imposed under 2 U.S.C. 437g.

r~4

0

-N
C

' \~~> {' {
Peggy~M. Vehable, Director
Meetings and Convention
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-~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SlaTES 01WASHINCTO~ DC 20463

June 14, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO : Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

THROUGH: James Pehrkon
Acting Staff Director

.0 FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Oh
BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Counse~t~'~
Associate General

SUBJECT: Request for Payment of Public Funds, Application
Statement and Letter of Agreement from the Committee
on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee

0
Attached to your memorandum to this office of June 9, 1983,

you included copies of the above-described materials submitted by
the Committee on Arrangements, the 1984 convention committee

C established by the Republican National Committee ("RNC").

Having reviewed these materials, the Office of General
Counsel is of the view that they do not clearly comply with the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and 9008.8(b)(4). The
application statement, for instance, was submitted by the
convention committee rather than the national committee. See
11 C.F.R. S 9008(b)(3). In addition to this, the application
statement does not clearly set forth the name, address and
position of the convention committee officers designated by the
national committee to sign requests for payment. Other minor
deficiencies are also present, such as the failure to set forth
the address of the RNC.

With respect to the convention committee's letter of
agreement, this office notes that the one sentence agreement to
comply with all of the conditions set forth at 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.8(b) (4) represents a departure from the RNC's and DNC's



Memorandum to Robert J. Costa
Committee on Arrangements/RNc
Page 2

letters in 1980 which set forth each of those conditions. This
office believes that a more fully detailed letter of agreement
should be requested of the committee to make it absolutely clear
what conditions the convention committee and national committee
have agreed to accept.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that
the Audit Division contact the appropriate persons at the RNC to
request that it submit a revised application statement and letter
of agreement. The recently submitted materials by the Democratic
National Committee and its convention committee can be used as a
guide, since those materials clearly comply with the provisions of
11 C.F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and (4). If there are any questions,
please contact Dan Blessington of this office.

N

cc: Commissioners

iqrn

f%.
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~- REVIEW AUDIT *,GNMENT
A;

SUE~JECT: Request for Convention Public Funding From Committee on

Arrangements of the Republican National Committee. for the

1984 Republican National Convention -

t

A??~OVED FOR- ASSIGNMENT

STAFF: /

DUE ______________________________

ThSAPPROVED FOR ASSIGNMENT -*

REASONS-: -

-- -~---- -.

PLEASE.~RETURN TO~DOCKET AFTER ASSIGNMENT. THANK YOU~

CHATo
FROM:

DATE:

,~



REVIEW AUDIT ~GNMENT

To~ CHARLES N. STEELE
FROM: ______________________________________

DATE: ____________________

SUBJECT: Request for Convention Public Funding From Coinn~ittee On
Arrangements of the Republican National Comznit~ee. for the

1984 Republican National Convention

o AP~OVED F~OR- ASSiGNMENT_________________________

.STAFF:__________________________

DUE DATE;.

DISAPPROVED FOR ASSIGNMENT -*

REASONS-: -

-- .- ** - **.

P~LEASE.~RETLIRN TO.IDCKET AFTER ASSIGNMENT. THANK YOU.

~- 5-B;.

/
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGrON. DC 2O4b~

June 9, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: CHARLES STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

~1

THROUGH: JAMES PEHRKON
ACTING STAFF RECTOR

FROM: ROBERTJ.COSTA~

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONVENTION PUBLIC FUNDING
o FROM COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS OF THE

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR THE
C 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

cv
At Attachment 1 is the Request and Agreement from the above

mentioned committee which appears to comply with 11 C.F.R.
9008.8(b).

Also, at Attachment 2 is a copy of Directive 23, Convention
Certification Procedures. Please note the Directive states theC Agreement will be jointly reviewed by the Audit Division and the
Office of General Counsel, and if found to be incomplete, the
Audit Division will informally attempt to obtain an addendum.

c Therefore, in the event your office finds the Agreement not to be
in compliance with 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b), the Audit Division should
be contacted as soon as possible.

Since the Commission has no meeting scheduled on June 30,
1983, we are placing the Convention Certification on the June 23
open session agenda in order to transmit the Certification to the
Secretary of the Treasury prior to July 1, 1983 which is the
first day on which the funds may be transferred.

Should you have any auestions or comments, please contact
Patricia Schering.

Attachments as stated
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83JUN.~ ~4: 5~

June 2, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Committee on Arrangements (Arrangements Committee) of the
Republican National Committee (RNC) for the 1984 Republican
National Convention hereby makes application for the initial
payment for the 1984 Republican Presidential Nominating Con-
vention. The Arrangements Committee has elected to request
all of the amounts to which it is presently entitled under
11 CFR 9008.3 and 9008.4.

The Committee on Arrangements is the convention committee estab-
lished by the Republican National Committee pursuant to 11 CFR
9008.8(b)(2). This letter is the'1~plication statement of the
committee pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(3). Attached to this
letter is the information required for the application. The
information is marked as Exhibit A to this letter. Attached as
Exhibit B is an agreement to comply with provisions set forth
at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4) signed by the Arrangements Committee and
the RNC.

Prompt consideration of this recuesr by the Federal Election
Commission will be appreciated.

Ve~ truly yours,

~Z?~1Thj4.
Ernest Angelo Jr.

EA:bd
Enclosures

Dallas, Texas-August 20-23. 1984
RNC Convention ani~ Meetinas Office. 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003 * Peggy M. Venable, Director (202) 4844630



t

EXHIBIT A

1984 Rep~blican National ~itt.

Dates: August 20-23, 1983

Place: Dallas, Texas in the Dallas Convention Center main
exhibit hail

Arrangenents Cc~rrnittee Address:

Dwight D. Eisenhower Menorial Building
Meetings and Convention Office
310 First Street S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

N

0 Chairman of the Republican National Cxunittee:

cv
Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr.

Arrangenents C~rmittee Officers:

Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman
Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman

o Mary Stivers, Secretary
George Clark, Treasurer
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Mr. James Donaldson
Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodridge Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: Republican National Committee --

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

I aii~ counsel to the Coxrimitt~ on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention. As Jay Banning may
have mentioned to you some time ago, the Committee on
Arrangements is required by federal law to have a bank
depositary account into which funds for the financing of the
1984 Convention are. to be deposited and from which such
funds are to be disbursed. As .1 believe Jay has advised
you, the Arrangements Committee desires to establish the
required account with your bank. In order to be in full
compliance with the federal requirement referred to above,
the Committee desires to establish the account at this time
notwithstanding that the initial deposit will not occur
until some time next suxmner, when the Committee receives its
public funding from the United States Treasury.

In order to effect establishment of this account,
I am enclosing herewith an executed signature card and
certification of the appropriate Arrangements Committee
resolutions together with a specimen signature certificate.
The Arrangements Committee is currently applying* for a
federal income tax identification number, which will be
supplied to you upon receipt.



dINGlOW £ BLI~LINO

Mr. Ja~ies Donaldson
October 22, 1982
Page Two

Should'~ou have any questions concerning any of
* the enclosures, please feel free to contact me at the tele-

phone number shown above... When this account is established,
* I would app~.~iate your advising me of the account number.
g

*Very/ruly yours,
I

George B. Reid, Jr.

gb
o Enclosure

CV cc (w/ enclosures): Ms. Neal Peden
Mr. Jay C. Banning

bcc (w/ enclosures): Mr. George L. Clark, Jr.
Roger Allan Moc e, Esg.
Ms. Peggy N. Ve~*ble ~



REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CO!*2~ITTE.E

Conirnittee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention

Certificate of Secretary
r

The undersigned, Nary Stivers, hereby certifies:

That she is the duly elected, qualified, and acting Secretary

of the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican

National Convention;
C That attached hereto are true, correct, and cOThlete

cv
copies of certain votes duly adopted at a properly called and
validly convened meeting of said Committee, held on A~aust 26,

1982, at which a quorwn was at all times present and acting; and
rn'

tthe same have not been xiodi~ied or rescinded and are
7

still in full force and effect on and as of the date hereof.

N WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand on this

22nd ~ay of October, 1982.

(

Yarv Stivers, Secretary



* AN~'~ ~ b~A. (~FT~1 IL~LII5'~~VI 3 UI'~ LOANS. II
A SAVINGS, II

ETC. IZZIZiZi
UNINCORPORATED ORGANIZATIONS RESOLUTION

COW'!ITTEE ON ARRANCD~TS FOR
THE 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

OP OSSAMIEATISM)

* I, Xarv Stivers ,docenIy:o3ankofVir~ma PotO~8C
(NAME Or NECONSIMS

in NeLean ,Virginia that at ~ mccti~-.w of the D~CS

Coi~mittee on Arrangements for the 1984 (sv~.c.u.u. mimacrous, MEWNENS, ETC.)

cif the Renublican National Corroention ;anunucorpratedorranlaat5onhddwtheCitv of Dallas
(NAME OP O*SAM*ZAYI@N) (couwwv. cr,-r)

Stateof Tex~ onthe.2.~b dayof Aufust .1982
at which a quorum was present and vOdng, the following resolutions were adopted:

(Check and complete if applicable) . - .

[ 1. That a.n account or accou.nu be opened and maintained with ". Bank, subject to the Bank's present an*d future re-
gulatioris, in which funds of this organiaation may b: depoiuted, subject x~:hd.rawal or charge at any rime, or in the case of

.6 time or s.avi.ngs accounts, subject to the withdrawal restrictions of applicable state or federal law and regulations; a11 with-
drawals from demand, tame and savings accOu"t.s to be upon ~t;:rurnents or orders for the payment of monej when made,

o drawn or accepted by~
(INSERT NUMUER RESUIRES TO asow)

the following persons: (iT) Georee L. Clark. Jr. and Neal Peden. or (2T) either 3ev C. Banning
-, ~-"~ and i~'- G (TM MES or eEmso~j * NUt ~u)

or vlcNers ~ ___ e~~er eorge L. t~lar~c, Jr. or Nea'1T ~e~en
* th.zt the ~a.nk need no: inqui..e into the circumstances of issuance of such insr.-~menu or orders or the disposition of proceed.s,

r even if nich instn.ments or orders are drawn or endorsed to the order of an)"~cz-son who made or accepted them or to bearer
or ca.sh or payable to the Bank or others for such person's account; that endorsement of deposited items or instruments may

o be made in wriring or by stamp without designation of the person so endorsing, and that anyone affixing the Organization's

,, 7 endorsernent may also waive demand., protest and notice of protest or dishonor.

2.. That ~YYYYYY~~Y)Y ~YY~ fl(YYYY~ ~ x x x ~ x ~ ; 1~TYXb~ the foil owing persons
U tOWN WSSOMJ..twO Ange±o, Jr., er truQe LA ci) I.any of Ernest (t'~,Lgr NU~UER ona c, .Georg.e ..L~ Clark; 3r. :and Neal Fed

~or one of the foregoln2 and eithet Jev C. ~ flT V~l~ ~T'Y'1'

(LIST NAMES OP rEAsONS Aur.4oma:EO)

a.rc authorized on behalf of the Organization to borrow money from time to rime from the Bank or to discount any assets
with the Bank., in such amou.nt.s and upon such terms as may be agreed to by the Bank, to guarantee unconditionally the
debts of others to the Bank, provided that such debts shall be reasonably incidental to the accomplishment of a purpose
within the Ic
othen io the~~a~e pow:r of the Organization to pledge assets of the Orr~-~ation to secure liability of the Orgar~i.z.arion or

Ba.~ik, and to sign and deliver any notes, agreements or other documents required by the Bank in connection
with any of the above; that all past transactions of a nature set forth above are hereby ratiSed; and so long as the Organizarion
u indebted to the Bank, the Bank shall have the right to inspect and audit, at reasonable times and intervals., the collateral
pledged to the Bank and any records pertinent thereto.

N/A
0 3. That the following persons (LIST P.AbdCS or PENSONS)

(or any one of them)

aie authorized to execute on behalf of the Organization Night Safe Depcsi:ory Contract or Contracts with the Bank in any

form prescribed by the Bank and to make £nd from time to time to change by written notice delivered to the Bank all re-
quired or aproprUte designations therein of persons, including themselves, authorized to act on behalf of the Organization
in the use of the nigh: depository service under the :er~is and provisions of each such contract. Persons so designated shall
have complete control over the contents of deposit pouches delivered to them whenever such contracts shall specify that de-
posit pouches be returned to such persons unopened by the Bank's personnel.



C 4. That the following persons N/A *, 'I.. *.~-.. .-

(or any one of them)

are authorized to lease on behalf of the Orga.niz.ation a safe deposit box or boxes from the Bank, and that any

___________________of the following ~CT50flS

(aws:m~ ,iuM.gm @7 PERUOWU) MAli:, @7 Ptua@Ni AUTN@RIZS)

axe authorized to have access to, and complete control over, the contenu of rods boxes upon identification by signature.
I

5. That the names and addresses and signatures of person.s authorized w act hereunder are:

Na.me of Authorized Persons Address Official Sienarure

Ei-nest An2elo. Jr. Committee O!Y Arra femw~ts toT
the 1984 Republican

Gertrude McDonald N~t1on~1 Conv~rit1ov~ SEE

N Geor2e L. Clark. Jr. 310 First Street. S.E ATAC~ED

C Neal Peden Washin~tovi. D. C. 20003 SPECIMEN

(V Jay C. Banni~ ' . :c: **j..............- -% C SICNAT1JR~E

Vickers Bryan _________________________ TFTCATE

6. That this certificate is to remain in full force and effect as autho~i~r to t!~ Bazk to act thereon until written notice
of its amendment or alteration, and the nature thereof, or of its revocation, !hall .have been delivered to the Bank; and,

C

7. That the foregoi.rag resolutions axe i.n conforrnliy with the constitution., by-laws and/or rules and regularicins of this
organization.

C

I fi.~rther certify that I am the fu.ly elected, q~Ii~ed and acting Secretary
~ of said Org.zu..anon. 07 0771c:)

SEE COVERING CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY.

Given under my hand this________ d.ay of_______________________________ ,19________

( S IC N Alum

(l UTL C)

(NAIiK OPOImOAMIZATICN)



RE 4 LICAN NATIOJ~JAL co4 ,TEE

Committee on Arranoements for the
1984 ~ex~ublican National Convention

Certificate of Secretary

The undersigned, 1%~ary Stivers, hereby certifies:

~ she is the duly elected, qualified, andacting Secretary of

the Co~ittee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republic&fl National Convention

THAT the persons listed below have been duly elected to, and are

qualified for, and acting in, the offices of said CO7fl~ittee set forth
bef ore their respective names; and

THAT the signature appearing after each of their respective n~es
is the genuine signature of such officer: -

Office Name ________

OChair~an Ernest Angelo, Jr.

~Vice Chairr~~an Gertrude NcDonald

Treasurer George L. Clark, Jr.

~lst Asst. Treas. Neal Peden

~2nd Asst. Treas. Jay C. Banning

~3rd Asst. Treas. Vickers Bryan

C / I, ~
Secretary I~arv Stivers

St. S creta~v Pe gy 1~. Venabi / -

As t. Se retary Gai Ii. Grffith

IN WITNESS W~-~E?.~OF I have hereunto set ~y hand O~ this 22nd day of
October , 1982.

!.~ary ~tiVerS, Secretary

I hereby certify that the in~nediately ~receding signature is the
cenuine signature of 1~ary Stivers.

~rnest Arige~)



A~ourtt ~ TaxiOf ~. CNEC~@WG

AccLTitI@ Committee on Arrangements for the 1981b ~

Addreu Republican National Convention 0 SoS. Oww.'."
~ Un.ncOrW
0 Eec &0ff~

City Washington, D.C. Stat P.
George t. Clark, 

Jr. -

w',pme,.

Jay C. Banning

Date Opened

C Opened By (*~...'oo~S ~ Li) K v~.

(V TO: BANK OF VIRGINIA POTOMA~~rm.~ er~ c- ~ ~et'c'* Mu. Bi~ris~

~ ~ie a.jlhOf iieC 'a seco~n~ze ~ ..J.....L..o~aneZ sc'aa~m~ a.~ve an ane ~.avrr~.: ~ t umos

~ or ~r'e ia,~fl6C1On O~ atw buI~nesS t~ ~ COuni Ii as eg'eed lt.81 ~9I rrrnsacl.OflS Delv4cn ~O'.l'~ I~C

s.;nalOaaeS 5Y~Ii be gve'ne~ ~ ire coArre:; ~aa~iC~ o~ the aeerse ~ ~ ~
OIL. O~OO999~~



Exhibit B

Republican
National
Committee

June 2, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

0 The Republican National Committee and the Arrangements Committee of

the Republican National Committee for the 1984 Republican National Convention
(%8

__ hereby agree to comply with all of the conditions set forth at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4).

REFUBLICAN 1~ATIONAL CO!~4ITTEE

0

C

CO~QITTEE ON ARBANG~4ENTS
1984 ?~EU3LICA.N NATIONAL CONVENTiON

)

Jr., ~ChaiL

BY: ________________________Ernest Angelo

(2O2~ 484-6500.
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Charles Akerlow
68 So. Main - Suite 300
Salt Lake City, lIT 84101

Nancy Apar
123 MI 23rd St.
Ok1a1~~ma City, ~C 73103

Mary H. Boatwright
16 Denison Avenue
Stoning ton, CT 06378

McDill Boyd
257 F. Street
Phi1li~burg, XS 67661

Ho~erd H. Callaway
1275 Trenont Place
Denver, CO 80204

Elinor Clapp
8 Ibily Lane
Barrington, RI 02806

Carla W. Coray
83 L~na1ilo ~brne Ibad
Ibnolulu, HI 9G825

Jack Cour ternanche
2295 Century Hill
Los Th~eles, CA 90067

Leona A. D.x3ds
Ibute 1
Fbse ~ AR 72137

Frank 3. Fahrenkopf, Ch.~n.
Republican National Comittee

200 So. Secord St.
SPrin5fiel* L 62702

Ernest Agelo, 3r., Chairman
410 lbrth Main
Midlard, TX 79701

Jean Birch
2625 4th Ave., So.
Great I~'a11s, MT 59405

Mike Borden
liough Mfg. Co.
1809 A~5el St.
P 0 Box 591
Janesville, WI 53545

Viola I. &~rgess
P 0 Box 2512
St. Croix, VI 00820

Fran Chiles
P 0 Box 26162
Fort Wz~h, TX 76116

George L. Clark, Jr.
315 State St.
Albany, NY 12210

John E. Cour~n
4 Sims ;a~ey
Coli.rbia, ~ 29205

Dr. Alfred Cra. er
2831 Old Orange R~i
Culpeer, VA 22701

Jennifer B. D~rin
1509 Qjeen Mne Ave. lb.
Seattle, ~ 98109

U~iis A. Ferre
GPO Ecx 4437
~ ~ PR 00936

m



k~d Fike
~V Box 1957
Las Vegas, NV 891w

David T. Flaherty
P 0 Box 17265
Raleigh, IC 27619

L~~~ence E. Forgy, Jr.
1100 Kincaid 2bwer
Lexington, KY 40508

Michael rx~ud Gill
1000 Potomac St., M'J
Suite 401
Washington, ~ ~)OO7

Noel Gross
2 C~stnut Ridge ~ad
Saddle River, N3 07458

Madeline B. Bar~od
Village View kad
Manchester Center, VT 05255

Margaret C. Hill
4499 North Kinser Pike
Bloomington, Th~ 47401

John A. Holmes
169 Weybosset St.
Suite 602
Providence, RI 02903

Ral~ 3. Krobel
116 North 12th St.
412 Arderson Bldg.
Lincoln, ~ 68508

A. Lynn Lowe
25 Arnold Drive
Texarkana, AR 75501

John C. McDonald
$02 15th Street

Wy 3. Fish
547 Progress~..
Hartland, WI~ )29

Sallie Eblsom
1504 West 2nd St.
Grand Island, ~E 68801

Jeanne x. Gerahty
1115 Croi~pint West
Signal J'~w~ta in, 'IN 37377

Louise Gore
11300 River Ibad
Potomac, l~'fl 20854

William D. Harris
P 0 Box 31046
Birmingham, AL 35222

Jerome 0. Herlihy
2008 Pennsylvania Ave.
Wilmingtoli'[ £~ 19806

Edith ~b1m
P 0 Box 682
Fairbanks, AK 99707

Margaret ~el1y
P 0 Box 1016
Pawlins, WY 82301

Paula Logan
562 Main St.
Hingharn, l'A 02043

Ed'~ard L. Wian
Post 'Office Box 3727
Albuquerque, ~S 87190

Trudy t'cDonald
Vice Ct~3i~8fl

N



5574 Diamondhead £a~&
Bay St. Louis, MS '0

Kit MehrteflS
8708 Last San Jacinto
Scottsdale 1 AZ 85258

120 chateau st. Michel
Kerner, LA

Arch A. ?bore, Jr.
P 0 Box 250
MoLr~dsville, WV 26041

Martha C. Moore
501 Oakland Blvd.
Canbridge, Cu 43725

Peter C. Pb.1r~tIy
P 0 Box 783
Springfield, 01

Dennis M. Olsen
485 E. St.
IdaI~ Falls, ID

97477

Andrew S. NatsioS
73 'flernont St.
Room 1125
Boston, M~ 02108

Dan Parish
405 jefferson Ave.
Murdo, SD 5755983401

?~ ary Wold Payson
187 Foreside Road
Falmouth Ebreside, ME 04105

John F~e11
P 0 Box 576
Rlla, MO 65401

Ranny Riecker
3211 Valley Drive
Midland, MI 48640

Henry B. Sayler
4609 Fourth St., t~brth
st. Petersburg, FL 33703

Peter F. Secchia
The Universal Com~8nies

Peter F. Perez, Jr.
LV Boy. 3404
Agana, ~ 95910

Betty Lou 'r. Lyle
225 West 6th St.
West Fargo, 10 58078

Kay W. Riddle
10744 Poseanna Dr.
tbrtJ~lenn, CO 80234

M. S.-~eila Foberge
Olde Lantern Foad
Bedford, ~-I 03102

t~artha Bell Sci~eninger
P 0 Box 1624
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Mary Louise S~iith
654 - S9th St.
Des ~oir.eS, IA 53312



* William H. Stanhagen
C~irman of Rules O~'ttee
9326 Battle St.
Manassas, VA ~ll0

Kenneth 0. Stout
6208 East 34th St.
Ar~horage, AK 99504

Evie Teegen
5501 Kellogg Ave., South
Edina, ltJ 55424

Eu-lice B. Whittlesey
118 Acorn Drive
Sz3tia, NY 12302

Mary Stivers
P 0 Box 608 ~
t~catur, G~ W I

Mr. George W. Strake
Republican Party of Texas
1300 Guadalupe - Ste. 205
Austin, TX 78701

Lew Ward
POBox 1187
Enid, a( 73702

Lawrence A. Wright
19 Scotsdale R~ad
S. Burlington, VT 05401

Andrew L. (Drew) Lewis
R. D. i~1
Schwenksville, Pa. 19473



ATTACHMENT 2

DIF"~VE ~O. 23

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~U5 k SH~L~T \.W
\VAEH;\CTO\DC. 204b3

tA.EMORAI~DUM

TO:

FROM:

RE:

STAFF

ORLANDO B. POTTER

CONVENTiON CERTIFICATiON PROCEDURES

DATE: ; JUi~E 29, 1979

Attached are the convention certificaticr~ crocedures aoproved
by the Comission at its June 28 meeting.

These procedures are now in effect.

Attachr~ent

'1



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
--- F

1325 ~ SWEET NW. June 1979

'o ~ WASH1?~CTO~ D.C. 204b3

DIRECTIVE NO: 23

TITLE: CONVENTION CERTIFICATION PROCEDURES

APPROVED: COMMISSION MEETING OF JUNE 28, 197~

National Committees recuestine federal financing of their
nominat~n~ conventions have been in contact with the Co~ission
concerni~a the submissions of materials to establish their
eligibility to receive funds pursuant to 26 u.S.C. Section 900C.
The following procedures set forth t~e pavme~t mecnann.sh&' zor the
Pres~cential Nominating Conventions.

Attached is a copy of the agree~e~z each Naticnal Co~.mittee
should submit to the Commission as rec~ired by Section ~
(: zrie Committee elects to write its z~-~ acre emerit, it must
contain the sane ~n:ormation,) When the Committee submits thisacreement to the Ccrnm~ssion, the it ~vis~on an~ Office of
Ceneral .Counsel will lointly review it. t~e agreement is
comlete>arePcrtwill then be presenze~ to the Cc~r~~ziss~.cn.

If the Auc't D'vision and/or the Office of Gene~ai Counsel
believes the ac ~ does not meet the rez~ireme~ts of the ;ct
or Ccmm~ssioecu'~ the Audit ~ w~ ormallv
attempt to cet ~e Committee to file az accenc~m zo ~.zs original
acreemen~. -~. ~'s cannot be acccnz~.iec, ,::~n~n ~ days of
reoei~t C: zr~e ac~-e~nent, the matter ~.:ill be resent:d to the
Comm..ss:on :or ' s ~e:t reau2.arlv 3che&~.ec meez:nc ;*;ith r ecorn-
mendations on how th~ Committee can be brc~:cht into ocm~).iance
w~.th Section 9003.

The Co~mittee may submit a recuest :or an ~n~z~al pa~nent
of funds with its acreement. The recuest will b~ ~rccessec W~tn
the acreemenz.

1
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Any request for initial payment wculd first be reviewed
by the Audit Division and the Office of General Counsel before
being forwarded to the Commission for its a~~roval pursuant
11 CFR 123.4(a)(3). Once the payutent is certified by the
Commission, the Secretary of the Treas~y will be notified to
disburse the funds to the Committee. The entire ~rocess, from
the time the Corr~nission receives the re~uest to the time the
Secretary is notified, should take no lcnger than 5 working days.
However, no payments may be made beThre July 1, 1979.

The initial request for payment shall include:

(1) The sicnat-1are of an authorized ~no~vidua1;

(2) SDecifv an amount to be receaved, not to exceed 30
percent of the aggregate ~o~n z zo which the Committee
as entitled;

(3) Desicnate one or 7nore accou~.ts estahlished solely for
the purpose of de~ositinc ar.d disbursina all ~ublic
funds, or certify that such acco.mt(s) will be
established;

(4) Desicnate one or more acczu.-~~ established solely for
~ne ~urzose of de~ositinc and szurs:ng all ~rivate

o ccntrib~~tions to defray covenz~zn expenseS, or ~o
certify thaz such an accc~t -gill be established;

(3) .~. szaze~ent projecting a~c cescr~z~g the estimated
:cnve;~:on exzenses ano Z~LOSC a2.readv inc~rrec, if
any, throuc:-~ the )~.ast day cf tne calendar cuarter
2n wn:cn t-e recuest as made.

~2Z s~bsecuent recuests follox.:inz the initial rec~est :or
~a~.ent %%~e zrocessec an the s~e ~a nner s the initial rec~est
~nc:O:nC cert~fjcaz~on by the Cc~-~ ~ th~ Secretary watnan
fi-;e wor-unc da:s after being rece>ed ~ Cc~~~issaOn.

Ssecuent rez~ests for ~av~ent ~ilZ be s~bma tte~ cc~.enc:n~
wa:h October 1 of the year ~raor to t:-s year ~n which the conventac
wall be held zurs'.ant to 11 C?~ Sect~cn 123.4(b). The rec2estS
sna~ ~-~clude:
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(1) The signature(s) of authorized individual(s);

(2) A statement projecting estL~at ed conventiCfl expenses
through the end of the quarterly period; and

(3) Specify an amount to be received based on the projected
expenses in (2).

The request can be submitted to the Coz~nissiOfl anytime during
the quarter to which the request relates.

The Corr~nission can certify more than one disbursement per
auarter wher~ the Committee establishes that a deficit is likely
to be incurred unless a further dis rse:ient ~s made. This recuest
should be su~orted by a s~T~ary of actual convention expenses
previcusl y incurred for the cuarter, tocether with the projected
expenses which will cause the deficit.

The Co~ission at its discret.cri ~ay certify to the Secretary
an &~ount less than the ccm~ittee recueszs ~ its last auarterlv
~a'~ent recuest as lona as the adj~st:~e~t does not exceed 2.0
~ercenz or t~at party's tota2. entitlerr.ent. These withheld funds
snaJ2. be c~szursed after the conve.ticn u~cn the ~rczer submission
or a ~ost-ccnvention Da-v~ent recu est, ~c ~anied by the ccnvent~cn
financing report required under 11 C~R Section 125.

C

C

Attachnent as ~tated
'I



PROPOSED COMMITTEE LETTER FOR ?EDE?~L FINANCING
OF CONVENTIONS

Federal Election Corr~iission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Na shinc tone D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Chairman:

?ursL2ant to 26 U.S.C. 9008 and II C?? 123.3, as a

Coininittee seeking to become eligible to receive ?UbliC funds
for our party' s convention, we hereby supply the following
in for~1~ation.

(1) The name and address of the National Ccinr~ittee;

(2) The name and address of the conventiOn ar.: angements

cc~ittee of the National Ccminittee or simi 2. a: cc.inini ttee in char;e
cv of the National Convention;

(3) The maine of the city where the convemt~on is to be held~
ano tne a~zrcxinaze cates;

-I--.

(4) ~ nape, address, and position of zhe officers anc~
meinbers c: zne arranceinenzs coinzn2ztee;

(3) The n&~e, address, and ~ositicn of the ~artv off:c~a~s~
desicmated by the National Ccninittee tz sn re~eStS :Cr pavinent;

(0 The r~e and address of the co2~ercf~al ba~ to be used
~ th~ dezcsit6rv of the convention a::ancen~ents ccnm z~e.

(7) The'sicna~':re cards signed the ce~~a-eo zartv
officials a~horized to rec~est ~avnen:s.

This infor~azicn is enclosed ... 11. ~his acreenent. Any chance
:n:crnation~will be re~orzeo the COn7.:SS~Or. w~n~n a

ten day zericd followino the chance.
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PROPOSED COMMITTEE LETTER FOR
FEDERAL FIi~ANCING OF CONVENTIONS

Page 2

We further acree pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008(d) and II CFR
123.3(d) to limit our convention exp~nditiares to the axnount
specified in 11 CFR 121.

_ 1~a--'--,

J~-.

~nc2.os~.zes:

-a

'I
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U,. FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

SMINCTON DC 20*3 ~I8 05

April 18, 1986

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE COMMISSIONERs

THROUGH: JOHN C. SURI

STAFF DIRE
FROM: ROBERT J. Co TA

ASSISTANT S AFF DI ~CT0R
AUDIT DIVI ION

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

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

Recommendation

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

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

Attachments as stated



FEDERAL ELECTiON COMMiSSiON
WASHINGTON. 0 C 2O4~3

REPORT OF TEE AUDIT DIVISION

ON THE

COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE

1984 REPUBLICAN- NATIONAL CONVENTION

I. Background
N

A. Overview

This report is based on an audit of the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention (the
Coumittee), to determine whether there has been compliance with
the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (the Act). The audit was conducted pursuant to Section
9008(g) of Title 26, United States Code which directs the
Commission to conduct an examination and audit of the payments

o for Presidential nominating conventions no later than December 31
of the calendar year in which the convention is held.

The Committee registered with the Federal ElectionC Commission on September 7, 1982 as an affiliate of the Republican
National Committee. On June 2, 1983, the Republican National
Committee designated the Committee as the convention committee of

a' the Republican Party. The Committee maintains its headquarters
in Washington, D.C. The audit covered the period from February
17, 1982 through September 30, 1984. During the period, the
Committee reported a beginning cash balance of $-0-, total
receipts of $8,753,193.79, total expenditures of $8,437,961.92,
and an ending cash balance on September 30, 1984 of $315,231.87.
In addition, certain financial activity has been reviewed through
October 31, 1984.

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

B. Key Personnel

The Treasurer for the period audited was Mr. George L.
Clark, Jr.
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C. ScoDe
The audit iflclud.d such tests as verification of total

reported receipts and expenditures and individual transactionsireview of required supporting documentation and analysis ofCommittee debts and Obligations1 review of contribution andexpenditure limiations, and such other audit procedures as deemednecessary under the circumstances
II. Finding Related to Title 2 of the United States Code

A. Hisstatement of Financial Activity
(V Section 437(2) of Title 2, United States Code providesthat each committee or other organization which represents a
_ national political party in making arrangements for theconvention of such party held to nominate a candidate for theOffice of President or Vice President, shall, within 60 daysfollowing the end of the convention (but not later than 20 daysprior to the date on which presidential and vice..presidentialelectors are chosen), file with the Commission a full and
o complete financial statement, in such form and detail as It mayprescribe, of the sources from which it derived its funds, andthe purpose for which such funds were expended.
C The Audit staff's reconciliation of Committee bank

accounts to reports filed for the period January 1, 1984 throughSeptember 30, 1984, indicated that the Committee overstated its
receipts and its disbursements by $250,000.00. The overstatementwas caused by a Committee error made in Preparing the reports.On December 19, 1984, the Committee filed an amendmentcorrecting its misstatement of financial activity.
Recommend at ion

It is the Audit staff's recommendation that no furtheraction be taken on this matter.
III. Findings Related o Title 26 of the United States Code

A. UnsDent Portion of Fund Payment
Section 9008(h) of Title 26, United States Code states,

in part, that the Commission shall have the same authority torequire repayments from the national committee of a major partyas it has with respect to repayments from any eligible candidatesunder Section 9007(b).



In addition, 11 C.F.R. S 9008.10(0) (1) states that if

any portion of the payment under 11 C.F.R. 5 9008.3 remains

unspent after all convention expenses have been paid that portion

shall be returned to the Secretary of the Treasury.

Also, 11 C.F.R. 5 9008.10(g) (2) states, in part, that

the national committee shall repay to the Secretary within 90

days of the notice, the amount of the repayment.

Calculation of the Unspent Portion of the Entitlement
of the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984

Republican National Convention
as of October 31, 1984

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

Adjusted Total of Convention ( 8.069,368.11)

Expenses Made

Total $ 10,631.89

Estimated winding Down Costs:1/

o Contract - Convention Proceedings C 6,000.00)
Furniture Rental C 1,000.00)
Miscellaneous ( 2,468.04)

C Repayment Amount ~/ $ 1,163.85

Oh

On January 10, 1985, the Committee repaid $1,163.85 to

the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 5 9008.10(e).

1/ The estimated winding down costs for the Committee were

provided by Committee staff. Actual expenses will be

compared against these estimates, and adjustments made if
appropriate.

a! The Committee repaid $302,506.36 of interest income to the

U.S. Treasury on October 10, 1984 in accordance with 11
C.F.R.' S 9008.6(a) (5).
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In addition, by letter dated July 18, 1985, theComamittee forvarded a check in the amount of $2,784.08.According to the Committee, this amount represents the value ofunexpected refunds received from vendors since January 10, 1985.On July 23, 1985 the check was delivered to the U.S. Treasury fordeposit into the General Fund pursuant to 26 U.S.C. S 90U8(h).

Recommendation

The Audit staff recommends that no further action isnecessary at this time.
(V

a. Matters Referred to the Office of General Counsel
(V
_ Certain matters noted during the audit were referred tothe Commission's Office of General Counsel.
~I.
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On the basis of an amendment filed on December 19, 1984, theAudit Division recomuends that no further action be takenre9arding this matter * Tb. Office of the General Counselconcurs.

-o
(V

(V
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON 0 C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO.

April 18, 1986

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSELS

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

JOHN C. Si
STAFF DIR

ROBERT J. CO~A
ASSISTANT S~AFF DI~~CTOR
AUDIT DIVIS/ ON

MATTERS AP~ ROVED FOR REFERRAL
AUDIT OF COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

Attached please find two matters, Exhibits A and B, whichwere approved for referral at the meeting of April 18, 1986.Exhibit C, which is the Committee's response to the Commissionapproved interim audit report, is also attached.

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

Attachments as stated



Exhibit AWage 1 of 7
Use of '0ff icial Providers'

Section 9008.7(c) (1) of Title 11, Code of FederalRegulations states, in relevant part, that retail businesses Daysell, lease or rent their products, materials, services or spaceto the national committee with respect to a presidentialnominating convention at reduced or discounted rates: Provided,that such reductions or discounts are in the ordinary course ofbusiness.

Discounts or reductions in accordance with this section willnot count toward the national party expenditure limitation under11 cFR 900S.7(a).
In addition, 11 C.I.a. 9008.7(c) (2) (i) provides that localbusinesses may sell, at nominal cost, or prc~ide at no charge,any of their products or services in the form of samples,discount coupons, promotional items, such as maps, pens, orpencils, with the business' name imprinted on the item, to thoseattending the convention functions. Such samples, coupons andpromotional items shall be: Of nominal valuer provided solely forbona fide advertising or promotional purposes; and provided inthe ordinary course of business.

C During the audit fieldwork, it was noted that the Committeeengaged in a program whereby certain companies were designated asthe 'official provider' of goods and services to the convention.
C The official provider' designation was given in exchangefor goods and/or services provided to the convention at a reducedrate or at no cost. The designated companies received thebenefit of Publicity for being an 'off icial provider.tm

In connection with the 'official provider' program, theCommittee prepared a document entitled Guidelines for PermissibleBusiness Discounts in Connection with the 1984 epublT~i~National Convention, dated 1/1/83. The memorand~ was designedto provide guidance to businesses proposing to provide goods orservices in connection with the 1984 Republican NationalConvention at discounted rates or on other favorable terms.
In addition, a memorandum, dated 1/20/84, was preparedentitled Re: Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connectionwith the 1984 Republican National Convention. The guidelineswere intended to expedite consideration and approval of offersfrom companies proposing to provide goods or services atdiscounted rates or on other favorable terms. The guidelines setforth the procedures to be followed from the initial contact bythe companies through the approval of the proposal by theCommittee's legal counsel.



Exhibit A
Page 2 of 7

Our review of records made available during the auditfieldwork indicated that there were 16 companies designated asofficial providers." A brief description concerning each"aft icial provider" is set forth below.
1. AMERICAN AIRLINES, nationwide serviceOFFICw~ CARRIER"

The Airline agreed to provide: a) reduced fares of, atleast, 301 coach day fares; b) free tickets to the Committeebased upon the number of tickets purchased, c) 30 free temporarymemberships in the AAdvantage program"1 d) 25% discount forfreight charges, e) an airport hospitality room, press rooms,assistance booths for baggage claim, ground transportationcoordination, an automated service center at the convention andan airline Staff member assigned to each state/territorycv attending the convention, and f) other services, such as, aspecial "Soo" number, printing of convention folders, supplyingthe Committee with monthly status reports, and baggage tags tothe travelers.

Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.
C' 2. AMERICAN NETWORK SERVICE, INC., Burlingame, CA"OFFICI~ PROVIDER OF DELEGATE INFORMATION SERVICES"

In exchange for the "official provider" designation,the Company provided a booth, along with computers, printers,data communication equipment, software and personnel to providedata transfer and electronic mail between the Convention Hall andthe various hotels. Based on the agreement, the Committee paid$10,000.00 which is a 50~ discount of the normal charges.
However, according to the August 21, 1984 edition ofThe New York Times, the Company provided equipment and suppliesvalued at $250,000.00.

3. AT&T COMMUNICATIONS, nationwide service"OFFICIAL LONG DISTANCE and the OFFICIAL MESSAGECENTER"

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



Exhibit A
Page 3 of 7

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

The Company agreed to supply ten stand-up pianos and upto three baby grand pianos. There would be no rental and movingcosts for thes. pianos.

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

5. BLYTHE-NELSOti, Dallas, TX'OFFICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS CONSULTANTS'
0 The Company was providing telecommunications consultingservices on the basis of one hour billed for every two hoursspent. In addition, the Company would coordinate thetelecommunications and other information systems activities at nocost. Based on documentation from the Company, the serviceprovided at no cost was valued at $88,195.00.

6. COf4PUCORP, Santa Monica, CA'OFFICIAL WORD/DATA PROCESSING and the OFFICIAL
PROVIDER OF THE ELECTRONIC MAIL NETWORK'

0 The Company agreed to provide between 11 and 30 wordprocessors for the rental rate of $100.00 per unit, per month.Also, the Company agreed to provide, at least, 81 major systemcomponents for the rental rate of $100.00 per unit, per month.These components were used for the electronic mail network.
According to the August 21, 1984 edition of The NewYork Times, the Company 'estimated the value of the company'sequipment and services at the Republican convention as 'well over$1.5 million, if they had to pay for it.' The cost to thecompany was about $250,000, of which the convention paid about 25

percent.'

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

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

Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company. However, the Committee reported a payment of$11,073.76 with the purpose listed as 'official convention
guide.'
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8. DFV CWIMUNICATIONS, Inc., Dallas, TXOFFICIAL PAGING SERVIcE and the OFfl~~~ 2-WAY RADIOEQUIPMENT SUPPLIER'

The Company Offered its standard discount rate and theuse of 30 pagers at no cost.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.

9. EXECUTIVE PRESENTATION SYSTEMSDallau, TXOFFICIAL GRAPNICS PRESENTATION SYSTEMS'
The Company agreed to provide graphic services at adiscounted rate.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.

10. GROWALD ARCHITECTS, Dallas, TX'OFFICIAL ARCHITECTS'

The Company agreed to provide architectural serviceso for a maximum amount of $25,000.00. Based on the records whichwere available, the Audit staff was unable to determine a valuefor the services provided by the Company. Reported payments tothis vendor amounted to $22,513.62.
11. METIER MANAGEMENT a SYSTEMS, INC., Houston, TX'OFFICIAL ARTEMIS/COMPUTERI ZED PROJECT MANAGEMENT

SYSTEM'

Based on the agreement, the Company was to provide theuse of its Proprietary computer system for the planning andscheduling of the convention. Also, access to its projectmanagement system, which includes use of the ARTEMIS programs,computer hardware, remote access to its computer, and consultingassistance were provided. All of these services were at no cost.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.
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12. PUROLATOR COURIER CORPORATION, nationwide service'OFFICIAL CoURIER'

The Company agreed to discount its rates up to 71%. Inaddition, the Company agreed to provide free pick-up and deliverybetween the 46 hotels in Dallas, TX.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.

13. RAPICOt4, Inc., Houston, TX'OFFICIAL FACSIMILE VENDOR'
The Company stated that the 'Rental charges for theequipment would be waived as a contribution from Rapicom, Inc.'.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.

* 14. SAVIN CORPORATION, nationwide service'OFFICIAl COP IER'

The Company agreed to provide a minimum of 25 copiersand an on-site full time Customer Service Representative. TheCompany discounted its lowest special events price by $9,000.00.
Based on the records which were available, the Auditstaff was unable to determine a value for the services providedby the Company.

15. SOUTHWESTERJ~ BELL MOBILE SYSTEMS, Dallas, TX'OFFICIAL CELLULAR TELEPHONE SERVICE'
The Company agreed to provide so cellular mobiletelephones and associated airtime usage with the first $50,000worth of service at no charge. Based on the records which wereavailable, the Audit staff was unable to determine a value forthe services provided by the Company.

16. VMX, Inc., Richardson, TX
'OFFICIAL VOICE MESSAGING SERVICE'
The Company provided voice mailboxes available to theCommittee at no cost. According to the August 21, 1984 editionof The New York Times, the Company representative Stated 'hiscompany had provided its service and equipment to the conventionat no charge. He put the value of both at up to $500,000.00.'
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As described above (items 1 through 16), 'officialproviders' provided goods and/or services at a reduced rate or atno charge. With respect to those companies which provided goodsand/or services at reduced rates (items 1,2,6,7,8,9,10,12,14,15),it is the opinion of the Audit staff that documentation availabledid not appear to support the Committee's contention that thesediscounts vere of fered in the ordinary course of business.
In the case of goods and/or services provided at nocharge (items 3,4,5,11,13,16), it is apparent that the provisionat 11 C.F.R. 9008.7(c) (2) (i) does not encompass the transactionsinvolving the goods and/or services provided at no charge to theCommittee. Rather, for the value of these goods and services notto be considered as impermissible in-kind contributions to theComittee from the companies, the provision of these goods and/orservices at no charge must be shown to have been made in theordinary course of business.

The Audit staff recommended that the Committee providedocumentation which demonstrates that (1) the discounts receivedwere in compliance with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1), and (2) thetransactions involving vendors who provided goods or services atno charge did not constitute an in-kind contribution to theCommittee from the vendors.
C,

On September 23, 1985, the Audit staff received theCommittee's response. The Committee submitted two memoranda 1)RE: Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connection with theC 1984 Republican Nation Convention, 2) Guidelines for PermissibleBusiness Discounts in Connection with the 1984 RepublicanNational Convention, and in addition enclosed forms used inconjunction with all official designation agreements, it is theCommittee's opinion that these documents clearly indicate thatall agreements referred to were 'arms length' commercialtransactions made in the ordinary course of business, and that noiters of value were received without commensurate commercialand/or financial payment.

The Committee further stated that 'it has no expertiseor ability to independently determine the value of services oritems provided to the Committee. Direct and unequivocalrepresentations by vendors that transactions are commerciallyreasonable and that the Committee on Arrangements was notreceiving any discounts or services which were not in theordinary course of industry practice is the only practical coursefor any committee to use when seeking compliance with the
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statute. Without any indication of bad faith, the Committee onArrangements should be able to rely on reasonable expressrepresentation of vendors that their prices for services, orgoods, or other commercial arrangements, are in the ordinarycourse of the vendors' business and are not contributions to the
Comuittee.

It should be noted that the memoranda referred to abovewre also provided to the Audit staff during the course of itsfieldwork. Further, it is our opinion that the committee has notdemonstrated that (1) the discounts received were in compliancewith 11 C.F.R. 5 900S.7(c) (1), and (2) the transactions involvingvendors who provided goods or services at no charge did notconstitute an in-kind contribution to the Committee from thevendors.
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FEDERALELECTION COMMISSIONASNINCTON D.C. Jo4~3

July 31, 1985

Mr. George L. Clark, Jr., TreasurerCommittee on Arrangements for the1984 Republican National Convention
310 First Street, Si
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Kr. Clark:

This report is to formally advise you of the findings andrecommendations of the Audit staff resulting from the audit ofthe Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican NationalConvention. These matters were discussed with you at theconclusion of the fieldwork on December 14, 1984. The Commissionapproved this report on July 30, 1985.
It has come to the Commission's attention that anorganization referred to as the Republican Host C~~mmittee mayhave played a role at the 1984 Republican Convention.
Section 9008.12 of Title 11, Code of Federal Regulations,(y. requires that each committee, including a host committee, otherorganization or group of persons which represents a State,municipality, local government agency or other politicalsubdivision in dealing with off icials of a national political* party with respect to matters involving a presidential nominatingconvention shall register with the Commission on the ConventionRegistration Form within 10 days of the date on which such partychooses the convention city.

In an article in the June 4, 1984, edition of the DallasTimes Herald, the author states that a Republican Host Committeewill spend $700,OoO.OO at current estimates, for its job ofwelcoming the delegates, renting information booths and staffing,leasing and equipping its headquarters.. The article furtherstates that the Host Committee is raising money from local andstate Republicans, and contributions are considered political.
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The article does not elaborate any further on the role theRepublican Host Committee played at the convention. 1/ ifcontributions raised by the Republican East Committee were usedto defray convention expenses, those tipenditures ~uld result inin-kind contributions to the Convention Committee. In addition,any expenditures by the Republican Host Committee may also havetriggered registration and reporting requirements.

It is requested that, within 30 days of the receipt of thisletter, the Committee describe the activities of the RepublicanEast Committee, and its role at the Convention.

Further, you are requested to comply with therecommendations contained in-the attached report within 30 daysof receipt of this letter. After expiration of the 30 day periodand receipt of your response, the Audit staff will present afinal audit report to the Commission for approval and subsequentpublic release. If the recommendations contained in this reportare followed, such efforts will be noted in the final auditreport. Bowever, adherence to these recommendations will notnecessarily preclude the institution of enforcement proceedingswith regard to apparent violations of the Federal ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as amended.

1/ The Republican Host Committee is apparently distinct fromthe Dallas Welcoming Committee which registered and reportedunder 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12. On June 19, 1984, the Commissionwrote the Republican lost Committee to inform the Committeeof the reporting requirements of 11 C.F.R. S.9008.12. TheRepublican lost Committee responded in a letter dated July17, 1984, stating that it ~uld be 'inappropriateu for theCommittee to register as a host committee. This conclusionwas purportedly based on the following: 1) the DallasWelcoming Committee had already registered as a hostcolnmitteci 2) the Republican Host Committee was an arm ofthe Dallas County Republican Party~* 3) the Republican HostCommittee was not an organization described in 11 C.F.R. S90087(d) (1); and 4) they were funded out of the treasury ofthe Lallas County Republican Party, which receivescontributions only from private individuals. There is noindication that there was any further contact between theRepublican Host Committee and the Commission. The Auditstaff did not have access to any records of the RepublicanHost Committee during its audits of the Committee or theDallas Welcoming Committee.
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it you have any questions regarding these matters, please
contact Mr. Rick Halter at (202) 523-4153.

Sincerely, /1/

bert 7. Coui~
U Assistant Staff Director

for the Audit Division

Attachment as stated
~ZRIFIID MAIL:
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

N
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Rp~bIi~~~
Comm~tee
I. Maek Iraim
Chief Counseg

Mimbeeg A. "066
Oeputy Chief Counsel

September 23, 1965

The Federal Election Caission
1325 1 Street, 3. V.
Vashiagton, 0. C. 20463

RI: 1964 Republican National Convention
* Dear Sirs:

I am writing in respons, to your letter of July 31, 1955, and the
accompanying Interim report of the Audit Division concerning the Committee
on Arrangements for the 1964 Republican National Convention.

Your letter poses a question in regard to an article appearing in the
- June 4, 1964, edition of the Dallas ~zxzs KERALD in vhich the author stated

that a 'Republican lost Committee will spend 8700,000 at current estimates
for its job of welcoming delegates, renting information booths, and staff
leasing and equipping its headquarters.' You indicate further that this4
Republican lost Committee was funded out of the treasury of the Dallas
County Republican Party. Contribution~s raised by 'the Republican lost

* Committee' were not used by the Committee on Arrangements to defray
Conventio~ expenses. As to information about the activities in Dallas of
the Republican lost C~ittee that may have coincided with the Convention, I
recommend that you contact the Republican lost Committee directly. The
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Committee on Arrangements for the Convention did not, and doom flOt, h~ye
access to the records of *the Republican lost Committee' nor does the
Committee on Arrangements have any managerial authority over that group. It
is Unwarranted for the Commission to request, and inappropriate for the
Cinittee on Arrangements to respond to a request, to 'describe the
activities of the Republican lost committee and its role at the Convention.
other than the prior statement in this letter that the Republican lost
Committee did not defray Convention expenses of the Arrangements Committee.
If 'the RepubLican lost Committee' has registration or reporting

requirements, they are not the obligation of the Committee on Arrangements.

The Commission has the responsibility to determine whether or not other
organizations have complied with fe4eral law. It is not the responsibility
nor vithin the ability of the Committee on Arrangements to determine the

o compliance of separate organizations, nor to describe their separate

activities.

C!
In its interim audit report, the Commission's staff raises a singleissue using a number of examples as to the designation of certain ConVention

vendors as 'official providers.' The Commission requests information from
the Committee as to the appropriateness of items or services received by the
Committee on Arrangements pursuant to contracts designating vendors as
off icial providers. Unclosed vith this letter are two memoranda drafted by
outside counsel to the Committee on Arrangements outlining the basis for
such agreements and the policy for the execution of such arrangements.

Additionally, enclosed are forms which were used in conjunction vith all
off icial designation agreements. As the enclosed documents clearly

indicate, all such agreements were 'arms length' commercial transactions
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mede in the ordinary course of business. No items of value VOte received
without commensurate commercial and/or financial payment by the Committe, on
Arrangements. The interim report requests documentation that the disco~,~
received were in Osapliance with 11 Cfl lection ~OOS.7 (c~(lH2I. I belie,.
the enclosed documents clearly provide this documentation. The enclosed
documents show the eztraord~nsry care the Committee took to ensure
compliance with the Act. The records of the Committee on Arrangements
contain written representations pursuant to the enclosed forms and memorands
from every vendor, listed in the interim audit report. These records are
readily available for individual review if the Commission desires.

Additional informetion confirming the value of services provided by
vendors to the Arrangements Committee can only be obtained by the Commission
directly contacting those vendors. The Committee on Arrangements has no
expertise or ability to independently determine the value of services or
items provided to the Committee. Direct and unequivocal representations by
vendors that transactions are commercially reasonable and that the Committee
on Arrangements vas not receiving any discounts or services which were not
in the ordinary course of industry practice is the only practical course for
any committe, to use when seeking compliance with the statute. Vithout any
indication of bad faith, the Cmittee on Arrangements should be able to
rely Ofi reasonable express representation of vendors that their prices for
services, or goods, or other commercial arrangements, are in the ordinary
course of the vendors' business and are not contributions to the Committee.
If the Commission has doubts as to the validity of the vendors
representations, the vendors should be contacted directly. Requiring the
Committee to provide proof in addition to the vendors' express vritten
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representations, vittaout any indication Of bad faith, vould be an exorbitant

request.

Zf you should have additional questions, or if K may be Of a*iy further
assistance in tI~is matter please do not hesitate to o.nt~t UY Office. the
Cinittee on Arrangement desires to resolve promptly say questions Vhich the
Commission may have. K vant to thank the Commission for granting an
extended period in vhich to respond to your inquiries.

Very truly yours,

3. Kark Sraden
ENS: ~d
Enclosures

cc: George Clark, treasurer
1964 Committee on Arrangements

Roger Allan Noore, General Counsel
Republican National Committee

George 3. Reid, Jr., Esquire
Covington S Surling

R. Carter Sanders, Jr., Esquire
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reduce flecessary lawyer time arid Onsure a prompt respons, tothe organization or business involved. ?o assist you i~obtaining pertinent facts from the organizations or busin.~.5Proposing to provide discounted goods or services, a Seriesof standard quest±o~5 is -set forth below.
Second, each Organization or business Proposing toprovide discoUnted goods or Services in connection with theConvention should be given a copy of the January 1, 1963,memorand~ entitled Guidelines for Permissible Susiness

Discounts in Connection with the 1934 Republican National
Convention.. This is necessary to provide POspectjve
vendors with an explanation of the parameters of the federal
election law, to prepare them for subsequent conversations
with our Counsel and, as discussed below, to obtain fromeach such organization or business a representation that thecircwustances of the proposed transaction fall within one ormore of the legally permitted categories set forth in such
memorandum.

Third, the official in question should consultwith George Reid and/or Scott Gilbert at Covington a Durling
to provide them with a full description of the relevant
facts. Prospective vendors should be alerted that, following
such consultation, they may be contacted by Covington &
purling for further information.
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5. What kinds of goods or services does the organiza.tion or business propose to provide in Connection with
the Convention?

6. Would the organization or business be obtainingany such goods or services from other sources? U so,what would be the terms of such transactions?
7. What would be the approximate cost (On a total andper-item basis) to the business organization of
providing goods or services in connection with the
Convention?

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

9. Za there a fair market value for the goods andservices that would be provided? If not, why not? Uso, what would be the fair market value Con a total andper-item basis)?

10. Why is tie organization or business proposing toprovide discounted goods or services in connection with
the Convention?
11. Has the organization or business approached theD.N.C. to offer a similar proposal? If not, why not?C U so, what are the terms of such proposal and then. D.N.C. response?

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

13. Why is it in he organization's or business' bestinterest to provide discounted goods or services inconnection with the Convention?

14. Has the organization or business previously
provided goods or services on similar terms to anyother entity, whether political or non-political? Ifnot, why not? U so, what were the identities of theparties and the terms of such transactions?
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-5-
15. Is th. business or organization aware of otheriflatances in its industry vhere similar *oods orservices were provided on similar terms to any other*ntities? If not, why not~ If so, what vere thegeneral nature of such transactions?
160 If counsel to the Comuitte. on Arrangemen~5 werenot to approve the organization's or business' proposal,would the organization or business be willing to cOn~id.ra modification of its proposal?
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Form Letter for Official Des i@n ation
Dear,

We have agreed that your company shall be ono Of thecompanies Providing goods and/or services to the 1984 RePublicanNat tonal Convention in exchange for our designating you as asofficial' provider of those goods or services.
We requeSt that you provide to us your form of vrittenagreement in order to maintain proper of ficial records of theconvention.
Zn the preparation of that agreement please include thefollowing ifltroducto~y phrase:
This agreement is between the Republican NationalCommittee, an unincorporated political committee organizedin the District of Columbia with its prinpipal officeslocated at 310 First Street, S.i., Washington, D.C. 20003(hereinafter referred to as the RNC'), and the Committeeon Arrangements for the 1984 Republican NationalConvention, a Committee of the Republican National* Committee (hereinafter referred to as the Committees), and

(nereinafter referred to as the Vendors).also include the following phrases at a logical placein the contract:
C Zn exchange for the Vendor's goods and services, the RNCand the Committee agree to pay the Vendor good and valuableconsideration which includes authorizing the Vendor toadvertise that it is the Otficial ______________________the 1984 Republican National Convention.U No other Vendorofwill be advertised as the '0ff icial _________________ ofthe 1984 Republican National Convention without theVendor's written consent.

The Vendor understands that this agreement does notauthorize it to adve~tise any endorsement by the ItIC, theCommittee, the White louse, the Reagan-sus~ '84 CampaignCommittee or any other group or individual, except the1984 Republican National Convention..
Zn order to comply with federal eliction laws, please alsoselect the relevant paragraph from (1), (2) or (3) below andinclude it in the written agreement.
The vendor herein represents that any discount offered andagreed upon by the parties hereto is:



-ce.

4S ~Cl) equal to the standard discount rate normallyprovided by the Vendor to flOn-Political commercial entitiesin the ordinary course of the Vendor's business, or;
(2) equal to the dj5C~uy~t~ that are of commonpractice in the industry in which the Vendor is involved,and the Vendor would be willing in the future to offer suchreductions or discounts to non-.political, commercialentities under similar circumstances even though theVendor in the past has not routinely made such discounts orreductions available to flOflPOlitical, commercial entities,or;

(3) provided in exchange for the commercial benefitof the official designation, which is of equal or greatervalue than the discount, such that the vendor would bewilling to offer such discounts to non-political,commercial entities under similar circumstances.
In the General Provision portions of the contract, pleaseinclude the following:
In connection with this Contract, the Vendor shallindemnify, hold harmless and defend the Convention Manager,the Committee and the RNC, their officers, agents andemployees from any loss, damage, liability or expense onaccount of damage to property and injuries, includingdeath, to all persons, which may arise from any allegednegligent act, omission or error on the part of the Vendoror any breach of any Obligation under this Contract.

0
The R~C is an unincorporated association created by theRules adopted by the 1980 Republican National Convention.The members, officers, employees and agents of the RNC, the

C:, Committee and the Executive Committee of the PNC, shall notbe Personally liable for any debt, liability or obligatjo~of the RNC or of the Committee.
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The following signature style shall be used:

APPROVED AS TO PORN:

1984 REPUSLICA2I NATIONAL

CONVENTION

By:
R. CARTER SANDERS, JR.
Counsel

"-'V.,'

1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

By:
ERNEST ANGELO, JR.
Chairman
Committee on Arrangernen~s

ATTEST:
NAME OF VEtJDOP

By:_____________________________

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

Very truly yours,

0
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Guidelines for Permissible Dusiness
D±SCOUfltS Convention
1934 RePublican National

This memorandum is designed to provide guidance to
businesses proposing to provi~. goods or services in connection
with the 1934 Republican National Convention at discounted
rates or on other favorable terms. Dy virtue of federal law

r governing federal elections and presidential nominating
Conventions, goods and services may be provided at diSCOUflt.d
rates in connection with such conventions only under certain
defined circumstances. These permitted circumstances are
discussed below. Aziy corporation or other business entity
Proposing to provide goods or services at discounted rates
or on other favorable terms will be required to represent in
writing to the Arrangements Committee for the 1934 Republican
National Convention that the circumstances of the proposed
transaction fall within one or more of the legally permitted
categories set forth below.

The Federal Election Campaign Act and the corre-
sponding regulations of the Federal Election Commission
prohibit corporations from making contributions or expendi.
tures in connection with a federal election. For purposes
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if it is the standard practice of such corporation to offer
to its other clients or customers volume discounts orreduct±0 ~ s
similar in kind or degree. Similarly, if it is the practice
of a corporation to provide reductions or discounts to
clients whose use of its goods or services it expects will
bring it additional prestige and future customers, it also
may offer such discounts or reductions to the Arrangements
Camittee on a basis of similar realistic expectations.

2. COmmon Zndustry Practice
?he situation may arise where the corporation in

question in the past has not routinely offered reductions or
discounts to non-political entities on a basis similar to
that on which it desires to offer reductions or discounts to
the Arrangements Committee, and therefore cannot be said to
have a standard practice of offering such discounts or
reductions. In such a situation, the reductions or discounts
offered to the Arrangements Committee still may be said to
be offered in the corporation's ordinary course of business
if it is a widely-known practice in the industry in which
such corporation is involved to offer such discounts or
reductions to non-political. co~aercial entities. In such
circumstgnces, it would be within the realm of reasonable
commercial practice for the corporation in question to offer
such reductions or discounts to an organization like the
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Arrangements Comittee. Kovever, in oZ~der to rebut complete~
1'any preemption that such reductions or discounts are ~.

Politically motivated, it is important that the corporation
Lu question would be willing in the future to offer discounts
or reductions to non-political, comercial entities on a
basis similar to that on which such reductions or discounts
are offered to the Arrangements Comeitte..

3. Comercial 3enefits
VP Zn the situations described above, vhere it is

standard corporate practice or comon industry practice to
offer to non-political, c~erc±al clients discounts orqm

reductions on a basis similar to that on which such discounts
or reductions are offered to the Arrtngements Conwuittee,
there. is an underlying assumption that the corporation

C
providing such discounts or reductions will receive ±nreturn c~ensurate, albeit perhaps intangible, co~iinercial
benefits, and therefore that such reductions or discounts
are made in the ordinary course of business. U there is no
prior practice of offering such reductions or discounts to
non-politicax, cinercial clients, either by the cor;oration
or in the industry, then a co~ensurate commercial benefit
cannot be inferred. Zn such a situation, therefore, the
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presu~tion that the provision of @@rporate reductions or
discounts to the Arrangements Comittee constitutes an
Lapermissible Political contribution may be rebutted only it
the redu tions or discounts in question are offered by the
corporation in exchange for demonstrable camercial benefits
of equal or great~ ~~1ue. -

As a practical matter, it will be difficult for a
corporation to determine whether it will receive from the
Arrangements Cemaittee omercial benefits of equal or

CV greater value in the absence of a formal agreement between
the corporation and the Arrangements Committee that would
require action or forebearande by the Arrangements Committee
of cOmmensurate value to the corporation. Zn this regard,
an executory contract providing for future consideration by
the Arrangements Coimittee, ~g,, a promise to endorse a
particular product, would be permissible. Zn the case of an
executory contract, care mast be taken to ensure that the
time within which the Arrangements committee must fulfill
its promise is reasonable in light of commercial practice in
the industry. Zt bears emphasis that in such a case, actual
consideration must be provided by the Arrangements Committee;I

the mere expectation by the corporation in question of a
co~wnensurate commercial return is not sufficient to demonstrate
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON 0 C 20*3

March 31, 1986

MEMORANDUM

TO, Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

THROUGH: John C. Surina
Staff Director

FROM: Charles N.
General Counse

SUBJECT: Comments on Proposed Final Audit Report Committeeon Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National
Convention

N The Office of General Counsel has completed its review ofthe proposed final audit report - Committee on Arrangements forthe 1984 Republican National Convention (~Committee). We notethe absence of any analysis or recommendation regarding activityundertaken by the Republican Host Committee other than arestatement of the response submitted by the Committee onArrangements. Nonetheless, we have included a short discussionand recommendation regarding this matter.

We have, to the extent possible, followed the outline of theproposed audit report and have, for ease of reference, referredto the proposed report's headings with parenthetical references.

I. Coverage Dates (l.A.)

The audit covered the period between February 17, 1982 andSeptember 30, 1984 with certain other financial activity beingreviewed through October 31, 1984.

II. Title 2 Findings (II.)

A. Misstatement of Financial Activity

During the period between January 1, 1984 and September 30,1984 the auditors found, through reconciliation of theCommittee's bank accounts to reports filed during the period,that the Committee had overstated its receipts and disbursements
by $250,000. See U.S.C. S 437(2).
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On the basis of an amendment filed on December 19, 1984, theAudit Division recommends that no further action be taken
regarding this matter. The Office of the General Counsel
concurs.

III. Title 26 Findings

A. Use of 'Official Providers (III. A)

1. Background

The Commission approved the interim audit reportrecommendation that 'the Committee provide documentation which
demonstrates that (1) the discounts received [from vendors called
'official providers') were in compliance with 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.7(c) (1), and (2) the transaction involving vendors who
provided goods or services at no charge did not constitute an in-
kind contribution to the Committee from the vendors.'

In its response to the interim report, the Committee claims
that the transactions questioned in the report were conducted on
an 'arms length' basis and in the ordinary course of business.
Documentation submitted by the Committee in support of itsposition that discounts received were in compliance with the
requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) and (2) is essentially
the same as that available at the interim report stage. The
Committee has suggested that additional information should be
obtained from the vendors, not the Committee.

The Committee argues that efforts it undertook prior todesignating the vendors as 'official providers" demonstrate that
each of the transactions was in accord with 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.7(c) (1) and, where goods or. services were provided at nocharge at all, no in-kind contribution resulted. See
9008.7(c) (2).

In support of its position, the Committee refers to twomemoranda, each of which sets forth guidelines to be followed indealing with vendors proposing discounts or services at no
charge Al

.1.1 'Guidelines for Permissible Business Discounts in Connectionwith the 1984 Republican National Convention' (January 1, 1983)
and 'Policy Concerning Business Discounts in Connection with the
1984 Republican National Convention' (January 20, 1984). See
Attachments.
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This Office reviewed both memoranda before preparing ourcomments to the draft interim report. Our view, both then andnow, is that the memoranda by Committee counsel reflect asensitivity to the corporate contribution issue and an attempt toreduce certain legal risks associated with the Committee's"official provider" program; however, the mere existence of thesememoranda does not permit the broad conclusion that the off icialprovider agreements were all "arms length commercial transactionsmade in the ordinary course of business," as stated in theCommittee's response at pages 2 and 3. Also, in its response tothe interim report, the Committee states that [tJhe records ofthe Committee on Arrangements contain written representationspursuant to the enclosed forms and memoranda I referred to infootnote 1 from every vendor, listed in the interim audit report.These records are readily available for individual review if theCommission desires." Response, p.3.

After reviewing the Committee's response, we requested AuditDivision staff to obtain for our review the writtenrepresentations and other relevant records to which the Committeemade reference. Based on our review of this material, and ourunderstanding of the applicable provisions in the statute andregulations, we believe that further Commission action is
warranted.

2. Discounts and Goods and Services Provided at no
Charge

The Act provides that corporations cannot make directcontribu'.ions to federal campaigns. However, Section9008.7(c) (1) of Title 11, C.F.R. allows retail businesses to:

sell, lease or rent their products,
materials, services or space to the national
committee with respect to a presidential
nominating convention at reduced ordiscounted rates: Provided, that such
reductions or discounts are in the ordinary
course of business.

Section 9008.7(c) (2), furthermore, provides that:

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

Therefore, the services rendered by these "officialproviders" at a discount will not be treated as contributions ifthey are provided in the ordinary course of business. Thoseservices that were provided at no charge to the Committee are notcontributions so long as they are made by local businesses, arein the form of promotional material of nominal value, and again,provided in the ordinary course of business. In both instances,since these services must be provided in the ordinary course, thecorporation must receive in return some commercial benefit of
similar or equal value.

3. The Committee's Memoranda

As stated earlier, the Committee distributed two
communications on the need for formal agreement with official
providers. The first was dated January 1, and the second datedJanuary 20, 1983. The memoranda explained the sensitive natureof the service arrangements and outlined certain requirements tobe met before any service agreement could be finalized.

In the words of the Committee's counsel, referred to in itsresponse to the interim report, "there is a presumption that theprovision of corporate goods or services at reduced or discountedrates to a political organization...~s politically motivated" and
therefore prohibited. The presumption can be rebutted, theCommittee continued, only if such (volume) discounts are astandard practice of that corporation or the industry, and if thecorporation receives some benefit for its services. See Page 3
of January 1, 1983 Memorandum.

The Committee's counsel also stated that "actual
consideration must be provided by the Arrangements Committee; themere expectation by the corporation in question of a commensuratecommercial return is not sufficient to demonstrate the commercial
reasonableness of the reductions or discounts in question." Id.p. 6. Proof of commercial reasonableness would tend to show thatthe transaction was made in the ordinary course of business.

To guarantee the soundness of its service agreements withofficial providers, the response states that the Committee sentan official designation letter to each provider which contained
specific language to be included in the final contract.According to the Committee's January 20th memo (also referred to
in the response to the interim report), the completion of aformal, written contract, including this specific language, wasexpressly required before the Committee would approve thedesignation. A review of Committee records, however, does not
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indicate that the strict approach set forth in the legal memorandawas taken by the Committee in its implementation of the official
providers program.

4. Examination of Official Provider Documentation

The Chief Counsel for the Republican National Committeestated in his letter of September 23, 1985, that there issufficient documentation to clearly prove that the discounts andfree services given to the Committee were in accordance with11 C.F.R. Sections 9008.7(c) (1) and (c)(2). Yet an examination ofthe audit work papers and other documents on the Committee'sofficial provider program reveal a patchwork of documentation onthe various providers, and indications that goods and serviceswere provided outside the ordinary course of business."

The Committee's January of 1983 memos on which the responseto the interim report so heavily rely indicate that for each ofthe 17 official providers, there should be: an officialdesignation letter and a written contract containing severalparagraphs stating, in effect, that the discounts or freeservices provided the Committee were not politically motivatedcontributions. However, Committee records reviewed by thisOffice fail to show that five of the 17 official providers everreceived off icial designation letters. Of these five, thecontracts for American Airlines, Compucorp, and Southwestern BellMobile Systems, all contain language agreeing upon the officialdesignation. However, records for AT&T Information Systems and"Din magazine, also known as Southwest Media Corporation, do notcontain references to the official designation program.

For seven of the 17 providers, there were no writtencontracts. These seven include: Baldwin Piano, Blythe-Nelson,"D" Magazine, Executive Presentation Systems, Rapicom, Inc.,Savin Corporation, and VMX, Inc. Without written agreements, itis difficult to evaluate if the provision of goods and servicesby these comi~ittees was in compliance with the requirements of
11 C.P.R. S 9008.7(c).

There were only ten written contracts in the Committee'sfiles. The ten contracts were with: American Airlines, AmericanNetwork Services, Inc. CANS), AT&T Communications, Inca., AT&TInformation Systems, Inc., Compucorp, DFW Communications, Inc.,Growald Architects, Metier Management & Systems, Inc., PurolatorCourier Corporation, and Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems. Inthe case of Purolator, there was only a Proposed writtenagreement. The copy of Metier's contract was only signed byArrangements Committee officials and did not include the date.Of the ten contracts, only seven clearly contained the languageor similar language apparently sought by the Committee. Thecontract for AT&T Information Systems, mc: made no mention ofthe political implication8 of the contract, and contracts forCompucorp and Southwestern Bell contained language that appears,
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to fall short of rebutting the presumption of a contribution, as
~'stulated by the Committee's own counsel.

Four companies provided services and equipment to the
Comzuittee at no cost. While Commission regulations provide that
products and services may be provided at no cost, such give-aways
are circumscribed. First, only local businesses are permitted to
provide free goods and services. Second, the products and
services so provided must be in the form of samples, discount
coupons or promotional items, such as maps, pens or pencils, with
the business' name imprinted on them. Finally, such no cost
items must be of nominal value, provided solely for bona tide
advertising or promotional purposes, and provided in the ordinary
course of business. 11 C.F.R. 9008.7(c)(2). Even assuming that

N these four companies are 'local businesses' within the meaning ofthe regulations, their donation of services to the Committee does
not appear to be within the parameters set forth by the
regulations. The services provided by the four companies do not
seem to be the type envisaged by the regulations, I.e. they do
not appear to be in the form of 'samples, discount coupons or
promotional items such as maps, pens and pencils.' Moreover, the
donated services hardly seem to have had a "nominal value,' since
the companies apparently charged substantial amounts for thesetypes of services to paying clients in the ordinary course of
their businesses. The four companies were AT&T Communications,

0 Inc., Growald Architects, Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems and
Metier Management and Systems, Inc.

AT&T Communications, Inc.

Under the contract, AT&T Communications was allowed to
install phone booths which generated income for the company.However, the Committee submitted no documentation to show whether
AT&T Communications, Inc. offered free services (valued at
$250,800) to conventions in the ordinary course of business. The
contract does, however, address the political contribution issue:

The services enumerated under Article 1
are provided in exchange for the commercial
benefit of the official designation, which is
of equal or greater value than the discount,
i.e. at no charge to RNC or the Committe such
that the vendor would be willing to offer
such discounts to non-political, commercial
entities under similar circumstances.

Growald Architects

The Growald Architects contract was bifurcated. Mr. Growald
provided his services for free, but he received a reported
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$22,500 in 'direct personnel expenses.' The contract addressed
the ordinary course issue in the following way:

We view this exchange as being one of equal
value given and received. The Vendor would
offer similar exchanges to non-political,
commercial entities under similar
circumstances.

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems

The Southwestern Bell contact makes no disclaimer of
political motivation, nor claims that the company's services are
equal in value to its designation as official provider. However,
it does contain this statement: 'The contractor is desirous of
obtaining the benefit of being associated with the Convention and
the attendant good will, advertising and public relations....'
The company agreed to provide the first $50,000 worth of services
at no cost. Neither the vendor nor Committee states the actual
value of the services received, nor is there any evidence of a
common industry practice.

Metier Management and Systems, Inc.

Documents available to Commission staff for review did notplace a value on Metier's donation to the Committee of its
computer system for convention planning. A copy of an undated
agreement, signed by Committee officials but not by Metier's,
indicates that the company viewed the exchange of its computer
system for the official provider designation 'as being one of
equal value given and received. The Vendor would offer similar

ct exchanges to non-political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances.'

In addition to the four companies discussed above, there
were six others in the Committee's 'official providers' files
having some form of written agreement. These are briefly
described below.

AT&T Information Systems

AT&T Information Systems, Inc. is a somewhat unusual case.
There is no official letter of designation, nor is there mention
of the company's official designation in the contract.
Additionally, the contract does not state whether the Committee
received a discount, does not address the political contribution
question nor whether the contract was in the ordinary course of
business. Given the fact that these papers were in the 'official
providers' file, it appears that the Committee intended AT&TIS to
be an official provider. However, the list of 'official
convention designations' and preliminary correspondence are the
only indications from the records we reviewed that this company
was considered an official provider. Otherwise, this resembles
-- .AJ....* ~
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The five remaining businesses provided services andequipment at discQunts. Discounts are specifically covered in
the regulations, and all of these companies addressed the
industry practice issue by including language suggested by the
Committee or similar language.

American Airlines

The relevant language in the American Airlines contract
states: Aauerican agrees to make available additional advance
purchased MEETING SAVER FARES equal to (i) any special
promotional fares made available by American for which the
travelers may qualify or (ii) 30% discount of f the full day coach
Y fares published in American's then current tariff, whichever is
lower.... This language and other passages placing restrictions
on cancellations and advance ticket purchase suggests that the
discounts provided were within the ordinary course of the

(V airline's business.

American Network Services, Inc.
qm The corresponding language in the ANS contract read:

3. Discounts, the $10,000 payment provided
0 for in paragraph 2a above includes a 50%

discount from the usual and customary amount
ANS would charge for Booth. ANS hereby
warrants that the 50% discount is equal to
the discounts that are of common practice in
the industry in which ANS is involved, and
ANS would be willing in the future to offer
such reductions or discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances, even though ANS in the past
has not routinely made such discounts or
reductions available to non-political,
commercial entities.

This language was suggested by the Committee in its official
designation letter. Yet its inclusion does not necessarily
resolve the contribution question, given the size of the discount
and indications that the company undervalued its services, as set
forth in the interim report. The Report states that theAugust 21, 1984 edition of the New York Times valued the services
provided by ANS at $250,000 and not $20,000 as the company
claimed in the Committee's files. The Committee did not respond
to the specific reference to ANS in the interim report.



-9-

Com~ucorD

The language of the Coiupucorp contract is less defined than
that of ANS:

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

This language does not indicate that Compucorp would give asimilar discount to other non-political entities in the future.As set forth in the interim report, the Committee paid anestimated $62,500 for services that Compucorp itself reportedly
valued at well over $1.5 million in the August 21, 1984 editionof the New York Times. The file contains no documentation
tending to support the proposition this was given in the ordinary
course of business, and the Committee did not respond to the
specific reference to Compucorp in the interim report.

DFW Communications, Inc.

The DFW contract stated: "we offer our services at a rateequal to the standard discount rate normally provided by thevendor to non-political commercial entities in the ordinary
course of the vendor's business." The 30 free pagers provided bythe company would not be considered contributions if it is theindustry practice to so provide on high volume or similar
contracts. Although there is no documentation for this contracteither, the discount does not necessarily appear so great as tocompel a conclusion that it was not executed in the ordinary
course of business.

Purolator Courier CorDoration

The written agreement for Purolator Courier, as statedabove, was not finalized. However, there is language addressing
the political contribution issue:

This discount should not be construed as a
political contribution, but as recognition of
the significant commercial value available to
Purolator Courier Corp. by having the
Republican National Committee Convention as
one of our national accounts.
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The company offered discounts of 18 to 71 percent. Whilethe smaller discounts would not raise undue suspicion, the largerdiscounts would seem to require more than a conclusory statement
in an unfinalized agreement. In the case of Purolator, there areindications that the Committee compared rates of couriercompanies. Purolator presumably offered the largest discounts.

Summary

Although the Republican National Committee suggests that itsfiles contain the official designation letters and writtenagreements for each of the 'official providers', this is not thecase. For many of the providers the Committee did not enter intowritten contracts, apparently contrary to the Committee's own
written requirements, that are relied on by Committee counsel inhis response. Many of the contracts were for free services thatdid not appear to be promotional material of nominal value, and
therefore, outside the purview of Commission regulations.
Moreover, the Committee had no documente~ion that these valuableservices were offered at no cost throughout the industry or bythat business in the past. Evidence of common industry practice
was also lacking for most of the contracts offering discounts.

N Finally, for most of the official providers, there is nodocumentation of what the committee actually received in goods or
services. In any event, the Committee's sketchy records madeavailable for the Commission staff's review would seem to compelfurther inquiry from the official providers themselves, assuggested by Committee counsel in his response to. the interimC report. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel concurs in the
recommendation of the Audit Division that the 'official
providers" matter be referred to this Office for further action.

B. Unspent Portion of Fund Payment (III B)

The Office of General Counsel notes that the Audit Divisionset forth its calculation of unspent funds, and concluded that norepayment determination is necessary based upon voluntary
repayments to the U.S. Treasury by the Committee. As weindicated in our comments to the proposed interim report, the
Uofficial providers' question could also involve repaymentdeterminations under 11 C.F.R. 5 9008.10. Therefore, we feel.
that the qualified language in the Audit Division's
recommendation is appropriate.

IV. Republican Host Committee Activities

In a cover letter to the Committee transmitting the interimaudit report, it was asked to 'describe the activities of theRepublican Host Committee, and its role at the convention.' Theletter noted the possible failure of the Republican Host
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Committe, to register and file reports pursuant to II C.F.R.S 9008.12. In its response to the interim report, the Committeedeclined to provide the information requested:

If "the Republican Host Committee" has
registration or reporting requirements, they
are not the obligation of the Committee on
Arrangements. The Commission has the
responsibility to determine whether or not
other organizations have complied with
federal law. It is not the responsibility
nor within the ability of the Committee on
Arrangements to determine the compliance ofseparate organizations, nor to describe their
separate activities.

Response at 2.

cv In view of the questions raised by the Commission regardingthe Republican Host Committee and the Committee's decision todecline to respond, the General Counsel's Office believes thismatter should be referred to this Office.

V. Sunshine Recommendation

C Excepting the proposed finding on the official providers
that the Audit Division and the Office of General Counsel agreeV should be referred for further action, the proposed audit report
should be discussed in open session. As we understand it, theAudit Division will circulate a Document to the Commissiondealing with both the official providers and Republican HostCommittee issues. If the Commission wishes to discuss theserecommendations, such discussion would be held in closed sessionunder the statutory confidentiality exemption of 11 C.F.R.
S 2.4(a). The proposed report, containing only the standardreferences to referrals, would be circulated to the Commissionseparate from the compliance-related issues. If the Commission
decides to discuss the report, it is unlikely that suchdiscussion would involve any matter exempt under the SunshineAct. Therefore, any discussion should be held in open session.

As usual, Audit Division staff should contact us if thereare any questions relating to the Sunshine Act.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH~NCyQ~ DC 20463

January 11, 1985

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

JOHN C. SURI A I
STAFF DIRECTO$."'

ROBERT J. COS A
ASSISTANT ST~~ DIRECTOR

RECEIPT OF REPAYMENT FROM THE
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

This memorandwu is to advise you that, on January 10, 1985,a repayment of $1,163.85 was hand-delivered to the Commission byrepresentatives of the Committee. The check was then deliveredto the Department of Treasury. A copy of the receipt and thecheck is attached. The repayment represents the entitlementfunds that were not used for the Convention.

Attachment as stated

B

MFMORANDUN

TO: THE COMMISS



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTO~. DC .j)44,I

October 10,

~. ,~ *. -

~ 
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1984
MEMORANDUM

TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE COMMISS lONE

JOHN C. STJRI A
STAFF DIREC

ROBERT J. COS A
ASSISTANT ST F DIRECTOR
RECEIPT OF VOLUNTARY REPAYMENT FROM THE 1984
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

This informational memorandwn is to adviseyou that, on this date, a repayment of $302,506.36 washand-delivered by representatives of the Committee. Acopy of the transmittal letter and the check are attached.As the letter states, the repayment represents interestearned by the Committee on the investm~it of public funds.

Attachments as stated
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September 3~, 1984

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 2~463

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a check payable to the Treasurer of :he tnitedStates in the amount of $302,506.36.
These funds, along with the monies paid ~v the 1984 ?epublican~ational Convention to the Internal ?eve~e Ser'K:e in Marzh,984, zons:itute the total interest earned on al en:itie~enefunds provided by the F.E.C. for the 1934 ?~e;ublioan ~a:ionalConvention The fOllowing is a breakou: of :nterest earned:

Tzta interes: earned 7/1/83 - 9/32,34
aid to ~S 3/84 573. 36

7~ ,~6T .~2

S322, 526.36~z~o~e te records are he.d a: the ~e:uz~:c an >a:::na om:en:ion2:: F irs: Street, Washington, >. 22223.

Very :r:>,~ *.z~rs,

Frecer~:< *
~iS5s~an~ Conven:.~n ~ana;er

£n:. osu re

flal



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~ WASMINCTON 0 C 2O4~3

October 10, 1984

Received on this date from the Federal Election

Commission, a check (#002825) in the amount of

$302,506.36, drawn on the account of the Committee on

Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention

(maintained at the Bank of Virginia) which represents

a repayment of the 1984 Convention entilement Voluntarily

made by the Committee at this time. This repayment re-

~resents interest earned on the investment of public

funds. (See 11 C.F.R. 9008.6(a) (5.)

As provided by 26 U.S.C. 900>d) , this repayment

shall be deposited into the general f~d Cf the United

States Treasury.

_ Th
~L~-~--'' %-&' _ =

for the zrzhe
Federal Election Cor~ission U.S. ezart~ent of reasurv
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FEDERAL ELECTIO\ COMMISSIQ\
II 4 ~ ~ ~

July 12, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE COMMISSION~

THROUGH: JOHN C. SURINAK55~~T

STAFF DIRECTOR
FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA .L. ~v ~ ,f~Is't

ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR
AUDIT DIVISION

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATION OF AN ADDITIONAL PAYMENT(V TO THE COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE $2,020,000.00

On July 11, 1984, the President signed into law PL 98-355
which increases the entitlement for rna~or : arty convention
committees from $3,000,000 to $4,000,000. 26 USC 9008(b) (1).
When this amount is adjusted for the Cost of Living Index, each

C Convention Committee ~ entitled to $8,080,000.00 ($4,000,000 +
(4,000,000.00 A 1.02)).

On June 23, 1983 and March 1, 1984, the Comnission certified
~ayments of $3,871,000.00 and S189,000.C :esze:t. .'ely, for a
total of $6,060,000.00. Therefore, the Cc~mit:ee is due an
additional $2,020,000.00.

The Audit Division recommends the Comniss:on approve for
payment and certify the additional funds due the Committee for
financing the 1984 nominating convention (see Certification to
the Secretary of the Treasury at Attachment 1)

This certification is being circu2.a:ed for a 24 hour tally
vote. In the event an objection is received, this matter should
be placed on the agenda for the next Open Session of the
Commission.

Attachment as stated



A::act ent

FEDERAL E~ECTtO\ CO\~7JSS

~onora~1e Donald
Secr etary of the
asn.n;ton, D.C.

Regan
T r e as u r V

20 220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g)and 11 CFR 9008.8(e), the Federal Elec:izn Co~n~.ssionhereby transmits to the Department of the :reasury withregard to national nominating conventicns The following
Certification:

Convention

gin Address of e~ositor~':

C Au.-~ to ~e Disbursed:

U.. ~ -;

Committee on Arr~n~ements
for the :9E4 Re:~~ican
National :~---~

Bank of
1710 Goo~:~:.- ~-v~
McLean,

$2,020 ,C~0. ::

Siricere ~,

ee Ann Ellic::
Chairman

z~ons
the

~;1::> ~
#44.~.w( \

~P1



FEDERAL ELECTiON COMMISSIC\
~~ASNI\CTO\ DC .O4t~3

Ju.y 12, 1984

Honorable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g)and 11 CFR 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Commissionhereby transmits to the Department of the Treasury withregard to national nominating conventions the following
Certification:

Convention

Address of Depository:

Committee on Arrang eTnents
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention

Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodric~i Drive
McLean, '~'irgi.-~ia 22102

Amount to be Disbursed:

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Ellio:t
Chairman

Attest:

MarIU7 WII ~mons~
Secretary to the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIO~
~~HICTO\ DC .'U46~

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION C~MMISS ION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention
Approval for Payment:

S2 , 020 , 000 00

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie w. Emmons, Secretary to t~.e Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that On July 2, 1984, the

Commission determined by a vote of 6-0 that the Committee on

Arrangements for the 1984 Republican Conve~.tion is entitled

to a payment from the Presidential Electio.~. Campaign Fund in

the amount of $2,020,000.00.

At:est:

7- ~~g'~/
Date ~!arjcrie W. Emmons

Secretary to the Commission
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Cc.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSiON
C C~h~j3

Honorable Do~ia1d Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and11 C.F.R. 9008.3(e), the Federal Election Commission herebytransmits to the Department of the Treasury with regard tonational nominating conventions the following certification:

Convention:

Address of

Depository:

Amount to be
Disbursed:

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention

Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodrich Drive
McLean, Virginia 22102

$189,000.00

Sincerely,

L e Ann Elliott
Chairman

Attest:

2A~Q~e ~)47 1 ~ ~ ~Y
1'

Marjorj..e W. Eminons
Secre~ary to the Commission
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B~OPE 'ThE F~L 2hW'W~; c~rrssIc,;

Th the Matter of )
)Certification for Pa~ient to )

the C~rnittee on Arrang~r~ts
for the 1984 Republican )
National Convention )

I, Marjorie W. ~rx~ns, Secretaxy of the Federal Election

CaiTnission, do hereby certify that on Febn~azy 29, 1984, the

Ca~inission decided by a vote of 6-0 to nake an a~j ~sting payrrent

o.. $189,COO.oo ~o the C ittee on .~..rranc L..e 1984
~ ~ationaJ. Convention.

Canitissioners Aikens, Elliott, ~iarris, SWord, ~cCarrv, arid

?~eiche voted affi~ative1y for the decision.

Attest:

£~te

Secret.az-v o~ the C~rr~issicn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON DC 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE COMMISSION
/

THROUGH: JOHN C. SURI A
STAFF DIREC

FROM: BOB COSTA

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATIO OF ADJUSTING PAYMENT TO THE
COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 1984
REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION - $189,000.00

N
On June 23, 1983, the Commission approved the Report of the

Audit Division regarding the Entitlement and Certification of
Convention Public Financing for the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention. On the same date, a
payment of $5,871,000.00 was also certified to the Secretary of
Treasury. That amount was based upon the entitlement as

N calculated by the 1982 Consumer Price Index (CPI).
0 On February 6, 1984, the Secretary of Labor certified to the

Commission that the CPI had increased 102.0 percent from its 1974
annual average of 100 to its 1983 annual average of 202.0

C percent.

Accordingly, the maximum entitlement for the 1984 Nominating

Conventions has been calculated to be:

Base entitlement at 26 U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) $3,000,000.00
.~ Increase per 1983 CPI ($3 million + 3,060,000.00

x 1.02%)
Entitlement for 1984 6,060,000.00

Less 6/23/83 payment 5,871,000.00
Adjusting Payment Due $ 189,000.00

The Audit Division recommends the Commission approve for
payment and certify the additional funds due the Committee for
financing the 1984 nominating convention. (See Certification to
the Secretary of the Treasury at Attachment 1).

This certification is being circulated for 24 hour tally
vote. In the event an objection is received, this matter should
be placed on the agenda for the next open session of the
Commission.



0 0

MEMO1~ANDUM TO THE COMMISSIONERS
Page 2

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Patricia Schering at 523-4155.

Attachment as stated
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FEDERAL ELECTION COVVISS&.
~\SH\C~O\ CC ZO4~2

?~or~orable Donald Regan
Secretary of the Treasury
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear ~ Secretary:

In accordance with the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and11 C.F.R. 9008.8(e), the Federal Election Commission hereby
transmits to the Department of the Treasury with regard tonational nominating conventions the following certification:

Convention:

Address of

Depos i tory:

Amo~t to be
Di sb~r sed:

Committee on Arrangements for the
1984 Republican National Convention

Bank of Vircinia
170 Goodrich Drive
NoLeari, Vi::iia 22102

$189 ,OO0.0Q

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Attest:

Marjorie W. Ern~ons
Secretary to the Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON D C 20461

C M> .j~Y

83JUNII P2: 36

June 17, 1983

TO:

THROUGH~

N FROM:

TUE COIO6ISSIOhE~g 
-

JAMES A. PEERKON
ACTING STAFF DIRECTOR
303 COSTA SUOMIlTED LATE

SUBJECT: BNTITLEN3~g'! AND CERTIFICATION OF PAYMENTFOR CONVVIT lOtS PUBLIC FINANCING FOR TEECOMMITTEE ON ARRAJIGZH3~1S FOR THE 1964REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION
Attached is the Report of the Audit Division regardingthe request from the Committe, on Arrangements for the 1984Republican National Convention for a Certification of paymentfor Convention public financing.
This matter is to be placed on the agenda for .the June 23,

1983 regular COmmission meeting.
Should you have any questions regarding the attacheddocuments, please contact Patricia Schering at 523-4155.

C-

Attachments as stated

~~3~343
______________________
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In accordance with the relevant provisions described above,on September 7, 1982, the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984Republican National Convention registered with the Commission asa political cotniittee. The Republican National Committee
submitted a request on June 2, 1983 and an application Statementon June 16, 1983. (See Attachment I). A letter of agreement
from the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican
National Convention and the Republican National Committee wassubmitted on June 2, 1983, and supplemented by a June 16, 1983
letter. (See Attachment II).

The Audit Division and the Office of General Counsel havereviewed the application statement and letter of agreement. (See
legal analysis at Attachment III). As recommended by the Officeof General Counsel in the legal analysis, and in response to a
staff request, the Republican National Committee and the

~ Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National
Convention submitted the documents addressed in the legalanalysis on June 16, 1983 (appearing at Attachment I and II).

RECOMMENDATION

(1) Based upon the completeness of the application
statement and letter of agreements submitted, the Audit Division
recommends the Commission determine that the Committee onArrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention has met

C~ the requirements of 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b) (3)
and (4) and is entitled to receive convention public funding on
or after July 1, 1983.

C
(2) Based upon the provisions of 26 U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) and

11 CF.R. 9008.3(a), the Audit Division has calculated the amount
of entitlement through calendar year 1983, based upon the 1982CPI as certified to the Commission by the Secretary of Labor on
February 9, 1983, to be $5,871,000.00. Accordingly, we recommend
the Commission certify the amount of $5,871,000.00 to the
Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11C.F.R. 9008.8(e), with an adjusting amount, based upon the 1983
CPI, to be certified in 1984. (See copy of Certification to the
Secretary of Treasury at Attachment IV and Notification to
Committee at Attachment V).
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Republican
National 2

L Mark Bridge
Chief Counsel

Catherine L Qensler
Michael A. Ness
Deputy Chief Counsels

June 15, 1983

The Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 [Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Hr. Chairman:

The Republican National Committee is filing an application statement with theFederal Election COmmission pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(3). The followinginformation is provided to the Commission pursuant to your regulations. Anychanges in this information will be reported to the Commission within the tendays following the change:
0

(i) Republican National Committee, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington,
D. C. 20003.

C (ii) Committee on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee,
Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman; Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman;Mary Stivers, Secretary; George Clark, Treasurer, Meetings andConvention Office, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D. C. 20003.

Ciii) Dallas, Texas, August 20-23, 1984.

(iv) Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on Arrangements f orthe 1984 Republican National Convention, has been designated bythe Republican National Committee to sign requests for paymentsand has made such request in a letter to the Commission, datedJune 2, 1983. Ernest Angelo's address is: 310 First Street, S.E.,
Washington, D. C. 20003.

Cv) The commercial bank used as depository by the Convention Committee
is the Bank of Virginia, 1710 Goodrich Drive, McLean, VA 22102.

Very truly yours,

& 2~4~4<
IE. Mark Braden

~(B: j d
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1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CON~j~1Q~4~
Richard D. Shelby
Convention Manager
(202) 4~458I Y4.~
COMMITTEE ON
ARRANGLMLNTS

Ernest Angelo, Jr., TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald. CA
Vice Chairman

George Clark. NY
Treasurer

Mary Silvers, GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
'~enerai Counsel

CSUBCOMMITTEE
CHAIRMEN:

NoEl Gross. NJ
~Decorations

~Dack Courtemanche. CA
Enrenainment

Fran Chiles. TX
c±ios: Committee

~ancy Apgar. OK
Housing

Dennis Olsen. ID
~.ews Media

.9ennifer Dunn. WA
Program Planning

Bill Harris. AL
Securuv

Don Adams. IL
Special Events

Robert Voy. OR
Tickets & Badges

Peter Secchfa. Ml
Transportation

Ginny Marilnez. LA
VIPS

Sheila Roberge. NH
Youth Activities

June 17, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In a letter to you, dated June 2, 1983, the Chairman of the
Republican National Couaittee and the Arrangements Comittee of
the Republican National Couittee for the 1984 Republican
National Convention agreed to comply vith all conditions set
forth at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4). By that document and this addi-
tional letter, the Convention Co~aittee has agreed to the
following conditions:

(i) The convention committee shall agree to comply with
the applicable expenditure limitation set forth at 11 CFR 9008.7.

(ii) The convention committee shall agree to file convention
reports as required under 2 V.S.C. 437 and 11 CFR 9008.12.

(iii) The convention coi:tee shall agree to establish one
or more accounts into which all public funds received under 11 CFR
9008.3 and 9008.4 must be deposited and from which all expenditures
for convention expenses must be made, provided that such account(s)
shall contain only public funds.

(iv) The convention committee shall agree to establish one or
more accounts into which all private contributions received to defray
convention expenses shall be deposited and from which all expendi-
tures to defray such expense shall be made: Provided, That such
accounts contain private contributions solely.

(v) The convention committee shall agree to obtain and fur-
nish to the Commission at its request evidence of convention expenses
made by the committee. The convention committee has the burden of
proving tha: expenditures by the convention committee were for pur-
poses of defraying convention expenses as set forth at 11 CFR 9008.6
(a)(4). The convention committee nust include as part of the evi-
dence of convention expenses the follb~ing documentation:
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D. For purposes of 11 CYR 9008.8(b)(4)(v) the term "particulars"
means the identification of the payee, the date and amount of the expenditure
and a description of the goods or services purchased.

(E) Upon the request of the Commission the convention committee shall
supply an explanation of the connection between the expenditure and the
convention.

(vi) The convention committee shall agree to furnish to the Commission any
books, records, including bank records f or all accounts, and a copy of any contract
which the national committee enters into with a host committee or Convention city,
as well as other information that the Commission may request.

(vii) The convention committee shall agree to permit an audit and examination
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 CYR 9008.9 of all convention expenses; to

a facilitate such audit by making available office space, records, and such personnel asis necessary to the conduct of the audit and examination; and to pay any amounts
required to be paid under 26 U.S.C. 9008(h) and 11 CFR 9008.10.

(viii) The convention committee shall pay any civil penalties included in a
conciliation agreement with or imposed under 2 U.S.C. 437g.

C

~ ' ~ ~
Pegcy'~3M. \~V~able, Director
Metings and Conventicn



ATTAcH~r~ V

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION6 * WASNINCTON. OC. 2O4~i4Mr. Ernest Angelo, Jr.
Chairman
Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican
National Convention

310 First Street, S.!.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Mr. Angelo:

This letter is to advise you that, on June 23, 1983, theN Commission approved a staff report which stated that theapplication statement and letter of agreements submitted by theRepublican National Committee and the Committee on Arrangements~ for the 1984 Republican National Convention, respectively, havemet the requirements of 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b) (3) and (4). A copyof the report is enclosed for your information. Accordingly, as
r provided by 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 12. COFOR. 9008.8(e), theCommission certified the 1983 entitlement for convention public

funding for the 1984 Democratic National Convention Committee,
Inc. to the Secretary of Treasury in the amount of $5,871,000.00.

C)
The amount certified was based upon the provisions of 26U.S.C. 9008(b) (1) and 11 C.F.R. 9008.3(a) which state the amount

c of entitlement to a major party for its Presidential nominatingconvention shall not exceed $3 million, as adjusted by the
"~ Consumer Price Index under 13. C.F.R. 9008.4(a) and 2 U.S.C.
~. 441a(c). 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(c) provides for an adjustment to bemade to the entitlement when the.. CPI figures for 1983 are

available. Therefore, following the Secretary*of Labor'scertification to the Commission under 2 U.S.C. 441a(c) in 1984,any necessary adjusting payment to your entitlement shall be
certified by the Commission at that time.

Should you have any questions regardin: this matter, pleasecontact Patricia Schering of the Audit Division at (202) 523-4155
or toll free *(800) 424-9530.

S incerely,

Danny McDor~&ld
Chairman

cc: Mr. George Clark, Treasurer
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTQN DC 20463

-J

June 16, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: CHARLES STEELE

GENERAL COUNSEL
THROUGH: JAMES A. PEHRKO

ACTING STAFF DI~OR

FROM: ROBERT COSTA

SCJBJECT: ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM THECOMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS FOR TEE 1984REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTIONcv

Attached for your consideration are the documents submittedby the above-mentioned convention committee in response to ourinformal request as recommended in the legal analysis of theV.' original application statement and letter of agreements.
C

We believe these documents to be in compliance with 11C.F.R. 9008.8(b) (3) and (4), and, accordingly, will forward theconvention certification for the June 23, 1983 agenda.
C

Attachment as stated
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- Jam.,National
Republican -:
Committee
E. Mark Iraden
Chief Counsel
Catherine E. Qenalor
Michael A. Hess
Deputy Chief Counsels

June 15, 1983

The Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N. U.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Republican National Committee is filing an application statement with theFederal Election Commission pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(3). The following
information is provided to the Commission pursuant to your regulations. Anychanges in this information will be reported to the Commission within the ten
days following the change:

(i) Republican National Committee, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington,
D. C. 20003.

(ii) Committee on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee,(7 Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman; Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman;
Mary Stivers, Secretary; George Clark, Treasurer, Meetings andConvention Office, 310 First Street, S.E., Washington, D. C. 20003.

(iii) Dallas, Texas, August 20-23, 1984.

(iv) Ernest Angelo, Jr., Chairman of the Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National Convention, has been designated by
the Republican National Committee to sign requests for payments
and has made such request in a letter to the Commission, dated
June 2, 1983. Ernest Angelo's address is: 310 First Street, S.E.,
Washington, D. C. 20003.

(v) The commercial bank used as depository by the Convention Committee
is the Bank of Virginia, 1710 Goodrich Drive, McLean, VA 22102.

Very truly yours,

c'7 4~'
I

E. Mark Braden

EMB: j d



1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONY
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Richard D. Shelby
Convention Manager
(202)4844581
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ARRANGEMENTS

Ernest Angelo. Jr., TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald. CA
Vice Chairman

George Clark, NY
Treasurer

Mary SIlvers. GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
General Counsel

SUBCOMMITTEE
CHAIRMEN:

Noel Gross. NJ
Decorat ions

Jack Courtemanche. CAEntertainment

I~- Fran Chiles. TX
Host Committee

Nancy Apgar. OK
V Housing

~ Dennis Olsen. ID
News ~4edia

Jennifer Dunn. WA
~.. Program Planning

Bill Harris. AL
Security

Don Adams. IL
Special Events

Robert Voy. OR
Tickets & Badges

Peter Secchla. Ml
Transportation

Ginny Martinez. LA
VIPs *,

Sheila Roberge. NH
Youth Activities

June 17, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In a letter to you, dated June 2, 1983, the Chairman of theRepublican National Committee and the Arrangements Committee ofthe Republican National Committee for the 1984 RepublicanNational Convention agreed to comply with all conditions setforth at 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4). By that document and this addi-tional letter, the Convention Committee has agreed to the
following conditions:

(i) The convention committee shall agree to comply withthe applicable expenditure limitation set forth at 11 CFR 9008.7.

(ii) The convention committee shall agree to file conventionreports as required under 2 U.S.C. 437 and 11 CFR 9008.12.

(iii) The convention committee shall agree to establish oneor more accounts into which all public funds received under 11 CFR9008.3 and 9008.4 must be deposited and from which all expendituresfor convention expenses must be made, provided that such account(s)
shall contain only public funds.

(iv) The convention committee shall agree to establish one ormore accounts into which all private contributions received to defrayconvention expenses shall be deposited and from which all expendi-tures to defray such expense shall be made: Provided, That suchaccounts contain private contributions solely.

(v) The convention committee shall agree to obtain and fur-nish to the Commission at its request evidence of convention expensesmade by the committee. The convention committee has the burden ofproving that expenditures by the convention committee were for pur-poses of defraying convention expenses as set forth at 11 CFR 9008.6(a)(4). The convention committee must include as part of the evi-dence of convention expenses the following documentation:

Dallas, Texas-August 20-23. l~RS

V
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A. For expenditures exceeding $100 or for expenditures of less than
$100 to a payee who receives expenditures aggregating more than $100 per year,
either:

(1) A receipted bill which is from the payee and states the particu-
lars of the expenditure; or

(2) If such a receipted bill is not available, the following docu-
ments, which must state the particulars of the expenditure:

(a) A cancelled check negotiated by the payee; plus

(b) One of the following documents generated by the payee-
a bill, invoice, voucher or contemporaneous memorandum;

(c) Where the documents specified at subparagraph (b) are not
available, a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the coamittee;
or

(3) If neither a receipted bill nor the documentation specified in
subparagraph (c) is available, a cancelled check stating the particulars of the
expenditure.

(4) Where the supporting documentation required above is not avail-
able, the committee may present a cancelled check and collateral evidence to
document the qualified campaign expense. Such collateral evidence may include
but is not limited to:

C
(a) Evidence demonstrating that the expenditure is part of an

identifiable program or project which is otherwise sufficiently
documented, such as where the expenditure is one of a number of
documented expenditures relating to the operation of a committee
office;

(b) Evidence that the expenditure is ccvered by a pre-estab-

lished written committee policy, such as a per diem policy.

B. For all other expenditures:

(1) If from the petty cash fund, a record disclosing the identifi-
cation of the payee, the amount and the date of the expenditure; or

(2) A cancelled check which has been negotiated by the payee and
states the identification of the payee, and the amount and date of the
expenditure.

C. For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4)(v), "Payee" means the person
who provides the goods or services to the committee in return for the expen-
diture except for an advance of $2,000 or less for travel and/or subsistence
to an individual who will be the recipient of the goods or services purchased.
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IX For purposes of 11 CFR 9008.8(b)(4)(v) the term "particulars"means the identification of the payee, the date and amount of the expenditure,
and a description of the goods or services purchased.

(E) Upon the request of the Commission the convention committee shallsupply an explanation of the connection between the expenditure and the
convention.

(vi) The convention committee shall agree to furnish to the Commission anybooks, records, including bank records for all accounts, and a copy of any contractwhich the national committee enters into with a host committee or convention city,as well as other information that the Commission may request.

(vii) The convention committee shall agree to permit an audit and examinationpursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9008(g) and 11 CFR 9008.9 of all convention expenses; tofacilitate such audit by making available office space, records, and such personnel asis necessary to the conduct of the audit and examination; and to pay any amounts
required to be paid under 26 U.S.C. 9008(h) and 11 CFR 9008.10.

(viii) The convention committee shall pay any civil penalties included in a
conciliation agreement with or imposed under 2 U.S.C. 437g.

D

( .~

Apeggy VM. '~Ve~iab1e, Director
Meetings and Convention
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~DERAL ELECTION COMMiSSIONU W ASHJCTO\ DC 20463
SI41 .S~1~ ~

June 14, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO : Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

THROUGH: James Pehrkon
Acting Staff Director

FROM : Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counse~t~"~

SUBJECT: Request for Payment of Public Funds, ApplicationStatement and Letter of Agreement from the Committee
C

on Arrangements of the Republican National Committee
Attached to your memorandum to this office of June 9, 1983,YOU included copies of the above-described materials submitted bythe Committee on Arrangements, the 1984 convention committeeestablished by the Republican National Committee ("RNC').

Having reviewed these materials, the Office of GeneralCounsel as of the view that they do not clearly comply with therequirements of 11 C.F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and 9008.8(b)(4). Theapplication statement, for instance, was submitted by theconvention committee rather than the national committee. See11 C.F.R. S 9008(b)(3). In addition to this, the applicationstatement does not clearly set forth the name, address andPosition of the convention committee officers designated by thenational comnuttee to sign requests for payment. Other minordeficiencies are also present, such as the failure to set forththe address of the RNC.

With respect to the convention committee's letter ofagreement, this office notes that the one sentence agreement tocomply with all of the conditions set forth at 11 C.F.R.S 9008.8(b) (4) represents a departure from the RNC's and DNC's



0Memorandum to Robert J. Costa
Committee on Arrangements/Rwc
Page 2

letters in 1980 which set forth each of those conditions. Thisoffice believes that a more fully detailed letter of agreementshould be requested of the committee to make it absolutely clearwhat conditions the convention committee and national committeehave agreed to accept.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends thatthe Audit Division contact the appropriate persons at the RNC torequest that it submit a revised application statement and letterof agreement. The recently submitted materials by the DemocraticNational Committee and its convention committee can be used as aguide, since those materials clearly comply with the provisions of11 C.F.R. SS 9008.8(b) (3) and (4). If there are any questions,please contact Dan Flessington of this office.

Oh

cc: Commissioners



~44'y3.p 
ca2O

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
HINCTON DC 2O4b~

WAS

June 9, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: CHARLES STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

,~1THROUGH: JAMES PEHRKON
ACTING STAFF 4! RECTOR

FROM: ROBERTJ.COSTA~

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONVENTION PUBLIC FUNDINGOh FROM COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS OF THEREPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR THE
1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION

At Attachment 1 is the Request and Agreement from the abovementioned commitLee which appears to comply with 11 C.F.R.
9008.8(b).

C Also, at Attachment 2 is a copy of Directive 23, Convention
Certification Procedures. Please note the Directive states theAgreement will be jointly reviewed by the Audit Division and thec Office of General Counsel, and if found to be incomplete, theAudit Division will informally attempt to obtain an addendum.Therefore, in the event your office finds the Agreement not to bein compliance with 11 C.F.R. 9008.8(b), the Audit Division shouldbe contacted as soon as possible.

Since the Commission has no meeting scheduled on June 30,1983, we are placing the Convention Certification on the June 23open session agenda in order to transmit the Certification to theSecretary of the Treasury prior to July 1, 1983 which is thefirst day on which the funds may be transferred.

Should you have any questions or comments, please contact
Patricia Schering.

Attachments as stated



ATTACHME~

FT~Li984 REPUBLICAN NATIONALCONVENTION
C P."

Richard D. Shelby
Convention Manager
(202) 484-6581

COMMITrEE ON
ARRANGEMENTS

Ernest Angelo. Jr.. TX
Chairman

Trudy McDonald. CA
Vice Chairman

George Clark. NY
Treasurer

Mary Stivers. GA
Secretary

Roger Allan Moore
'~Generai Counsel

c,~ SUBCOMMITTEE
CHAIRMEN:

(V
Noel Gross. NJ

~ Decorations

'qJack Courtemanche. CA
Entertainment

Fran Chiles. TX
~ Host Committee

~j'Nancy Apgar. OK
Housing

C Dennis Olsen. ID
~ News Media

~.. Jennifer Dunn. WA
Program Planning

Bill Hams. AL
Security

Don Adams. IL
Special Events

Robert Voy. OR
Tickets & Badges

Peter Secchla. MI
Transportation

Ginny Martinez. LA
vIP.s

Sheila Roberge. NH
Youth ACtivities

83JUN,~ ~4: 59

June 2, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Committee on Arrangements (Arrangements Committee) of theRepublican National Committee (RYC) for the 1984 RepublicanNational Convention hereby makes application for the initialpayment for the 1984 Republican ?residential Nominating Con-vention. The Arrangements Committee has elected to requestall of the amounts to which it is presently entitled under
1.1 CFR 9008.3 and 9008.4.

The Committee on Arrangements is the convention committee estab-lished by the Republican National Comittee pursuant to 11 CFR9008.8(b)(2). This letter is the I~plication statement of thecommittee pursuant to 11 CFR 90O~8.8(b)(3). Attached to thisletter is the information required for the application. Theinformation is marked as Exhibit A to this letter. Attached asExhibit B is an agreement to comply with provisions set forthat 11 CFR 9008.8(b) (4) signed by the Arrangements Committee and
the RNC.

Prompt consideration of this rec-uest by the Federal Election
Commission will be appreciated.

Ver truly yours,

vr~1~-i

Ernest Angelo Jr.

EA:bd
Enclosures

~lT 
1



EXHIBIT 
A

1984 R~jblican National C~itte.

Dates: August 20-23, 1983

Place: Dallas, Texas in the Dallas Convention Center main
exhibit hail

A.rrangenents C~mittee Address:

Dwight D. Eisenhower Msnorial Building
Meetings and Convention Office
310 First Street S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Chairman of the Republican National CaTinittee:

Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr.

Arrangenents CaTu~ittee Officers:

Ernest Angelo, Jr., chairman
Trudy McDonald, Vice Chairman
Mary Stivers, Secretary
George Clark, Treasurer
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Mr. James Donaldson
Bank of Virginia
1710 Goodridge Drive
?4cLean, Vir~iri ia 22102

Re: Republican National Ccmmittee --

Committee on Arrangements for the1984 Republican National Convention

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

I am counsel to the Committe'~on Arrangements forthe 1984 Republican National Convention. As Jay Banning mayhave ITlentioned to you some time ago, the Committee onArrangements is required by federal law to have a bankdepositary account into which funds for the financing of the1984 Convention are to be deposited and from which suchfunds are to be disbursed. As I believe Jay has advisedyou, the Azrangemnents Committee desires to establish the~eguired account with your bank. In order to be in full.compliance with the federal requirement referred to above,the Committee desires to establish the account at this ti-menotwithstanding that the initial deposit will not occuruntil some time next su.zruner, when the Committee receives itspublic funding from the United States Treasury.

In order to effect establish.-nent of this account,I am enclosing herewith an executed signature card andcertification of the appropriate Arrange.?nents Committeeresolutions together with a specimen signature certificate.The Arrangements Committee is currently applying for afederal income tax identification nu~.ber, which will be
supplied to you upon receipt.



IIN~ON 1 BURLING CIII
Mr. James Donaldson
October 22, 1982
Page Two

Shouldj~ou have any questions concerning any oftbe enclosures, please feel free to Contact me at t]~e tele-phone number shown above... When this acco~t is established,I would ap~.~eiate your advising me of the accou.nt nwnber.

.Very/ruly yours,

'George B. Reid, Jr.

gb
Enclosure

cc ~w, enc±osure~): Ms. Neal Peden
Y~r. Jay C. Banningbcc (w/ enclosures): Mr. George L. Clark, Jr.

Roger Allan Noore, Esq.
Ms. Peggy N. Ve~ble ~



REPUBLICAfl NATIONLL CO>2*:ITTEE

Com.~iittee on Arranoements for the 1984 Republican l~ational Convei~tic~

Certificate of Secretaryr

The undersigned, Mary Stivers, hereby certifies:
That she is the duly elected, qualified, and acting Secretary
of the Committee on Azrangex~e~~ 5 for the 1984 Republican

National Convention;

That attached hereto are true, correct, and complete
copies of certain votes duly adopted at a ~zo~er1y called and
validly convened meeting of said Cc~zi~ee, held on A~;us t 26,
1982, at which a guor~ was at all tizes~re sent and acting; a.ni

Tnat the same have not been ~odi~ied or rescinded and are
still in gull force and effect on and as ~4 The date hereof.

IN w:m~s S W~R~OF I have hereunto set ~v sand on this

22nd day of October, 1982.

(

Nary Stivers, Secreta.rv



* OnA, fl-fl~ BanIko~ Virginia . .L..ii
ETC. I I I I I ~ ~

UNINCORPORATED ORGANIZATIONS RESOLUTiON

COI"frIITTEE ON A.R.RANCD-~TS FOR
Th.E 1984 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVEI~'TION

NAM( OP *SBAMIZAY.@w)

I, Nary Stivers ,do certify to Bank of Virpnia Potomac
~AM5 @~ MgC@RD*.SS OPPSCUE)

u~ McLean , Vuginia that at i m~;zi.-., of the nembers
Committee on Arrangen2ents for the 1984 (@PPscgms, ssaueromm, M6~sSms, tic.)of the ReDublican National Convention an unincorporaeedorc..nizadonhald LU the City of Dallas4 NAMg ev @eoA.qIaA?,*w) 

fcouww-'r, errv)Staceof 7p",~ ontheiL~ d.ayof Aueust ,1982
at which a quorum was present a.nd vowig, the following resolutions were adopted:

(Check a.nd complete if applicable) 
- -

~ 1. That an account or accounts be opened and rriainraijied with the Bank, subject so the Bank's present and future re-gulanons, in which funds of this organization may b: depoisred, subject ~ii&awaI or chaige at any ime, or iii the case ofdine or savirip accoubes. subject to the with&awa] retrictions of applicable nate or federal law and reguJarions~ all with.di-awals from denia.nd, tame and savings accounts to be upon in::rumenu or orders for the payment of rnonej when made,
wn or accepted by

tawlEft? kU~SgR RKOUIRCO ?@ S~OM))~tthefoUowingpe.,ons: (~) Ceoree L. Clark. Jr. and Neal ?eden. or (2) either Jay C. Banning
or Vickers B~'an and ei:~er George * ~

L or Nea eoent~t the Ba.nk need not Lnc~: ~ the circumstances of issuance of such Z. s ~.. ... u or o.d en or the disposition of proceed.s,
even it s-.ch instruments or orders are &awn or endorsed to the order of a~y person who rnade or accepted them or to be.areror cash or payable to the Bank or or.hers for such person's account; that endersernent of deposited items or iris:ru.rnents maybe made in writing or by scamp without designation of the person so endorsing, and that anyone af~ti.ng the Ora.nization's

c~ endorsement may also waive demna.n4 protest and notice of protest or dishonor.

2. ~I"hat ~ ~ 
£ ~ the foil owing persortsNU 

SCR 
RgQ~pgft 

L~SIGNJ 

~q.

ti) any t~~o oi ~est A~ge1o, ar., ~ert ruce ~ .George ~L. u±ar~, ~r.* and Neal :ec~ (2) any one of the fcre~oine and e~:her Jay C. ~ ~ ~'t~~e ~

(LauT P4A~K5 OP Pgmsag~s AUT~ON!KD)

.. e authcni.ed on behalf of the Orgartization to borrow money from cirri: to ime from the Bank or to discount a.riy assetswith the Bank in such amounts a.nd upon such tennis as may be agteed to by the Bank, to g~a.rantee uncondirionall y thedn.bts of others to the Bank, provided that such debts shall be reasonably i.nc idenul to the accomplishment of a pupose
~Lh~ &e legnmate pow:r of the Organization to pledge assets of the O:za.n~.a:ion to secu.re liability of the O*-L*-~~nonorothers to the Bank, and to sign and deliver any notes, agreements or other cocuments Tecu.Lred by the 3a.nk in connectionwith any of the above; that all pa.s tTaIl.sactions of a nature set forth above a.-e hereby rati.Sed; arid so long as the Organ..zarion
u indebted to the Bank, the Bank shall have the right to inspect a.nd audit, a: reasonable times and intervals, the collateral
pledged to the Bank and any records pertinent the~eto.

C 3. That the following persons N/A
(Las? ~A~C5 OP PKNSO.ES)

(or any one of them)aic authorized to execute on behalf of the Orga.ni.zation Night Safe Depcsi:ory Con:racr or Contracts with the Bank in anyform prescribed by the Bank and to snake £nd from time to tune to change by written notice delivered to the Bank all re-quired or appropriate designations therein of persons, including themselves, authorized to act on behalf of the Organizationin the use of the night depository service under the terms and provisions of each such contract. Persons so designated shallhave complete control over the contents of' deposit pouches delivered to them whenever such contracts shall specify that de-
posit pouches be returned to such persons unopened by the Bank's personnel.



0 4. 'That the foUowing persons N/A

U

I ~-thcr certify that I a.rr~ the fuly elected, qu.a2.i~ed and
of £a.d Org-..n.~.z.anion..

SEE COV~PJNG CERTIFICATE OF SECRtTA~y.

Given under my hand this_______ d.ay of

ac~.ng Secretary
~?IYLZ op

.19

(s @ N A!U. e)

(i I*T L

(auIAaig ov eama~..,z~rac~j

- * *,. -. (or any one of them)

are authorized to lease on behalf of the Orga.Aizat)on a safe depoxi: box or boxes from the Bank, and that any
___________________of the following persons____________________________________________________________

WUUu5U OP 
~ op ~geas~a AUr.EOUIZK.J

axe aurhorized to have access to, and complete control over, the contents of such boxes upon identi&a~on by signature.

5. That the names and addresses and signatures of persons authorized w ace hereunder are:
Name of Authorized Persons Address Of~3cLal Sinan~e

Ernest An~e1o. Jr. Committee o'i A Ar~Qp!!~S-,t~ £~r
the 1984 Repub1±ca~Gerrz~ade McDonald ~ ~ 

___________________________

GeorRe L. Clark. Jr. 310 First Street. S.!. ATAC~D

Neal Peden Washin~to~,. D. C. 20003 SP~CT~N

Jay C. Barin 2' 
i..

Vickere Bryan 
___________________________ 

r~rT~T(~Arw

6. That this ceu-tiScate is to remain in full force arid effect as authorin~ to t~ B.mk to act ther~on undi written nodceof its arnend.ment or alterat.ion, and the nar~.ie thereof, or of its rcvoc.atiori, !hdl have been delivered to the 3az~k; and.,
7. That the foregoing resolutiou are in conformity with the cons~iru~on., ~y.Iaw~ and/or rCes a.nd regulati&is of thiso rgL~z a u on..

C

%l.

V

C
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REPUI~IL!CAN NATIONAL COMM~,TEE

Committee on Arranoements for the
1984 ~e~ub1ican National Convention

Certificate of Secretary

The undersigned, 1'lary Stivers, hereby certifies:

* ...~...T she is the duly elected, qualified, and acting Secretary of

the Co~ittee on Arrangements for the 1984 ~e~ublica.n ~ational Convention

THAT the persons listed below have been duly elected to, and are

qualified for, and acting in, the offices of said Co~~.ttee set forth

before their respective names; and

THAT the signature appearing after each of their respective n~es
is the genuine signature of such officer:

Office . Name jenature

~Cha~r~an Ernest ~gelo, Jr.

~Vice Chair~nan Gertrude McDonald / /2'
Treasurer George L. Clark, Jr.

'st Asst. Treas. !eal Peden I
C,-

~-2nd Asst. Treas. Jay C. Banning CWci~k-
~3rd Asst. Treas. Vickers Bryan / Pi~ j'fJ~IL~' $. i~i~J IYYjA.-..-

Secretary nary Stivers ~ ~6
9, V -

1A~ St. S crezAv Pe gy ~. Venab3.

As :. Se retarv Gai H. Grffith /

:N WITN~S5 WHEREOF I have hereunto set ~y hand on this 2Thd day cf
October ~ 1982.

~arv riverS, Secretary

I hereby certify that the i~ediately ~recec~ng signature is the
cenu~ne signature of Xary Stivers.

es



I.

Amount f____________________ CMEC~'4G

___________________Tax ID~____________

ACCL Title Co~.ittee on Arrangements for the 2.98~ P*v~irsi~

Republican National Convention 0 $@*@ O"".vw"'o

Jay C. Banning

____________

TO. BANK OF VIRGINIA POTOPv~AC~)M~..'R~der% ~

You ~e ~,j?~OfC~ ic reco9v:c ~( . ~ C ~~vC '~ 19IC Cdvf'~~~

0 ~ ieM.6C~O~ O* a.~ O~~~ess '~ ~s a:cow' 1 's a;.e0 ~r.a .~ ,~.,r'~avoffl ~ wO.a aiC WhO

~ s;1'O.Cs ~ ~e ~-eneC ~ 1~e cor~lraz~ ~'~eC o~ iiie e~e~e ~'Ct C' ~f~'t cJ~O
01' ~~9901'
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Exhibit B

Republican
National
Committee

June 2, 1983

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

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Republican National Committee and the Arrangements Committee of

the Republican National Committee for the 1984 Republican National Convention

hereby agree to comply with all of the conditions set forth at 12. CFR 9008.8(b) (4).

RECBIICAN NATIONAL. CO!~iITTEE

V

C

CO~{ITEE ON AR3ANC~NTS
1984 ~UBLTCLN NATIONAL c0N:EN::cN

Ernest Angelo Jr., ~Chai~nan~
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CO!OEISS ION

In the Matter of )
)Conluittee on Arrangements for ) Agenda Documents

the 1984 Republican ) #)C86-027 and
National Convention #X86027A

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie V. ~flOflu, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Conunission executive Session of April 18,
1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following0
actions in the above-captioned matter:

1. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to refer to the
Office of General Counsel the sixteen
official providers mentioned in Exhibits
A and D of the April 4, 1986 report from the
FEC Audit Division.

Commissioners Harris, Josef iak, McDonald, andMcGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.
Commissioners Aikens and Elliott dissented.

2. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to refer to the
Office of General Counsel the entity referred
to as Republican Host Committee and its
activities as described in the April 4, 1986
report from the FEC Audit Division.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef iak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for
the decision.

Attest:

A/ ~

Date Marjorie W. Ernmons
Secretary of the Commission



4r74erE'Nr Ut

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Final Audit Report -

Committee on Arrangements for
the 1984 Republican National
Convention

CERT IF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on April 23,

1986, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to approve

the Final Audit Report Committee on Arrangements for the

1984 Republican National Convention, as submitted under

staff memorandum dated April 18, 1986.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald and

McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision; Commissioner

Harris did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Date

~ 4L44~ ~
~Marjorie we Ernmons

Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Fri..
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Mon.,
Deadline for vote: Wed.,

4-18-86,
4-21-86,
4-23-86,

t%.

iqb

0

C

4:06
11:00
11:00



0 FEDERAL ELECTION CONMISSI
999 Street, W.V.

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT
Date and Time of Transmittal By
OGC to the Commission

Source of MUR:

Respondents ' Names:

Relevant Statutes:

Internal Reports Checked:

Federal Agencies Checked:

MUR 2171
Staff

INTERNALLY GENERATED

* Gel S

Eric Klet~e1d~,

go

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

Republican Host Committee
American Airlines
American Network Service, Inc.
AT&T Communications
Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
B lythe-Nelson
Compucorp
"D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects
Metier Management & Systems, Inc.Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.
Savin Corporation
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

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

Audit Referral; Advisory Opinions

1980-21,53,120; 1982-27; 1983-23,29

N/A
Generation of Matter

On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission
("Commission") approved the final audit report on the Committee
on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention
'("Committee on Arrangements"). At that same time, the Commission
also voted to refer the matters discussed below to the Office of

General Counsel.
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Summary of Allegations

Sixteen companies designated as "official providers" by the
Committee on Arrangements were referred to this office for
Possibly making prohibited corporate contributions to the
Committee on Arrangements in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b. The
basis for these allegations is the failure of these companies to
comply with the guidelines for contributions of goods and
services by businesses with respect to a presidential nominating
convention, as set forth in 11 COFOR. 5 9008.7(c). The Committee
on Arrangements was referred for accepting such prohibited
corporate contributions, and, additionally, exceeding the
convention expenditure limitation contained in 26 U.S.C.
S 9008(d) Cl), based upon the value of the goods and services
accepted which did not comply with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c).

Finally, the Republican Host Committee was referred for
failing to register with the Commission and to report its

political activity.

Factual and Legal Analysis
The Committee on Arranqements registered with the Commission

Ofl September 7, 1982, as an affiliate of the Republican National
Committee, on June 2, 1983, the Republican National Committee
designated the Committee on Arrangements as the convention
committee of the Republican Party. The Committee on Arrangements
engaged in a program of designating certain companies as the
"official provider" of goods and services to the convention. The



-3-official provider" designation was given in exchange for goods
and services provided at a discounted price or at no cost. In
return, the designated vendors were to receive the benefit of
Publicity for being an "official provider."

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

limitation. 1/

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

S 9OO8.7~c~ (1) (i) which provides,

Retail businesses may sell, lease or renttheir product, materials, services or spaceto the national committee with respect to apresidential nominating convention at reducedor discounted rates: Provided, That suchreductions or discounts are in the ordinary
course of business.

TT The information available to the Office of General Counsel atthis stage of the matter does not indicate whether the officialprovider designation in and of itself has any intrinsic value.
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Thus, in order for the provision of products, materials,

services or space at a reduced or discounted rate not to be

considered a contribution, certain requirements must be met:

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

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

This regulation by its tprms applies specifically to the

provision of goods and services to the convention committee. The

Explanation and Justification for this regulation states that "in

enforcing this standard, the Commission examines whether such

discounts were in accordance with standard practice based on the

quantity of similar goods or services sold or provided in similar

transactions." 44 Fed. Reg. 63,037 (1979).Z/

The second category of goods and services which businesses

may provide is set forth at 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (2) (i) which

states,

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

Thus, in order for the in-kind contribution of goods and

services at no charge to be permissible, certain requirements

must be met:

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

(1) must be provided by a local business;

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

(3) must be provided to convention attendees

(4) must be of nominal value;

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

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

The distinction between subsection (c) (1) and Cc) (2) Is the

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

local businesses to give token goods to attendees of convention

functions, such as tote bags, key chains or pens or pencils.

Subsection (c)(l), on the other hand, covers "big ticket" items,

which under certain conditions, constitute qoods and services to

the official convention committee to conduct the business of the

convention.

Where, as here, goods and services are provided to the

convention committee, the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

5 9OO8.7~~c) (1) must be satisfied. Subsection Cc) (2) is not

applicable. All sixteen of the official providers made their

goods or services available to the Committee on Arrangements in

order to assist that Committee in conducting the daily convention

business. None of the materials provided were in the form of

samples, discount coupons or promotional items provided to the

convention attendees. Because these items were not of the sort

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

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

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

official providers can be broken down into two groups: those

which provided their goods and services at a discount or reduced

rate and those which provided their goods or services free. The

analysis differs depending on which group the business falls

into. Subsection Cc) (1) allows retail businesses to provide

goods and services at a discount. If it does so, and such

discount is in the ordinary course of business, then the

provisions of Cc) (1) have been complied with. However,

subsection Cc) (1) does not contemplate the provision of goods and

services to a convention committee at no charge, only at a

discount.

The consequences of a contribution made by an incorporated

business which is not in accord with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) are

twofold. First, the provider of the goods or services would have

made an illegal corporate contribution in violation of 2 U.s.c.
S 441b. That provision prohibits any corporation from making a

contribution in connection with any election to any political

office. 2 u.s.c. S 441b also makes it unlawful for any political

committee to accept or receive any corporate contribution. 3/

3/ At this stage of the matter, the information available to the
Office of General Counsel does not indicate whether all sixteen
official providers are incorporated.
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Second, the value of the goods or services not provided in

accord with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) Cl) will

apply toward the national party's expenditure limitation with

regard to the nominating convention. 26 U.S.C. S 9008(b) (1)

provides major parties with entitlements with respect to a

presidential nominating convention. The national committee of a

major party may not make expenditures with respect to a

presidential nominating convention which, in the aggregate,

exceed the amount of payments to which such committee is

entitled. 26 U.S.C. S 9008.7(d)(l). Similarly, a national

committee of a major party may not incur convention expenses with

respect to a presidential nominating convention, in excess of its

entitlement. 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(a)(l). Thus, if the provision

of goods and services is not made in accord with 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1) or (2), the Committee on Arrangements would have

incurred additional convention expenses. If the Committee on

Arrangements had expended the amount to which it was entitled

under 26 u.S.C. § 9008.7(b), the result of the additional

expenses would be an expenditure in excess of the limitation for

the Committee, a violation of 26 U.S.C. S 9008 Cd).

The remainder of this report applies the principles

discussed above to each of the respondents in this matter.
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American Airlines

In exchange for the official provider designation, American

Airlines agreed to provide reduced airfares. The relevant

language in the contract executed between American Airlines and

the Committee on Arrangements states, "American agrees to make

available additional advance purchased MEETING SAVER FARES equal

to (I) any special promotional fares made available to American

for which the travelers may qualify or (ii) 30% discount off the

full day coach/fares published on American's then current tariff,

whichever is lover * * ." Besides discounted fares, American

Airlines also agreed to provide the following: (1) 25% discount

for freight charges; (2) 30 free temporary memberships in the

"AAdvantaqe program;" (3) free tickets to the Committee on

Arrangements based on the number of tickets purchased; (4) an

airport hospitality room, press rooms, assistance booths for

baggage claims, ground transportation coordination, an automated

service center at the convention, an airline staff member

assigned to each state/territory attending the convention; and

(5) other services, such as a special "800" number, printing of

convention folders, supplying the Committee on Arranqements with

monthly status reports, and baggage tags to the travelers. Based

on the records which were available, the Audit Division was

unable to determine a value for the services provided by American

Airlines.

At this stage of the matter, there are questions regarding

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

2 U.S.C. S 441b.

American Network Service, Inc. ("ANS")

0
In exchange for the official provider designation, ANSprovided a booth, along with computers, printers, data

communication ec~uipment, software and personnel, to provide data

transfer and electronic mail between the Convention Hall and
various hotels. A written agreement was executed between ANS and
the Committee on Arrangements, which provided for a payment of

7 $10,000 to ANS, a discount of 50% of the normal charge. The

relevant language of the contract reads,

3. Discounts. The $10,000 payment provided
for in paragraph 2a above includes a 50%discount from the usual and customary amount
ANS would charge for Booth. ANS hereby
warrants that the 50% discount is equal to
the discounts that are of common practice in
the industry in which ANS is involved, and
ANS would be willing in the future to offer
such reductions or discounts to non-
political, commercial entities under similar
circumstances, even though ANS in the pasthas not routinely made such discounts or
reductions available to non-political
commercial entities.
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This language was suggested by the Committee on Arrangements

in its official designation letter. However, its inclusion does

not resolve this matter, given the size of the discount and

indications that ANS may have undervalued Its services.

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

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

At this stage of the matter, there is evidence ANS has not

satisfied the requirements of 11 C.P.R. S 9008.7(c)(l). The

evidence indicates that ANS may not be engaged in retail

business, and that ANS' services and equipment may not have been

provided in the ordinary course of business, as suggested in the

above news report. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that ANS

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

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

In exchange for the official provider designation, AT&T

aqreed to provide telecommunications equipment and service at no

cost. AT&T executed a contract with the Committee on

Arrangements, which addresses the political contribution issue:

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

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

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

$250,800.

AT&T's provision of equipment and service at no charge to

the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that AT&T

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Baldwin Piano and Organ Company ("Baldwin")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Baldwin

agreed to provide ten stand-up pianos and up to three baby grand

pianos. No rental or moving costs were to be charged for these

pianos. No written contract was executed between Baldwin and the

Committee on Arrangements. As a result, the Audit Division was

unable to determine a value for the services provided by Baldwin.

Baldwin's rental and provision of pianos at no charge to the

Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Baldwin violated 2 U.s.c. § 441b.

Blythe-Nelson

In exchange for the official provider desianation, Blythe-

Nelson provided one free hour of telecommunication consulting

services for every two hours provided. Additionally Blythe-

Nelson was to coordinate telecommunication and information

systems at no cost. No contract was executed between Blythe-

Nelson and the Committee on Arrangements. However, based on

documentation from Blythe-Nelson, the Audit Division valued the

services provided for no cost at $88,195.
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The provision of free telecommunications services by Blythe-

Nelson to the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11

C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Blythe-Nelson violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b.

Compucorp

In exchange for the official provider designation, Compucorp

agreed to provide between 11 and 30 word processors for the

rental rate of $100 per unit, per month. Also, Compucorp agreed

to provide 81 major system components for the rental rate of $100

per unit, per month. These components were used for an

electronic mail network. A written agreement was executed

between the Committee on Arrangements and Compucorp, reading in

relevant part:

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

This language does not indicate that the discount in

question was given in the normal course of business. As set
forth in the final and interim audit reports, the Committee on

Arrangements paid an estimated $62,500 for services that

Compucorp itself reportedly valued at well over $1.5 million in

the August 21, 1984 edition of The New York Times.
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At this stage of the matter there is evidence that Compucorp

has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1).

As stated in the General Counsel's comments to the final audit

report, the file contains no documentation tending to support the

proposition that Compucorp's goods and services were provided in

the ordinary course of business. Additionally, Compucorp may not

be a retail business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

o Compucorp violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

"D" Magazine/Southwest Media Corporation

In exchange for the official provider designation, the

Southwest Media Corporation agreed to prepare and distribute the

official guide to the convention. No written contract was

executed between "D" Magazine and the Committee on Arrangements.

Based on the records which were available, the Audit Division was

c unable to determine a value for the services provided. However,
the Committee reported a payment of $11,073.76 with the purpose

listed as "official convention guide."

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

"D" Magazine has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c)(l). There is no evidence that the provision of these

services at such a rate is within the ordinary course of business

of "D" Magazine. Nor is there any evidence that the Southwest

Media Corporation is a retail business. Accordingly, the Office

of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that "D" Magazine/Southwest Media Corporation violated

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

In exchange for the official provider designation, DFW

of fered its standard discount rate along with the use of 30
pagers at no cost. A written contract was executed between DFW

and the Committee on Arrangements which stated,

We offer our services at a rate equal to the
standard discount rate normally provided by
the vendor to the non-political commercial
entities in the ordinary course of the
vendor's business.

Based on the records available, the Audit Division was unable to

determine a value for the discount and pagers providers by DFW.

At this stage of the matter there is evidence that DFW has

not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) (1).

Without documentation for the DFW contract, there is no

indication that DFW's standard discount plus 30 additional free

pagers is in the ordinary course of business. Additionally, it
is not clear whether DFW is a retail business. Accordingly, the

Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find

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

Executive Presentation Systems ("EPS")

In exchange for the official provider designation, EPS

agreed to provide graphic services at a discounted rate. No

written agreement was executed between EPS and the Committee on

Arrangements. As a result, the Audit Division was unable to

determine a value for the services provided by EPS.

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

EPS has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
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S 9008.7(c)(l). There is no indication that the services

provided were done so in the ordinary course of business. There

is also no indication whether EPS is a retail buginess.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that EPS violated 2 U.s.c.

S 441b.

Growald Architects ("Growald")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Growald

agreed to provide architectural services, up to $25,000. A

written agreement was executed between Growald and the Committee

on Arrangements which stated,

We view this exchange as being one of equal
value given and received. The vendor would
offer similar exchanges to non-political
commercial entities under similar
circumstances.

The Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the

Architectural services provided. Apparently, Mr. Growald

provided his services for free, but received $22,500 in "direct

personnel expenses." Although Mr. Growald's individual services

may be exempt as volunteer services, 2 U.S.C. § 431(8) (B) (i), the

use of his employees, equipment or facilities would not be

similarly permitted and instead would be subject to meeting the

reQuirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1).

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

Growald has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c)(l). Although Growald is a retail business, there is

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

course of business. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that

Growald violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Metier Management & Systems, Inc. (Metier")

In exchange for the official provider designation, Metier

was to provide the use of its proprietary computer system for the

planning and scheduling of the convention. Additionally, access

to its project management system was to be provided, which

includes use of ARTEMIS programs, computer hardware, remote

access to its computer, and consulting assistance. All of these

services were provided at no cost. A copy of an undated

agreement, signed by Committee officials but not by Metier's

claims that the exchange of the computer system for the official

provider designation was "one of equal value given and received.

The vendor would offer similar exchanges to non-political,

commercial entities under similar circumstances." However, the

Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the services

provided by Metier.

The provision of Metier's computer services at no cost to

the Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that Metier

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Purolator Courier Corporation ("Purolator")

In exchanqe for the official provider designation, Purolator

agreed to discount its rates from 18 to 71 percent and to provide



-17-
free pick-up and delivery among the 46 hotels in Dallas, Texas.
A proposed, but unexecuted agreement was prepared by Purolator.

This agreement stated:

This discount should not be construed as apolitical contribution, but as recognition ofthe significant commercial value available toPurolator Courier Corp. by having theRepublican National Committee Convention asone of our national accounts.
Based on the records which were available, the Audit

Division was unable to determine a value on the services provided

by Purolator to the Committee on Arrangements.

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

Purolator has not satisfied the requirements of 11 C.F.R.
S 9008.7(c)(l). Although Purolator is a retail business, in the

qm absence of an executed contract, there is no documentation that
Purolator's discounts were provided in the ordinary course of

C business. Accordinqly, the Office of General Counsel recommends
V that the Commission find reason to believe that Purolator

C
violated 2 U.S.c. S 441b.
Rapicom, Inc. ("Rapicom")

In exchanc~e for the official provider designation, Rapicom
provided unspecified eQuipment without rental charqe to the
Committee on Arrangements.4! No written contract was executed
between Rapicom and the Committee on Arrangements, and based on
the records which were available, the Audit Division was unable
to determine a value for the equipment provided.

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

on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1).
Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that Rapicom violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b.

Savin Corporation ("Savin")

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

the services provided by Savin.

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

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

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

In exchange for the official provider designation,
Southwestern Bell agreed to provide fifty (50) cellular mobile
telephones plus associated airtime usage, up to $50,000, at no
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cost. A written agreement was executed between Southwestern Bell

and the Committee on Arrangements. However, the agreement does

state, "[tihe contractor is desirous of obtaining the benefit of
being associated with the Convention and the attendant good will,

advertising and public relations . . ." Neither the vendor nor
the Committee states the actual value of the services received,

nor is there ~ny evidence of a common industry practice. The

Audit Division was unable to determine a value for the goods and

services provided by Southwestern Bell.

Southwestern Bell's provision of telephones and airtime

usage at no cost to the Committee on Arrangements is not

permitted by 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) Cl). Therefore, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find reason to

believe that Southwestern Bell violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

VMX, Inc. ("VMX")

In exchange for the official provider designation, VMX

provided voice mailboxes to the Committee on Arrangements at no

cost. No written contract was executed between VMX and the

Committee on Arrangements. However, according to the August 21,

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

stated "his company had provided its service and equipment to the

convention at no charge. He put the value of both at up to

$500,000."

VMX's provision of voice mailboxes at no cost to the

Committee on Arrangements is not permitted by 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1). Therefore, the Office of General Counsel
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recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that V?4X

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b.

Committee on Arrangements

The consequences for the Committee on Arrangements for

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

S 9008.7(c)(l) are twofold. First, the Committee on

Arrangements would have accepted prohibited corporate

contributions, in the form of the goods and services provided.

Second, without the free or discounted goods and services, the

Committ .e would have incurred additional convention expenses,

thus exceeding the convention expenditure limitation.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the Committee on

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

Republican Host Committee

The final matter referred to the Office of General Counsel

is the activity of the Republican Host Committee ("Host

Committee").

At this stage, it is not clear whether the Host Committee

qualifies as a host committee or a co'ivention committee.

However, 2 U.S.C. S 437 requires each committee or other

organization which-

(1) represents a State, or a political subdivision thereof,
or any group of persons, in dealing with officials of a
national political party with respect to matters
involving a convention held in such State or political
subdivision to nominate a candidate for the Office of
President or Vice President...

file with the Commission a full and complete financial statement.

Thus, a committee which represents any group of persons in
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dealing with officials of a national political party must

register.

In an article in the June 4, 1984, edition of the Dallas

Times Herald, the author states that a "Republican Host Committee

will spend $700,000.00 at current estimates, for its job of

welcoming the delegates, renting information booths and staffing,

leasing and equipping its headquarters." The article further

states that the "Host Committee is raising money from local and

state Republicans, and contributions are considered political."

The article does not elaborate any further on the role the

Host Committee played at the convention. The Republican Host

Committee is apparently distinct from the Dallas Welcoming

Committee which registered and reported under 11 COFOR.

S 9008.12. On June 19, 1984, the Commission wrote the Republican

Host Committee to inform the Committee of the reporting

requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12. The Republican Host

Committee responded in a letter dated July 17, 1984, stating that

it would be "inappropriate" for the Committee to register as a

host committee. This conclusion was purportedly based on the

following: 1) the Dallas Welcoming Committee had already

registered as a host committee; 2) the Republican Host Committee

was an arm of the Dallas County Republican Party; 3) the

Republican Host Committee was not an organization described in

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d) (1); and 4) they were funded out of the

treasury of the Dallas County Republican Party, which receives

contributions only from private individuals. There is no
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indication that there was any further contact between the
Republican Host Committee and the Commission. The Audit staff
did not have access to any records of the Republican Host
Committee during its audits of the Committee or the Dallas

Welcoming Committee.

If the Host Committee qualifies as either a "host committee
or a "convention committee," it is required to register with the
Commission and report its political activity. Based on the
information contained in the Times Herald article, that the Host
Committee spent $700,000 to welcome delegates, it is likely that
the Host Committee is a political committee which must register
with the Commission. Because the Host Committee is an
unregistered entity, it will be necessary for the Commission to
conduct an investigation into the activities of the Host
Committee, i.e.~ its expenditures, to determine its registration
requiremen~s* Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

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

American ~rlines
American Network Service, Inc.
AT&T Communications
Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
Blythe-Nelson
Compuco rp
"D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
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DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects
Metier Management & Systems, Inc.Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.
Savjn Corporation
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

2. Find reason to believe that the Committee onArrangemen~~ for the 1984 Republican NationalConvention and George L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer,violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b and 26 U.S.C. S 9008(d) (1).
3. Find reason to believe that the Republican Hosto Committee violated 2 U.S.C. 5 437.
4. Approve the attached letters.
5. Approve the attached factual and legal analyses.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

N
0 

BY________________

Date 
Lawrence M. Noble

Deputy General Counsel
Attachments
1. Audit Referral
2. Letters
3. Factual and Legal Analyses
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FEDERAL ELECTION COUUIISS ION
GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Respondent Republican Host Committee MUR 2171
Staff Eric Kleinfeld

Summary of Allegations
On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

("Commission") approved the final audit report on the Committee
on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention
("Committee on Arrangements"). At that same time, the Commission
also voted to refer the matter discussed below to the Office of

General Counsel.

The Republican Host Committee was referred for failing to
register with the Commission and to report its political

activity.

N
Factual Basis and Legal Analysis

0
Republican Host Committee

The final matter referred to the Office of General CounselC
is the activity of the Republican Host Committee ("Host

Committee").

At this stage, it is not clear whether the Host Committee
qualifies as a host committee or a convention committee.

However, 2 U.S.C. S 437 requires each committee or other

organization which-

(1) represents a State, or a political subdivision thereof,or any group of persons, in dealing with officials of anational political party with respect to mattersinvolving a convention held in such State or politicalsubdivision to nominate a candidate for the Office ofPresident or Vice President...
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file with the Coimission a full and complete financial Statement.
Thus, a committee which represents any group of persons in
dealing with Officials of a national political party must

register.

In an article in the June 4, 1984, edition of the Dallas
Times Herald, the author states that a "Republican Host Committee
will spend $700,000.00 at current estimates, for its job of
welcoming the delegates, renting information booths and staffing,
leasing and equipping its headquarters." The article further
states that the "Host Committee is raising money from local and
state Republicans, and contributions are considered political."

The article does not elaborate any further on the role the
Host Committee played at the convention. The Republcan Host
Committee is apparently distinct from the Dallas Welcoming
Committee which registered and reported under 11 C.~'.R.
5 9008.12. On June 19, 1984, the Commission wrote the Republican
Host Committee to inform the Committee of the reporting
requiremen~~ of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12. The Republican Host
Committee responded in a letter dated July 17, 1984, stating that
it would be "inappropriate" for the Committee to register as a
host committee. This conclusion was purportedly based on the
following: 1) the Dallas Welcoming Committee had already
registered as a host committee; 2) the Republican Host Committee
was an arm of the Dallas County Republican Party; 3) the
Republican Host Committee was not an organization described in
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11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d) (1); and 4) they were funded out of the
treasury of the Dallas County Republican Party, which receives
contributions only from private individuals. There is no
indication that there was any further contact between the
Republican Host Committee and the Commission. The Audit staff
did not have access to any records of the Republican Host
Committee during its audits of the Committee or the Dallas

Welcoming Committee.

If the Host Committee qualifies as either a "host committee"
or a "convention committee," it is required to register with the
Commission and report its political activity. Based on the
information contained in the Times Rerald article, that the Host
Committee spent $700,000 to welcome delegates, it is likely that
the Host Committee is a political committee which must register
with the Commission. Because the Host Committee is an
unregistered entity, it will be necessary for the Commission to
conduct an investiqation into the activities of the Host
Committee, i.e., its expenditures, to determine its registration

requirements. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find reason to believe that the

Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437.
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GENERAL COINISEL 'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Respondent Republican Host Committee MUR 2171
Staff Eric Kleinfeld

Summary of Allegations

On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

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

on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention

("Committee on Arrangements"). At that same time, the Commission

also voted to refer the matter discussed below to the Office of

General Counsel.

The Republican Host Committee vas referred for failing to

register with the Commission and to report its political

activity, as is required of all "host committees," pursuant to 11

C.F.R. S 9008.12(a) (1) (1).

Factual Basis and Legal Analysis

Republican Host Committee

The matter referred to the Office of General Counsel is the

activity of the Republican Host Committee ("Host Committee").

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) defines a host committee as:

any local orqanization, such as a local civic
association, business league, chamber of
commerce, real estate board, board of trade
or convention bureau: Which is not organized
for profit; whose net earnings do not inure
to the benefit of any private shareholder or
individual; and whose principal objective is
the encouragement of commerce in the
convention city, as well as the projection of
a favorable image of the city to convention
attendees.
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A host committee must register in accordance with 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.12(a)(l)(i). 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a) (1) (1) requires that

each committee, including a host committee, other organization or

group of persons which represents a State, municipality, local

government agency or other political subdivision in dealing with

officials of a national political party with respect to matters

involving a presidential nominating convention register with the

Commission on the Convention Registration Form within 10 days of

the date on which party chooses the convention city.

In an article in the June 4, 1984, edition of the Dallas

Times Herald, the author states that a "Republican Host Committee

will spend $700,000.00 at current estimates, for its job of

welcoming the delegates, renting information booths and staffing,

leasing and equipping its headquarters." The article further

states that the "Host Committee is raising money from local and

state Republicans, and contributions are considered political."

The article does not elaborate any further on the role the

Host Committee played at the convention. The Republican Host

Committee is apparently distinct from the Dallas Welcoming

Committee which registered and reported under 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.12. On June 19, 1984, the Commission wrote the Republican

Host Committee to inform the Committee of the reporting

requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12. The Republican Host

Committee responded in a letter dated July 17, 1984, stating that

it would be "inappropriate" for the Committee to register as a

host committee. This conclusion was purportedly based on the
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following: 1) the Dallas welcoming Committee had already

registered as a host committee; 2) the Republican Host Committee

was an arm of the Dallas County Republican Party; 3) the

Republican Host Committee was not an organization described in

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d) (1); and 4) they were funded out of the

treasury of the Dallas County Republican Party, which receives

contributions only from private individuals. There is no

indication that there was any further contact between the

Republican Host Committee and the Commission. The Audit staff

did not have access to any records of the Republican Host

Committee during its audits of the Committee or the Dallas

Welcoming Committee.

If the Host Committee qualifies as a "host committee," it is
r

required to register with the Commission and report its political

activity. Aside from the obvious connection in calling itself a

T host committee, the Host Committee appears to qualify under the
definition contained in 11 C.F.R. 5 9008.7(d)(l). As an admitted

arm of the Dallas County Republican Party, the Host Committee is

a local (Dallas) organization, which is not organized for profit

and whose net earnings do not inure to the benefit of any

individual. Additionally, based on the information contained in

the Times Herald article, that the Host Committee spent $700,000

to welcome delegates, it is likely that the principal objective

of the Host Committee was to project a favorable, image of Dallas

to convention attendees (as well as to encourage commerce within

Dallas).
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As a host committee, the Republican Host Committee was

required to register with the Commission within 10 days of the

date that the Republican Party chose Dallas as its 1984

convention site. The Host Committee is an unregistered entity.
Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find reason to believe that the Host Committee

violated 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a) (1) (i).



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

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

Republican Host Committee
American Airlines
American Network Service, Inc.
AT&T Communications
Baldwin Piano and Organ Company
Blythe-Nelson
Compucorp
'D" Magazine (Southwest Media Corporation)
DFW Communications, Inc.
Executive Presentation Systems
Growald Architects
Metier Management & Systems, Inc.
Purolator Courier Corporation
Rapicom, Inc.
Saviri Corporation
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems
VMX, Inc.

MUR 2171

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of November 5,

1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following

actions in MUR 2171:

1. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to find no reason
to believe that American Airlines violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441b.

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

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 2171
November 5, 1986

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(continued)
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6. Decided b a vote of 5-0 to find reason to
believe the Baldwin Piano and Organ company
violated 2 u.s.c. s 441b.

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

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

0 S 441b.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find no reason
to believe that Growald Architects violated
2 u.s.c. s 441b.

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

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

C Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak,
'7 McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted affirma-

tively for the decision.

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

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

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

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

(continued)
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16. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe Savin Corporation violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b.

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

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

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

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

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

19. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe that the Committee on Arrangements
for the 1984 Republican National Convention
and George L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b and 26 U.S.C.
§ 9008(d) (1).

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

20. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to find reason to
believe that the Republican Host Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. § 437.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak,
McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas voted
affirmatively.

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

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

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

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

Attest:

/1-6 -~

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20463

November 13, 1986

Republican Host Committee
do Republican Party of Dallas County
2001 Ross Avenue
Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 2171
Republican Host Committee

Dear Sir or Madam:

On November 5, 1986, the Federal Election Commissiondetermined there is reason to believe the Republican HostCommittee violated 2 U.S.C. 5 437, a provision of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). TheGeneral Counsel's factual and legal analysis, which formed abasis for the Commission's finding, is attached for yourinformation.

Tinder the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate thato no action should be taken against you and the committee. You maysubmit any factual or legal materials which you believe arerelevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.o Please submit any such materials within fifteen days of yourreceipt of this letter. Statements should be submitted under
oath.

In the absence of any additional information whichdemonstrates that no further action should be taken aqainst yourcommittee, the Commission may find probable cause to believe thata 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 OfITEe of GeneralCounsel will make recommendations to the Commission eitherproposing an agreement in settlement of the matter orrecommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation bepursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time sothat it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,



-2-requests for pre-probable cause conciliation will not beentertained after briefs on probable cause have been mailed tothe respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinelygranted. Requests must be made in writing at least five daysprior to the due date of the response and specific good causemust be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of General Counselis not authorized to give extensions beyond 20 days.
If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed formstating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.
The investigation now being conducted will be confidentialin accordance with 2 U.S.C. S~ 437gca) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish theinvestigation to be made public.
For your information, we have attached a brief descriptionof the Commission's procedures for handling possible violationsof the Act. If you have any questions, please contact EricKleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Q4~44~4*)
0

~~anD. A ikens
C~a i ririanC

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and LeQal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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GARDERE EIWYNNE

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

1500 DIAMOND SHAMROCK TOWER
DALLAS, TEXAS 752011) 0(~~

WRITERS DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 214.*79 4500 '~ ~1// ~ 0 0 TE LECOPIER 2'4079.4ee7
CABLE: GARWYN

979-4709 TELEX 730197

December 1, 1986

.2)REGISTERED MAIL (R 025 366 853)
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

C,

I C..a.~ .Ms. Joan D. Aikens, Chairman
Federal Election Commission -~

Washington, D.C. 20463
*0

RE: MUR 2171; Republican Host Committee ~0 -

Dear Ms. Aikens:

The Dallas County Republican Party has asked me to respond
to your letter of November 13, 1986. Your letter and the
circumstances surrounding it are as follows:

on June 1.9, 1984, the then chairmen of the Federal Election
Commission wrote the Republican Host Committee requesting that
the Committee file reports as a civic kDst committee. On July
17, 1984, we responded on behalf of the Committee, outlining
why we believed that registration and reporting by the
Committee were inappropriate. The Commission never responded
to this letter, and the Committee naturally concluded that the
Commission had agreed with its conclusions. Now, 28 wnths
later, with no intervening communications or other events, and
apparently based entirely on a June 1984 newspaper story, the
Commission has raised the issue again, not with a request for
information, or with an inquiry, but with a formal
determination by the Commission that the Committee has violated
the law.

We find these events incomprehensible.

The Republican Host Committee was an arm of the Dallas
County Republican Party. As such, the Committee did not and
could not represent the State of Texas, the City of Dallas, or



MS. Joan D. Aikens
Decmeber 1, 1986
Page 2

any other governmental agency or political subdivision in
dealing with its parent organization, the National Republican
Party, with respect to the 1984 Republican Presidential
Nominating Convention. Accordingly, it is difficult to
determine bow the Committee might fall within the definition of
2 U.S.C. S437 or S9008.12(a) of the Commission's regulations.
The City of Dallas itself negotiated with the National
Republican Party regarding kDlding the convention in Dallas,
and tbose negotiations were completed before the Republican
Host Committee was ever formed. Futhermre, the Republican
Host Committee was rvt a kDst committee within the meaning of
s9008.7(d), because it was not a local civic association,
business league, chamber of commerce, real estate board of
trade, or convention bureau, or an organization similar to any
of tkK~se, nor was its principal objective the encouragement of
commerce in the City of Dallas or the projection of a favorable
image of the city to convention attendees.

The Republican Host Committee was predominantly an
organization UDbilizing the efforts of tens of tbousands of
volunteers wbo provided bospitality and assistance to delegates
and Republican Party officials attending the convention. It
was funded entirely with contributions by individuals.

The above summary of the activities of the Committee is of
course a factual one. If the Commission feels it necessary to
pursue this matter further, I am sure that tbose persons wbo
were responsible for the activities of the Committee, wbo have
noved on to be of service to their community in other ways in
the intervening years, will be glad to cooperate in the
Commission's efforts, to the extent that cooperation is
possible, given the staleness of the events in question.

Sincerely yours,

Richard F. Smith

RFS/jw

2346d
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ADDRESS: G~A(Z~,E~ ~

TELEPHONE: (~~) q7~Lf7~ 4

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.
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~L~LPhS 7tqs 11~

HONE PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:



BEFORE THE F~ERAL BLDCYIO CWISS!O

In the Matter of )
)

Committee on Arrangements for the ) MUR 2171
1984 Republican National )
Convention, et al.

GENERAL C(XJUSEL S 33101? p

I. BACKGVJURD

On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission approved

the final audit report on the Committee on Arrangements for the

1984 Republican National Convention ("Committee on

Arrangements"). On that date, the Commission also voted to refer

the matters discussed below to the Office of General Counsel.

Sixteen companies designated as "official providers" by the

Committee on Arrangements were referred to this Office for making

apparent corporate contributions to the Committee on Arrangements

in violation of 2 u.S.c. S 441b(a). It appeared that the

companies may have failed to comply with the guidelines for

contributions of goods and services by businesses with respect to

a presidential nominating convention, as set forth in 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c). The Committee on Arrangements was referred for

accepting such prohibited corporate contributions and,

additionally, for exceeding the convention expenditure limitation

set out at 26 U.S.C. S 9008(d) (1) based upon the value of the

goods and services accepted that may not have been in compliance

with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c). Finally, the Republican Host

Committee was referred for failing to register with the

Commission and failing to report its political activity.
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On November 5, 1986, the Commission made a number of

findings with respect to the allegations. The Commission found

reason to believe that ten of the sixteen companies violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). These companies were: (1) American Network

Service, Inc.; (2) Baldwin Piano and Organ Company; (3) Blythe-

Nelson; (4) Compucorp; (5) Executive Presentation Systems; (6)

Metier Management & Systems, Inc., (7) Rapicom, Inc. (now Ricoh);

(8) Savin Corporation; (9) Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems; and

(10) VMX, Inc. The Commission also found reason to believe that

the Committee on Arrangements and George L. Clark, as treasurer,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 26 U.S.C. S 9008(d)(l). In

addition, the Commission found reason to believe that the

Republican Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437. The

Commission also directed that appropriate notification letters

and factual and legal analyses be sent to the respondents.

The analyses sent to the companies stated that 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1) permits retail businesses to sell, lease, or rent

goods and services to a national committee with respect to a

presidential nominating convention at reduced or discounted rates

provided that such reductions or discounts are in the ordinary

course of business. The analyses noted that, although according

to 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (2), local businesses may sell to

convention attendees at nominal cost or provide goods or services

at no charge in the form of samples, discount coupons, or

promotional items, only 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) is applicable

to the transactions at issue in this matter. Therefore, in order

to provide the goods or services at issue in a lawful manner, the
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companies could only provide services at a discount, not for free

or for a nominal payment. In addition, the discount must have

been a discount provided in the ordinary course of business. The

analyses quoted from the Explanation and Justification for

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) which states that Uin enforcing this

standard, the Commission examines whether such discounts were in

accordance with standard practice based on the quantity of

similar goods or services sold or provided in similar

transactions." 44 Fed. Reg. 63,037 (1979).

The analysis sent to the Republican Host Committee stated

that the committee appeared to qualify as a host committee under

the definition contained in 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(l). The

analysis stated that as an arm of the Dallas County Republican

Party, the Republican Host Committee appeared to be a local

organization which was not organized for profit and whose net

earnings did not inure to the benefit of any individual. The

analysis further stated that, based on a Dallas Times Herald

article indicating that the committee spent $700,000 to welcome

delegates, it was likely that the principal objective of the

committee was to project a favorable image of Dallas to

attendees, as well as to encourage commerce within Dallas.

II. RESPONSES AND ANALYSIS

Eight companies and the Committee on Arrangements provided

substantive responses to the reason to believe notifications.

Although these respondents generally have been forthcoming and

cooperative in providing information related to the Commission's

findings and analysis, additional information (as discussed

below) may be needed regarding the criterion of 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(c) (1).
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Compucorp did not provide a substantive response; its

lawyers state that all employees with first-hand knowledge of the

transactions with the Committee on Arrangements have left the

company and the company is in bankruptcy proceedings. American

Network Services apparently is no longer in existence and neither

this Office nor the Committee on Arrangements has been able to

locate the company. The Republican Host committee, responded to

the reason to believe notification, but did not add to the

information already available.

According to the wording of Section 9008.7(c) (1) and its

Explanation and Justification, in order to ascertain whether the

two-fold criterion, i.e., (1) discount (2) in the ordinary course

of business, has been met, the Commission would seem to need

information as to (1) the amount paid to each company by the

Committee on Arrangements; (2) the standard full fair market

charge for the goods and services provided; and (3) information

as to standard discounts, including details of similar

arrangements by the companies with other customers in the past.

Some respondents stated that they provided goods and/or

services in return for official provider status with no monetary

charge or with a nominal monetary charge. These companies have

given examples of other transactions where services were provided

for no monetary charge but did not provide examples of

transactions where provision was made in return for reduced

payment or at a discount. Consequently, unless the Commission

should view the free provision of goods or services, if done in

the ordinary course of business, as adequately meeting the

requirements of the regulations, it appears that further
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investigation is needed regarding the respondents' standard

discount practices and the actual cost of goods provided.

Therefore, this report discusses the responses in terms of a

discount in the ordinary course of business, rather than the free

provision of goods or services and describes the additional

information which would be necessary to ascertain this criterion

with respect to nine of the companies. The report also discusses

what information is needed regarding the Republican Host

Committee.

A. Cameittee on Arrangements

The Committee on Arrangements responded with a factual

account and legal argument to support its position that it did

not knowingly accept goods and services outside of the standards

of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c) (1) and that it, therefore, did not

violate 2 u.S.C. S 441b(a) or 26 U.s.c. S 9008(d)(l). The

Committee presented certain details of its transactions with each
C

of the companies, arguing that it made a good faith effort to

c ensure that the goods and services in question were provided in

the ordinary course of business. In support of this assertion,

the Committee submitted 47 exhibits, mostly communications

between the Committee and the companies. It appears that no

further questions need to be sent to the Committee.

B. Baidvin Piano and Organ company

The response of Baldwin Piano and Organ Company indicates

that it supplied the convention with three pianos and that the

only consideration for this service was the right to advertise

itself as an official provider. The Company states that its

"out-of-pocket expense" for "delivery, setting up, tuning, and

picking up" the pianos was $300. However, the Company does not
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state the standard full fair market charge for these services and

does not state the full fair market rental for the pianos.

Questions are necessary, therefore, to obtain complete

information as to these charges. In addition, although the

company lists other groups or events for which it provided pianos

at no charge, it does not provide examples of transactions when

rentals and services were provided for reduced payment or at a

discount, nor does it provide information as to a standard

discount. Questions are needed, therefore, to obtain this

information.

C. Blytbe-Nelson

Blythe-Nelson claims that it received significant

promotional value from the services provided to the Committee

that resulted in new client billings of $249,394.63. The company

claims that this income is nearly three times the value of the

hours exchanged for the official provider designation. In

addition, the company stated that it ended up providing

consulting services to the Committee at the following times:

(1) during 1983 at a rate of one hour billed for two hours

worked; (2) from February to July, 1984, at no cost in exchange

for official provider designation; and (3) during August, 1984,

on a "full-fee basis." The company, however, fails to provide

the exact amount of payment from the Committee and the fair

market charge for the services provided. Therefore, questions

are needed as to the payment and the fair market charges.

Furthermore, although the company states that it had, in the

past, provided consulting services for events and organizations

for free or at a discount and although it refers to a few

occasions upon which it had provided free services, it makes no
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reference to a standard discount and doec not refer specifically

to occasions upon which it provided services at a discount.

Questions are needed, therefore, to obtain this information.

D. Executive Presentation Systems

Executive Presentation Systems ("EPS) submitted a response

stating that it has a practice of providing its products on a

trial basis to companies at discounted rates or at no charge with

the expectation that the potential customers would want to make

purchases and submitted documentation supporting this contention.

According to its response, the company provided computer

equipment for sixty days for the convention at an "approximate

retail value of $30,000." EPS states that the Committee only

used the equipment for four or five days and that "approximately

five charts were made using supplies purchased by the Committee."

The company states that it charged $677.78 for graphics supplies,

paper, and moving equipment services which were sold at "normal

cost." The company asserts that "[tihe only services and

products supplied to the Committee at no cost were the use of the

equipment, its installation and training of an operator, which

were standard services and products provided to the Respondent's

customers and potential customers in its ordinary course of

business either in quantity or value."

The response of EPS is ambiguous with respect to the rental

value of the computer hardware provided. It is unclear whether

the company normally charges for the time a computer is made

available or the time in which the computer is in use or whether

there may be variable charges depending on the circumstances.

Furthermore, the company states that the Committee on
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Arrangements paid "the normal cost" for certain services. It is

unclear whether this is tk~e cost to the company or the full fair

market charge. In addition, the company's statement with respect

to installation and training of an operator is ambiguous as to

whether there is normally a charge for this service. Questions

are needed to eliminate these ambiguities. Finally, since the

examples listed by EPS involved no monetary charge or apparently

nominal charges, questions are needed as to whether EPS has

offered a standard discount and as to other transactions where

products and services were provided for reduced payment or at a

discount.

B. Metier Management Systems, Inc.

Metier Management Systems, Inc. states that it treated the

Committee on Arrangements as it would any other business prospect

and provided free use of the computer system that it markets in

order to attract potential customers. Specifically, it permitted

Roy Van Steenbergen of VSE Corporation to use Metier's ARTEI4IS

demonstration system for scheduling activities he was working on

for the RNC in hopes of persuading VSE to buy an ARTEMIS system.

In an affidavit included in the Committee's response, Metier~ s

Group Vice President estimates that Mr. Van Steenbergen used the

system "for 40-60 total hours." He states that "(w]hile customer

demonstrations are our main sales tool, [he] felt that the

official provider demonstration was valuable for marketing

purposes." The company's response indicates that the Committee

on Arrangements did not make any payment to Metier, and provides

examples of similar arrangements. Nevertheless, further

information is needed. Although, in his affidavit, a Metier
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branch manager states that he believes that "tho total cost for a

single user of ART34IS would be, at most, a few dollars an hour,

the response does not state a standard full fair market charge

for the services provided. The company should be asked to

provide this information. In addition, since the examples listed

by Metier involved no monetary charge, questions are needed as to

whether Metier has offered a standard discount and as to past

transactions where use of its computer system was provided for

reduced payment or at a discount.

F. Rapicoin, Inc.

The response of the Ricoh Corporation (formerly Rapicom,

Inc.) is unclear as to the standard full fair market charge for

the rental of equipment (two facsimile transceivers) and for

accompanying supplies and services. The company provides data

indicating some basis for determining the fair market charge but

clarification is still required. One of the sources of such

information is a letter from Ricoh's Southwest Regional Manager

to Blythe-Nelson written six months before the convention. This

letter proposed the placement of three R-6100 facsimile

transceivers, two in Dallas and one in Washington. The letter

stated that the "[niormal rental of the above equipment is

$270.00 per month" and that "[bly extension, the total charges

would be $4,860.00." Another source is the affidavit of the

Senior Vice President of the Ricoh Corporation Communication

Products Group; this affidavit served as the company's principal

response. The Senior Vice President states that the "total

rental revenue" that the company "agreed to forego" was $777.

This was for the provision of a Rapicom 6100 from May 3 to
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August 30, 1984, and a Rapicom 3300 from August 15 to August 30,

1984.

The company also has not stated the actual amount paid by

the Committee on Arrangements, thus necessitating a question with

respect to that issue. In addition, although Ricoh states that,

"[als part of the ordinary conduct of its business," it provides

certain office products for events, news media, and commercial

and governmental entities for a short period of time at a

"heavily discounted" or "rental free" basis and although it names

events and national news networks, it does not provide specific

information as to any of the discounted transactions and does not

provide information as to a standard discount. Questions are

needed to obtain this information.

G. Savin Corporation

The person who was General Manager for Savin Corporation's

Dallas branch in 1984 describes the Multiple Machine Rental

Agreement between the company and the Committee on Arrangements

which set out monthly base charges and installation charges for

copiers ($325 base charge per unit and $105.60 installation

charge per unit) and prices for supplies but did not state the

quantities involved. In addition, he encloses a letter he had

written to Blythe-Nelson in April, 1984, indicating that the

*1 According to bills from two months before the convention
submitted by Ricoh as exhibits, there was to be no charge for
machine rentals but there were to be charges for installation and
removal services, paper, and toner. Even if we were to assume
that the $777 was the total fair market charge for machine
rental, this Office still does not know the fair market charge
for the services, paper, and toner.
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pricing set out would 'save the RNC $9,000 over our lowest

special event pricing.' The manager explains in the response

that this was merely a characterization of the discount in its

most favorable light and that it was equivalent to a car dealer

estimating 'savings over sticker prices;' therefore, this would

have been a routine discount. The manager states, however, that

"Itihe final deal that (the companyl signed with the RNC was

somewhat different from what was originally in mind when that

letter was written. ~

Despite these statements, the final arrangements for the

transaction are still unclear. The Comittee on Arrange~uents

states that it paid $48,943.73 and included a copy of a check in

this amount paid to the order of Savin. According to invoices

from Savin attached to the response of the Committee on

Arrangements, this price included $34,226 for "total machines,

installation, and initial supplies' and $11,947.23 for "excess

supplies.' These invoices list the various amounts comprising

these totals but the descriptions of items provided are encoded

and quantities are not provided, so it is difficult to determine

what machines, services, and supplies were provided.

The manager states in his response that the company's list

price in 1984 for the model of copier used was $379 for a one

month period with a copy of allowance of 8,000. The manager

states that, during 1984, the company was 'deeply discounting

from list prices' to make sales, and he refers to a company

document listing a range of copier rentals for the model of
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copier used at the convention. This document shoved a range of

$243 to $312 with a copy allowance of 8,000. Finally, the

manager has provided the company's personal sales commission

schedule which was structured in relation to the discounts

offered to [its[ customers. This schedule provides list prices

and discount prices for equipment and supplies. The schedule

contains an extensive amo~znt of information as to many different

types and quantifies of equipment and supplies.

Although Savin has provided us with the foregoing

information as to fair market prices and discounts, this Office

still needs to send interrogatories to the company. Without

information as to the quantities and types of items provided, it

would be difficult to determine the full fair market charge for

this transaction. Although the company has disclosed that it

could not locate its documentation at the time of its response to

the reason to believe notification, it is worthwhile for this

Office to ask for such information rather than to attempt to

induce it from the information already provided. In addition,

this Office still does not have information as to transactions by

Savin involving similar quantities of equipment, services, and

supplies. A question is needed to obtain this information.

H. Southwestern Dell Mobile Systems

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems, Inc. ("SBMS") replies

that, although "the retail maximum value of the service SBMS was

willing to provide" under the Access and Lease Agreement with the

RNC and the Committee on Arrangements was $50,000, the retail
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value of the actual services provided was $10,024.05. There is

no indication in the company's response that the Committee on

Arrangements made any payment to 58145. This appears to be

consistent with the Access and Lease Agreement under which SUMS

would provide up to $50,000 in services without being paid and in

return for the official provider designation. The company has

provided a number of examples of the provision of its equipment

and services for no monetary charge. It has not, however,

provided examples of transactions where it has provided equipment

or services at a discount. Questions are needed, therefore, to

obtain information as to a standard discount and as to

transactions where equipment and services were provided for

reduced rate or at a discount.

I. VIII

VMX, a provider of Voice Mailboxes, states, that the maximum

fair market value of the services provided was $5,640 and that

this figure was based on a monthly rental of $30 per mailbox.

The response indicates that VMX provided these mailboxes on a

complimentary basis and that the Committee on Arrangements made

no payments to the company. According to the Committee on

Arrangements, V!4X provided 10 voice mailboxes to Committee staff

in 1983 and 49 additional voice mailboxes in 1984. VMX provides

other examples of the provision of complimentary mailboxes to

various corporations and organizations and in some cases listed

quantities, e.g., more than 250 mailboxes to Eastman Kodak in
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November, 1984. However, since the examples listed by VMX

involved no monetary charge, questions are needed as to whether

VMX has had a standard discount and as to transactions vhere use

of Voice Mailboxes and accompanying services were provided for

reduced payment or at a discount.

3. Coinpucorp

As stated above, Compucorp did not file a substantive

response. The Interim and Final Audit Reports, however, stated

N that the Committee paid Compucorp an estimated $62,500. In
addition, Committee on Arrangements provides a description of its

transactions with Compucorp. Although the Committee provides

proposed monthly charges per unit for types of equipment, it does

not provide the quantity of equipment and services actually

provided. It also does not provide the standard full fair market
0

charges for the equipment and services provided, although the

Committee responded that Compucorp stated that "the aggregate
discount or reduction will be substantially below $75,000." The

Committee encloses a memorandum received from counsel for

Compucorp to the company in 1983, providing details and

documentation as to agreements between Compucorp and other groups

wherein Compucorp provided computer equipment in return for

promotional value or advertising and at no monetary charge. In

that letter, counsel stated that these transactions were "smaller

in scales" and he did not provide examples of the provision of

equipment and services at a discount.
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It appears from the Committee's response that questions are

still required as to the discount and full fair market charges

for the transactions with the Committee on Arrangements, as to

standard discounts, and as to other similar transactions where

equipment and services were provided for reduced payment or at a

discount.

K. Republican Host committee

The response of the Host Committee added no new information

to the response already submitted during the audit process. The

response repeated the assertion that the Republican Host

Committee was an arm of the Dallas County Republican Party, and

as such did not represent the State of Texas. the City of Dallas

or any political subdivision thereof in dealing with the RNC and,

therefore, did not fall within the definitions for entities

obligated to register and report under 2 U.S.C. S 437 or

11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a). The Host Committee further states that

it does not fit into the definition of host committees provided

for in 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d) (1) in that it is not a local civic

association, business league, chamber of commerce, real estate

board, board of trade, or convention bureau, or similar

organization, nor was its principal objective the encouragement

of commerce in Dallas or the projection of a favorable image for

the city. The Host Committee describes itself as

predominantly an organization mobilizing the
efforts of tens of thousands of volunteers
who provided hospitality and assistance to
delegates and Republican Party officials
attending the convention. It was funded
entirely with contributions by individuals.
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A review of the reports of the 1984 July Quarterly, October

Quarterly, Post-General, and Year End Reports of the Dallas

County Victory '84 Fund, the only active and reporting entity at

the time listing the Dallas County Republican Party as its

connected organization, discloses disbursements for activities

that may or may not be related to the convention, e.g.,

disbursements for phone, mail, office supplies, T-shirts, and a

Maureen Reagan reception (paid for in October).

The responses of the Republican Host Committee are vague and

have not addressed the fact that 2 u.S.c. S 437(1) applies not

only to organizations representing states, cities, or political

subdivisions but also to organizations representing "any group of

persons and that 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d) (1) refers to the general

term of "local organization" before applying the specific
0

examples referred to in the Republican Host Committee's response.

The use of the phrase "arm of the Dallas County Republican

Party," the brief explanation of the function of the Host

Committee, and the brief explanation of how it is funded do not

fully explain the nature or activity of this entity. In order to

determine the nature and function of this committee and,

therefore, to determine whether it was required to report

pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437, this Office proposes questions

pertaining to the date of the formation of this entity, the

officers of this entity, its relationship with the local, state,

and national Republican party committees and convention
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committees, the functions it performed for the convention and its

attendees, and other aspects relating to the criteria of

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d). In addition, this Office proposes

questions as to whether the activities of the Republican Host

Committee are included in the reports of the receipts and

disbursements of the Dallas County Victory '84 Fund.

Based on the foregoing description and analysis of the

responses, this Office recommends the approval of the attached

questions to be sent to the nine companies discussed and to the

Republican Host Committee.

III. RDCaUIEUD&TIOS

1. Approve the attached questions and letters.

Date
Acting General Counsel

Attachments
1. Letter and
2. Letter and
3. Letter and
4. Letter and
5. Letter and
6. Letter and
7. Letter and
8. Letter and
9. Letter and

10. Letter and

interrogator ies
interrogator ics
interrogator ies
interrogator ies
interrogator ies
interrogator les
interrogator ies
interrogator ies
interrogator ies
interrogator ies

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

Baldwin
Blythe-Nelson
EPS
Metier
Ricoh
Savin
SBMS
~/MX
Compucorp
the Republican Host Committee



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Committee on Arrangements for )
the 1984 Republican National)
Convention, et al.

MUR 2171

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of September 15,

1987, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following

actions in MUR 2171:

1. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to direct the
Office of General Counsel to send
appropriate letters and questions to
Blythe-Nel~on, Ricoh, VMX, Savin, and
Compucorp pursuant to the discussion
held in the meeting of this date.

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

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MUR 2171
September 15, 1987

2. Decided by a vote of 5-I to

a) take no further action and close the
file with respect to Baldwin, EPS,
Metier, and SBMS; and

b) direct the Office of General Counsel
to send the appropriate letters.

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

3. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to take no further
action and close the file with respect to
American Network Service, Inc.

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

4. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to send the letter
with questions to the Republican Host
Committee as recommended by the General
Counsel in the report dated August 21, 1987.

Commissioners Josef iak, McDonald, McGarry,
and Thomas voted affirmatively for the
decision. Commissioners Aikens and Ellitot dissented.

Attest:

________ ~2.
Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20463

5 October 1987

Richard F. Smith, Esquire
Gardere & Wynne
500 Diamond Shamrock Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201

RB: MUR 2171
Republican Host Committee

Dear Mr. Smith:

On November 5, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe
that your client, the Republican Host Committee, violated 2
U.S.C. S 437. In response to the reason to believe
notification, you supplied certain information about the
Republican Host Committee. In order to obtain complete
information with respect to this matter, the Commission has
enclosed interrogatories. The Republican Host Committee's
response is due within fifteen days of your receipt of this
letter.

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

Lawrence
Acting General Counsel

Enclosure
Interrogator ies



DM033 THE VU)3ML ELUCTIOM CCUISSIOU

In the Matter of )
MUR 2171

)

IUTBD~GATORXES

TO: Lynne Tweedell, Acting Chairman
Dallas County Republican Party
5010 Greenville Avenue, Suite 101
Dallas, Texas 75206

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

3% forth below within 15 days of your receipt of this request.

I3S?~TIOus
Each answer ie 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.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in fullo 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 orknowledge you have concerning the unanswered portion anddetailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown
information.

Should you claim a privilege with respect to any items aboutwhich information is requested by any of the following
interrogatories, describe such items in sufficient detail toprovide justification for the claim. Each claim of privilegemust 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 amendmentsduring 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.

/O~p. .~ op S~
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DZ1IUITIOS
For the purpose of these discovery requests, including theinstructions thereto, the terms listed below are defined asfollows:

'me Republican Host Committee' shall mean the namedrespondent in this action to whom these discovery requests areaddressed, including all officers, employees, agents or attorneys
the reof.

'Persons' shall be deemed to include both singular andplural, and shall mean any natural person, partnership,committee, association, corporation, or any other type oforganization or entity.

'Identify' with respect to a person shall mean state thefull name, the most recent business and residence addresses andtelephone numbers, the present occupation or position of suchperson, the nature of the connection or association that personhas to any party in this proceeding. If the person to beidentified is not a natural person, provide the legal and tradenames, the address and telephone number, and the full names ofboth the chief executive officer and the agent designated toreceive 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 of their scope.
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You are asked to respond to the following interrogatories:
1. State the date on which the Republican Host Committee

was formed.
2. Identify the person or persons who formed the

Republican Host Committee.
3. Identify the officers of the Republican Host Committeeand their respective offices. Include in this response all pastofficers of the Republican Host Committee, their respectiveoffices, and their respective dates of service from the inceptionof the Republican Host Committee.
4. Explain in detail the relationship between the

Republican Host Committee and the following:

a. the Dallas County Republican Party;

b. the Republican Party of Texas;
c. the committees of the National Republican Party;

d. the Dallas Welcoming Committee;

e. the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention;

f. the City of Dallas.

5. List and explain in detail all activities undertakenand services provided by the Republican Host Committee concerningthe 1984 Republican National Convention. This response shouldinclude, but not be limited to, the following activities:
a) welcoming delegates and officials of the RepublicanParty to the 1984 Republican National Convention;
b) providing information booths and other services at the

1984 Republican National Convention;
c) leasing, staffing and equipping the offices of the

Republican Host Committee;

d) other services provided specifically to attendeesconcerning the 1984 Republican National Convention.
6. State whether the Republican Host Committee or anyperson acting on its behalf communicated with the committees ofthe national Republican Party or any person acting on its behalfat any time before, during, or after the 1984 Republican NationalConvention concerning the activities and services described in

question 5 above. If so, identify those persons with whom the
, 0 ~ p.q of 5
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Republican Host Committee Communicated and state in detail thenature of those communications.

7. State whether the Republican Host Committee is
organized for profit.

8. Enclosed are the 1984 reports of the Dallas CountyVictory '84 Fund, the connected organization of which is theDallas County Republican Party. Denote the entries on thosereports that identify receipts going to or used by the RepublicanHost Committee for the 1984 Republican National Committee anddisbursements for the activities of the Republican Host Committeein connection with the 1984 Republican National Convention.

a. State whether the activities denoted in responseto question 8 above comprise all of the activities of theRepublican Host Committee in connection with the 1984 Republican
National Convention.

Ar of 5



RAYMOND D. NOAH & ASSOCIATES
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

1205 PI~T CITY EANIC CENTER

POST OPPICE 30K 630647

QAY ~

870Cr 26 ~N 9:15
RICHARDSON. TEXAS 75053*0047

TELEPHONE 12141 2211205

October 19, 1987

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel
Federal Election Conunission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2171
Republic Host Coninittee

-TIor'

o~I ~-.r'

w
~ -C, 0

4~Z~

~0 z

Dear Mr. Noble:

This will confirm our telephone conversation of
this date in which I advised you I had received on Friday,
October 16, 1987, your coulnunication dated October 5, 1987,
addressed to Richard F. Smith. Further, in our conversation
I advised you that it would be necessary, because of all the
changes that have occurred, with regard to people and staff,
and in general to the lack of knowledge as to the matter to
which you are requesting answers, that I request the extension
of thirty (30) days, that is until November 23, 1987, to
attempt answers to your questions as well as to get a grasp
of the matter, in and of itself.

Please grant an extension to November 23, 1987,
for the purposes as outlined above.

Very truly yours,

/ A</ A<~-~
7~'~ond D. Noah

R.DN:kp



RAYMOND D. NOAH & ASSOCIATES FEDERAL FLECIIo~ co~i;-:rssrc~:
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW IA:!. i~D: ~

1205 FIRST CITY BANK CENTER

POST OFFICE BOX 620647 87 OCT 26 P1' 12: t~(J
RBCHARDSON. TEXAS 750S2047

TELEPHONE 12145 2211205

October 21, 1987

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
Acting General Counsel
Federal Election Comiss ion
Washington, D.C. 20463

C-, ~
-4 ,1,Y1Re: MUR 2171Republic Host Conunittee

"CDear Mr. Noble:
7

%J tflCfl
~0

N Today after telephone conference with Tom
James, Dallas County Republican Chairman, I was advised
that Mr. Richard F. Smith desires to continue as counsel
in the above-numbered matter.

Mr. James and I agreed that this would be
proper under the circumstances, and Mr. James and I
request of you that you honor my request for an extension,

o mailed October 19, 1987. We would further request that
I receive copies of all documents and communications con-
cerning this matter for the purposes of providing them to
Mr. James that we might be apprised of its progress and
solution.

Very truly yours,

~ Noah
RDN:kp

cc: Mr. Tom James
Mr. Richard F. Smith
Mr. Fred Meyer



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 2043

27 ~tcber 1987

Raymond D. Noah, Esquire
Raymond D. Noah & Associates
1205 First City Bank Center
P.O. Box 830647
Richardson, Texas 75083-0647

RE: MUR 2171

Republican Host Committee

Dear Mr. Noah:
'1)

This is in response t'~ your letter dated October 19, 1987,
1% which we received on October 26, 1987, requesting an extension of

thirty days to respond tc the interrogatories sent to the
Republican Host Committee. After considering the circumstances
presented in your letter, I have granted the requested extension.
Accordingly, your response is due by close of business on
November 23, 1987.

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

Sincerely,

C Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

By: Lois G. Ler4?er
Associate General Counsel
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Republican
Party
OF DALLAS COUNTY

THE MEAD~IVS BUILDING, SUITE 120
5646 MILTON STREET

DALLAS, TEXAS 75206
(214) 369-9555

October 26, 1987

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

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

Attention of Mr. Jonathan Levin

Re: MUR 2171
Republican Host Conmnittee

-'Ior,

C, 0
-~

~J ~JY~

~
'nz~

~ az

Gentlemen:

In January of this year, I succeeded Mr. Fred Meyer as
Chairman of the Republican Party of Dallas County. Shortly
thereafter, Mr. Ray Noah succeeded Mr. Richard F. Smith as
General Counsel. In regard to the referenced matter concerning
the Republican Host Conunittee for the 1984 National Convention,
Mr. Smith has been designated as lead counsel for both the Host
Conuiiittee and the Dallas County Party and will b9 assisted as he
may request by Mr. Noah.

Thank you for your favorable consideration of the request
for an extension of time to responded to the interrogatories
under your cover letter dated 5 October, 1987.

Sin~rely y6Y~rs,

Party of Dallas Co.

TJ: jt
cc: Mr. Raymond Noah

Mr. Richard F. Smith

%.4 ~

c-a -~

-.4

-~

~ _

Eu.

'~r

Tom James. County Chairman, Suite 226, 8330 Meadow Road, DaNa., Texas 75231
Betty ~BJ' Johnson.. Executive Director, The Meadows Building, 5846 MilSon, Suite l20~ DaMes, Texas 75206
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GARDERE &WYNNE

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

tSOO DIAMOND SHAMROCK TOWER
DALLAS, TEXAS 75201

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
214.979.4500

214-979-4709

C~!4t K ~

f7.' :.:: :::33

TELECOPlEf~ 214-979 466'

CASLE: GARWYN
TELEx 73 019'

November 20, 1987

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Mr. Jonathan Levin

Subject: MUR 2171
Republican Host Committee

Dear Sir:

On behalf of the Republican Host Committee, and the
chairman of the Republican Party of Dallas County, Tom James, I
enclose Answers to the Interrogatories propounded by the
Commission on October 5, 1987.

Sincerely yours,

'I ~
/

Richard F. Smith

RFS/jw

3500d

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Tom James
Mr. Raymond Noah
Mr. Fred Meyer

~1~
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-~ ~

r%~ ~
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF S

S MUR 2171

S
ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

Frederick R. Meyer, former Chairman of the Republican Party

of Dallas County and of the Republican Host Committee, files

the following Answers to Interrogatories propounded by the

Federal Election Commission:

1. State the date on which the Republican Host Committee

was formed.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee was a committee

appointed by the Dallas County Republican Party

Chairman in connection with the 1984 Republican

presidential nominating convention held in Dallas. It

was not separately incorporated or otherwise a

separate entity, but was rather an activity conducted

by the Dallas County Republican Party. The Dallas

County Republican Party began to conduct its

Republican Host Committee activities in late 1982 or

early 1983. The Dallas County Republican Party is

governed by the Dallas County Republican Executive

Committee and its county chairman. It was

established and it functions under the authority of

subchapter B of chapter 171 of the Texas Election

Code, and has been the official Republican Party

organization in Dallas County for many years.
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2. Identify the person or persons who formed the

Republican Host Committee.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee activities of

the Dallas County Republican Party were initiated and

supervised by Frederick R. Meyer, the Dallas County

Republican Chairman during the years that the Host

Committee operated, 1982-84.

3. Identify the officers of the Republican Host Committee

and their respective offices. Include in this response all

past officers of the Repulican Host Committee, their respective

offices, and the respective dates of service from the inception

of the Republican Host Committee.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee existed from

its informal institution in late 1982 or early 1983

until shortly after the August 1984 Convention. Its

officers at all times consisted of Frederick R. Meyer,

chairman, James R. Russell, treasurer, and Martha

Weisend vice chairman.

4. Explain in detail the relationship between the

Republican Host Committee and the following:

-2-
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a. the Dallas County Republican Party.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee was an

arm, or division, of the Dallas County Republican

Party. It has no separate legal existence. It

was at all times under the control of and part of

the Dallas County Republican Party.

b. the Republican Party of Texas.

ANSWER: The Dallas County Republican Party is a

separately governed organization, related to the

Republican Party of Texas to the extent set forth

in title 10 of the Texas Election Code and the

Rules of the Republican Party of Texas

promulgated pursuant to chapter 163 of the Code.

The Republican Host Committee was a part of the

Dallas County Republican Party.

c. the committees of the National Republican Party.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee had

minimum contacts with the National Republican

Party. The National Republican Party conducted

-3-



the Convention, and the Republican Host Committee

provided host services to delegates,

officeholders and party officials outside the

Convention Hall and while the Convention was not

in session. The Republican Host Committee was

advised by legal counsel employed by the National

Republican Party that it was not required to

register and file reports with the Federal

Election Commission.

d. the Dallas Welcoming Committee.

ANSWER: The Dallas Welcoming Committee was a

separate organization, independent of the

Republican Host Committee. The Dallas Welcoming

Committee was a Texas non-profit corporation

organized for the purpose of performing

non-partisan host activities on behalf of the

City of Dallas for the Convention. The

Republican Host Committee and Dallas Welcoming

Committee coordinated their activities to avoid

duplication.

-4-



e. the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984

Republican National Convention.

ANSWER: See Answer to item 4(c) above.

f. the City of Dallas.

ANSWER: There was no formal relationship between

the Republican Host Committee and the City of

Dallas, but they coordinated their respective

activities in connection with the Convention.

The City of Dallas provided funding for the

Dallas Welcoming Committee, but did not provide

any funds to the Republican Host Committee.

There was no contractual relationship between the0
Republican Host Committee and the City of Dallas.

5. List and explain in detail all activities undertaken

and services provided by the Republican Host Committee

concerning the 1984 Republican National Convention. This

response should include, but not be limited to, the following

activities:

-5-



a) welcoming delegates and officials of the

Republican Party to the 1984 Republican National Convention;

b) providing information booths and other services

at the 1984 Republican National Convention;

c) leasing, staffing and equipping the offices of

the Republican Host Committee;

"7 d) other services provided specifically to attendees

concerning th 1984 Republican National Convention.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee, operatingiqrn
through 19 subcommittees, welcomed delegates and

party dignitaries attending the Convention.
arranged receptions and parties for them,

C provided a limited amount of transportation, and

performed similar services. It provided

approximately 15,000 volunteers to man

information centers, to make presentations

informing the public about the Convention, to

coordinate the activities of the 54 state

hospitality committees, and to provide other

coordinating services. It sponsored an

-6-



ecumenical prayer breakfast held during the

convention and attended by more than 17,000

participants, Principally Dallasites, Convention

delegates and media representatives. The

Republican Host Committee operated a headquarters

for six months, staffed by volunteers. The Host

Committees activities in connection with the

Convention were partisan in nature, as

distinguished from the non-partisan activities of

the Dallas Welcoming Committee and the City of

Dallas. It was funded out of the treasury of the

Dallas County Republican Party, which received

contributions only from individuals, and not from

corporations or businesses. One of the principal

reasons for the formation and activities of the

Republican Host Committee was to enhance the role

of the local Republican Party, to attract new

members, and to provide a pool of volunteers for

future party activities.

6. State whether the Republican host Committee or any
person acting on its behalf communicated with the committees of

the National Republican Party or any person acting on its

behalf at any time before, during, or after the 1984 Republican

National Convention concerning the activities and services

described in question 5 above. If so, identify those persons

-7-



with whom the Republican Host Committee communicated and state

in detail the nature of those communications.

ANSWER: The Republican Host Committee did not exist

at the time Dallas was selected as the host city for

the 1984 Republican National Convention, and did not
participate in the City's efforts to attract the

Convention. Beginning in early 1983. Republican Host

Committee members communicated irregularly and
occasionally with various persons at the National

Republican Party. It is impossible at this time to
identify all of the persons with whom communications

were held, but in general the communications were

directed toward the goal of insuring that the
Convention would be a success and that the delegates

and Republican Party officials and officeholders

attending the Convention would be welcomed and taken

care of while in Dallas, especially during the time

they were not attending the Convention itself.

7. State whether the Republican Host Committee is

organized for profit.

ANSWER: The Dallas County Republican Party, of which

the Republican Host Committee was a part, is not

organized for profit.

-8-



8. Enclosed are the 198

Victory *84 Fund, the connect

Dallas County Republican Parti

reports that identify receip

Republican Host Committee fo~

Committee and disbursements

Republican Host Committee

Republican National Convention.

4 reports of the Dallas County

~d organization of which is the

r. Denote the entries on those

ts going to or used by the

r the 1984 Republican National

for the activities of the

in connection with the 1984

ANSWER: The reports enclosed with the interrogatories

were filed by Dallas County Victory 84, an activity

of the Dallas County Republican Party that was totally

distinct and separate from the Republican Host

Committee. Funds of Dallas County Victory *84 were

kept separate from those of the Republican Host

Committee and the remainder of the Dallas County

Republican Party, and none of the items in the reports

filed by Dallas County Victory '84 were in any way

related to the activities of the Republican Host

Committee. Expenditures and disbursements of the

Dallas County Republican Party, other than those of

Dallas County Victory '84, were set forth in reports

filed with the Secretary of State of Texas pursuant to

the Texas Election Code.

-9-
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a. State whether the activities denoted in response

to question 8 above comprise all of the activities of the
Republican Host Committee in connection with the 1984

Republican National Convention.

ANSWER: The activities of the Republican Host

Committee were separate from those associated

with the activities of the Victory 84 Fund.

N

-Frederick R. Meyer, former Chairman,
Republican Party of1Dallas County
and Republican Host Committee

THE STATE OF TEXAS S
SCOUNTY OF DALLAS §

This instrument was acknowledged before me onthe 19th day of November 1987, by Frederick R. Meyer, formerChairman, Dallas County Republican Party and Republican Host
Committee.

[SEAL] Nota~~r Public, State of Texas

Janet L WiHi2n1~My Commission Expires: Print name of Notary Public Here

12-20-89

34 79d

-10-
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIOW COMMISSION
8?DEC~2 P11 L.:56

In the Matter of
Committee on Arrangements for MUR 2171the 1984 Republican National )
Convention, et al.

CONPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT ~2
On November 5, 1986, the Commission found reason to believe

that the Committee on Arrangements for the 1984 Republican
National Convention and George L. Clark, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 26 U.S.C. S 9008(d) (1) by accepting
prohibited corporate contributions from ten "official providers"

to the convention and, in doing so, exceeding the expenditure

limitations with respect to a presidential nominating convention.

The Commission, on that date, also found reason to believe that

the ten providers violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and 26 U.S.C.

S 9008(d) (1). In addition, the Commission found reason to

believe that the Republican Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

S 437 by failing to file a financial statement.

On August 24, 1987, this Office submitted a report

discussing the responses to the reason to believe notifications

and recommending interrogatories to be sent to nine of the

vendors and to the Republican Host Committee. On September 15,

1987, the Commission voted to take no further action and close

the file with respect to five of the vendors. On that date, the

Commission also directed this Office to redraft questions to the

five other vendors, pursuant to the Commission's discussions. In

addition, the Commission approved the proposed questions for the

Republican Host Committee.
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This Office redrafted the questions in accordance with the

Commission's discussions and sent them on October 5, 1987.

Counsel for four of the five vendors and the Republican Host

Committee asked for thirty-day extensions of time until

November 23 to respond to the questions. This Office granted

those requests. In addition, this Office has unsuccessfully

attempted to locate representatives of the fifth vendor,

Compucorp, which has been in a bankruptcy proceeding.

This Office also received letters from the four vendors

other than Compucorp authorizing the law firm of Covington &

Burling, which is representing the Arrangements Committee, to

discuss each vendor's situation with this Office and to have

access to the materials and information to which each vendor has

access. Attorneys from the firm and attorneys from this Office

met subsequently to discuss this matter as it pertains to the

four vendors and the Arrangements Committee. Thus far, this

Office has received the response of one vendor and the

Republication Host Committee. After receiving and reviewing the

responses of all of the vendors and the Republican Host

Committee, we will report to the Commission.

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

9
__________________ BY: ~~~(K?' ~'

Date Lois G. Ler ~er
Associate General Counsel



BEFORE THE FU)ERAL ELECTICH CONKISS IOU

In the Matter of )
)

Committee on Arrangements for ) MUR 2171
1984 Republican National )
Convention, et al.

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

I. BACKGW~UUD

On April 23, 1986, the Federal Election Commission approved

the final audit report on the Committee on Arrangements for the

1984 Republican National Convention ("Committee on

Arrangements"). On that date, the Commission also voted to refer

the matters discussed below to the Office of the General Counsel.

Sixteen companies designated as "official providers" by the

Committee on Arrangement were referred to this Office for making

apparent corporate contributions to the Committee on

Arrangements, in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). It appeared

that the companies may have failed to comply with the guidelines

for contributions of goods and services by businesses with

respect to a presidential nominating convention, as set forth in

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c). These guidelines, set out at 11 C.F.R.

5 9008.7(c) (1), state that retail businesses may provide goods or

services at reduced or discounted rates to the national committee

of a party with respect to its national convention provided that

such reductions or discounts are in the ordinary course of

business. The Committee on Arrangements was referred for the

acceptance of contributions failing to meet such guidelines and,

additionally, for exceeding the convention expenditure limitation

set out at 26 U.S.C. S 9008(d) (1) based upon the value of the
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goods and services accepted that may not have been in compliance

with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(c). Finally, the Republican Host

Committee was referred for failing to file a financial statement

with the Commission pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437.

On November 5, 1986, the Commission made a number of

findings with respect to the respondents. The commission found

reason to believe that ten of the sixteen companies violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). These companies were: (1) American Network

Service, Inc.; (2) Baldwin Piano and Organ Company; (3) Blythe-

Nelson; (4) Compucorp; (5) Executive Presentation Systems; (6)

Metier Management & Systems, Inc., (7) Rapicom, Inc.; (nov Ricoh

Corportation); (8) Savin Corporation; (9) Southwestern Bell

Mobile Systems; and (10) VMX, Inc. The Commission also found

reason to believe that the Committee on ~rrangements and George

L. Clark, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) and 26 U.S.C.

S 9008(d)(l). In addition, the Commission found reason to

believe that the Republican Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

S 437. Finally, the Commission directed that appropriate

notification letters and factual and legal analyses be sent to

the respondents.

1/Responses were received from eight of the ten companies,-

from the Committee on Arrangements, and from the Republican Host

Commit tee.

On August 24, 1987, this Office submitted a report

discussing the responses to the reason to believe notifications

1/ American Network Service, Inc. could not be located.
Counsel for Compucorp informed us that they had been unable to
ascertain any facts concerning the matter because all employees
with firsthand knowledge had left the company. They also
informed us that the company was in bankruptcy proceedings.
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and recommending interrogatories to be sent to nine of the

vendors and to the Republican Host Committee. On September 15,

1987, the Commission voted to take no further action and close

the file with respect to five of the companies. These companies

were American Network Service, Inc., Baldwin Piano and Organ

Company, Executive Presentation Systems, Metier Management &

Systems, Inc., and Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems. On that

date, the Commission also directed this Office to redraft

questions to the five remaining respondent companies, pursuant to

the Commission's discussions. In addition, the Commission

approved the proposed questions for the Republican Host

a Committee. This Office redraf ted the questions for the companies

and sent them, along with the questions for the Host Committee,

on October 5, 1987. A description of the responses received and

an analysis of the responses follows.Y

o 2/ The analysis of the responses in this matter is consistent
with the discussion of this matter by the Commission in its
meetings of September 9 and September 15, 1987. On June 29,

C 1988, the Commission issued Advisory Opinion 1988-25. In that
opinion, the Commission stated that a vehicle loan program
whereby General Motors would provide cars without charge to the
Republican and Democratic National Committees, in connection with
their national nominating conventions, was permissible. The
Commission stated that its conclusion was predicated on several
factors, such as:

the established practice of GM regarding
other non-political events; the assumption
that the value provided is proportionate to
the value provided in similar situations; the
obvious commercial benefit that underlies the
program; the assumption that such commercial
benefit is not outweighed by the value
provided; and most important, the unique
promotional versus political opportunities
that a national nominating convention
presents.

A.O. 1988-25. Under the standards set out in that opinion, this
Office would still have made the recommendations proposed in this
report.
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II. RESPONSUS AND ANALYSIS

A. VIII, Inc.

At the time of the interrogatories, the information

available to us was that VMX provided 10 voice mailboxes to

Committee staff in 1983 and 49 additional voice mailboxes in 1984

for no payment. The company stated that the maximum fair market

value of the services provided was $5,460, based on a monthly

rental of $30 per mailbox. The company has provided free voice

mailboxes in similar or larger quantities to other vendors, e.g.,

more than 250 mailboxes to Eastman Kodak in November, 1984.

In reply to the reason to believe notification, counsel for

V?4X stated that VMX made a formal presentation to Jim Blythe of

Blythe-Nelson and Rick Shelby of the Arrangements Committee

concerning the sale of a VMX system. He stated that it is

believed that Blythe-Nelson determined that the system was "too

expensive and/or too large for Convention use and that,

"[tihereafter, VMX was asked to provide complimentary service to

the Convention." In order to ascertain whether the provision of

voice mailboxes for free was, in any way, involuntary, thus

resulting in a provision of services outside the ordinary course

of business, this Office requested an explanation of the

circumstances under which the Arrangements Committee declined to

purchase a system and asked for the provision of complimentary

mailboxes.

The response of VMX's counsel states that neither he nor any

VMX officer knows the specific reasons why the Arrangements

Committee declined to purchase a system and that "VMX understood
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only that the system was either too large or needlessly expensive

for convention use." Counsel states that neither he nor any

officer preGent at the presentation recalls any statements at the

presentation expressing a preference for complimentary services

and that they believe complimentary services were not discussed

at the time. Counsel further asserts that, after the

presentation, there were "very general discussions" concerning

the provision of services on complimentary basis in exchange for

official provider status "which was very appealing to VI4X."

According to counsel, this was a "'non-event' Internally" to the

a company because, as stated in the previous response, such

provision was a routine matter. Counsel concludes by stating

that

[tihe entire VMX Republican National
Convention relationship [sic] can be summed
up as a sales effort with lots of excitement

O that came to naught, followed by a routine
furnishing of complimentary voice mailboxes
in exchange for the publicity value of

c "official provider" status.2/

0 It appears from the response of VMX that the transaction did

not involve a situation whereby the provision of services for

free was, in some way, involuntary. As stated above, it also

appears that VMX has provided free voice mailboxes in similar or

larger quantities to other customers. It thus appears that VMX's

provision of the voice mailboxes to the Arrangements Committee

was not outside the ordinary course of business. Therefore, this

3/ In a phone conversation with this Office on March 31, 1988,
counsel stated that he does not recall the Arrangements Committee
mentioning other vendors to the effect that they would be used if
VMX did not provide complimentary voice mailboxes.
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Off ice recommends that the Commission take no further action with

respect to VMX, Inc.

B. Savin Corporation

The information as to Savin at the time of the

interrogatories was that the Committee on Arrangements had paid

$48,943.73 to Savin for the rental of copiers, the installation

of the copiers, and the provision of supplies. The company

billed a $325 monthly charge per unit and a $105.60 installation

charge per unit. The former General Manager of the Dallas

branch, who is now Director of Dealer Operations for the Western

Region of the United States, stated that the company's list price

in 1984 for the model used was $379 for a one month period but

that he was "deeply discounting from list prices" to make sales,

and he referred to a company document listing a range of copier

rentals for the model used. The document showed a range of $243

to $312 with a copy allowance of 8,000 free copies (i.e., copies

above that amount would be charged at a metered rate). The

Committee on Arrangements had enclosed an invoice listing amounts

comprising the total billed but the descriptions of the items

appeared to be encoded and quantities were not provided. Because

this Office believed it did not have complete information as to

what was provided and the full fair market value of all of the

items provided, a question was asked relating to this. In

addition, even though Savin had provided information as to its

range of prices, it did not provide information as to other

similar transactions.

In a response received on November 23, 1987, Savin's counsel

states that the pricing for the transaction was commercial in



nature and that this transaction involved nothing out of the

ordinary for the company. Counsel states that the company has

three kinds of pricing rates, i.e., a Commercial and Industrial

("C&I") rate, a government, educational, and medical institution

("GEM") rate, and a General Services Administration ("GSA") rate.

Counsel presented lists comparing the three types of prices, at

list price, with the rates paid by the Arrangements Committee.

Counsel displayed a list price for a month-to-month rental for 41

to 99 machines as $364 per month per machine1' plus Installation

charge and an 8,000 copy allowance. As stated above, the

Arrangements Committee was charged $325 per month with a $105.60

installation charge..~I Counsel also listed price ranges for

various supplies (the prices depending on quantity) and the

4/ The response to the reason to believe finding stated that
the month-to-month rental rate was $379 per month. That figure,
however, was the monthly rate for a rental of one to 40 machines.
This transaction involved 43 machines.

5/ Counsel's responses to this Office do not refer to a copy
allowance for the Convention transaction and the rental agreement
contains the notation "N/A" with respect to "Copies mci. in Base
Chg." and with respect to "Excess Copy Charge." In addition, an
early proposal by Savin stated that "[n]o additional charges
related to copy volume etc. will be incurred," and correspondence
between Blythe-Nelson (the Committee's consultant) and the
Committee, which contained bid proposals of Savin and two other
companies, indicates that a copy allowance was not factored in.
However, in conference phone conversations involving Savin's
counsel, the former General Manager for the Dallas branch and
this Office, the General Manager stated that Savin would replace
machines when they reached the 8,000 copy limit in order not to
impair their value for sale to a prospective purchaser. The
General Manager stated that 400,000 or 450,000 copies were used;
this would amount to additional copy charges totalling
approximately $700 to $1,400. Although the amount of paper
actually sold by Savin was much greater, the General Manager
stated that Savin's paper was used for all kinds of purposes
including use in copiers from another company at the convention.
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charges paid by the Arrangements Committee. It appears, for the

most part, that the charges for supplies fell within these price

ranges. Although the list price rental was higher than the

rental charged to the Committee, counsel points out that, as

shown in documents submitted to the Commission in response to the

RTB notification, "the actual range of monthly rental prices"

(emphasis included) in 1984 for the model used was $243 to $312

for a two-year term. Counsel stated that the actual rental

figures for a month-to-month basis were unavailable. A review of

another price list submitted in response to the RTB notification,

however, indicates that the two-year C&I list price was $302 or

$62 below the month-to-month rate. A $62 reduction from the $325

charge would place the machine rentals for the Arrangements

Committee within the $243 to $312 price range.

The list price for a GSA contract was $293 per month on a

month-to-month basis with an 8,000 copy allowance and an

installation charge ranging from $105.60 for up to a 35 mile

distance to $134.40 for up to a 60 mile distance. (This

transaction was handled out of Savins' Dallas branch office which

was within 35 miles of the convention.) The list price for a GEM

contract was $255 per month on a one year rental basis with an

8,000 copy allowance and a $130 installation charge.

In her November, L387, response, counsel states that the

responses and documentation demonstrate that the amounts charged

to the Arrangements Committee were similar or greater than the

list prices according to GSA and GEM rates and consistent with

the actual C&I prices charged.



In phone conversations with this Office, and in a letter

received on April 20, 1988, counsel for Savin stated that Savin

charged for all of the copiers and services provided. In those

phone conversations and in a letter received by this Office on

April 12, 1988, counsel provided an explanation of the invoice

which had been a source of confusion to this Office at the time

the interrogatories were sent. (See reply of the Committee on

Arrangements, dated February 3, 1987, Exhibit 41). There were 43

entries on the invoice, i.e., 37 entries of $752.27, five entries

of Sl.077.27, and one entry of $1,402.27. Each entry stands for

the rental price of the copier ($325 per month), the charge for

installation ($105.60), the charge for a starter kit of paper,

toner, and dispersant ($216.07), and the charge for de-

installation ($105.60). The entries of $1,077.27 were for a two-

month rental and the entry of $1,402.27 was for a three-month

rental. These totals added up to $34,226.10. Another $11,947.23

for excess supplies and $2,770.40 in taxes were charged for a

total of $48,943.73.~' The letter received on April 12 itemized

the charges even further by providing the charges for the excess

supplies. The restatement of the charges conducted by Savin in

that letter reached $48,990.02, slightly higher than the billed

figure.

In her November, 1987, letter, counsel did not provide

examples of other similar transactions where services were

provided at a discount, stating that Savin's records pertaining

6/ The 1984 October Quarterly Report of the Arrangements
Committee disclosed the payment of the billed amount on
August 23, 1984, and another payment of $94.25 for "casual labor"
on September 10, 1984.



0
- 10 -

to the time prior to and including 1984 are unavailable. Counsel

defended this response in the November, 1987, letter, and in the

April 20, 1988, letter by stating that the transaction with the

Arrangements Committee was "commercial in nature" and in line

with the company's pricing. In her November, 1987, response,

counsel provided two examples where the company has provided free

copiers and services for promotional value, both of these

involving a provision of machines and supplies worth

approximately $1,000 or less. In a phone conversation with this

Office, counsel stated that Savin's contracts normally do not

involve events on. the scale of the Republican National Convention

but that this was not at issue because Savin's equipment and

services were provided at rates that were commercial in nature.

The data provided by Savin indicate that the charges paid by

the Arrangements Committee were consistent with the amounts paid

to Savin by its nonpolitical clients of various types in 1983 and

1984. It thus appears that Savin's transaction with the

Arrangements Committee was not outside the ordinary course of

business. Therefore, this Office recommends that the Commission

take no further action with respect to Savin.

C. Rapicom, Inc.

The information as to Rapicom, Inc. (now Ricoh Corporation

7/

Communication Products Group)- at the time the interrogatories

According to counsel for Ricoh, Rapicom, Inc., was a wholly
owned subsidiary of Ricoh Company, Ltd., of Japan. Counsel
stated that, on April 1, 1984, prior to the provision of
equipment and services to the convention, Rapicom, Inc., and
Ricoh of America, Inc., another wholly owned subsidiary of Ricoh
Company, Ltd., merged, and the successor in interest was Ricoh
Corporation.
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were sent was unclear as to the fair market charge for the

equipment and supplies provided and the actual amount paid,

although this appeared to be a small transaction. In addition,

although the company named other events for which it provided

products and services for a heavy discount or for free, it did

not provide details for such events. This Office inquired as to

the fair market charge, the amount paid, and the details of other

events. The documents available also raised a concern as to

whether the provision of goods and services was meant to be a

o contribution by Rapicom. In a letter to Jim Blythe of Blythe-

Nelson, dated February 7, 1984, William R. Manzon, Rapicom's

Southwest Regional Manager listed the charges for supplies to be
qm

sold and then stated that "[dental charges for the equipment

would be waived as a contribution from Rapicom, Inc." This
0

Office inquired as to the circumstances surrounding that

c statement.

On December 16, 1987, February 23, 1988 and May 9, 1988,

this Office received responses from counsel for Ricoh. The

December, 1987, response indicates that the transaction involved

supplying a Rapicom 6100 facsimile transceiver from May 3, 1984,

to August 30, 1984, and a Rapicom 3300 facsimile transceiver from

August 15 to August 30, 1984, along with accompanying supplies,

services, and accessories. Counsel states that the standard fair

market charge for the transaction was $2,200.50. This included a

rental value of $1,197.50, which was not charged, and other
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charges of $1,003, including charges for shipping installation,

removal, paper, and toner.!'

The December, 1987, response included six transactions in

which Ricoh provided facsimile transceivers and supplies and

services at reduced rates or for free for certain events. One

example was the provision of a transceiver to the International

Paper Company for one month for use during union negotiations.

The transceiver provided completely free of charge for

rental, paper, or installation." A second example involved the

provision of a transceiver for one month to the International

Paper Company involving no machine rental payment, a carton of

paper at no charge, and no installation charge. In phone

conversations with this Office, counsel stated that this meant

that both transactions were thus without any charge. A third

example, also free of charge, involved the provision of a

facsimile transceiver for a three day period. The other three

examples involving periods of two weeks to one month involved the

provision of a rental free transceiver but with charges for paper

and/or installation. (One of these latter transactions was to be

followed by the purchase of a unit.)

8/ Also included in the transaction were accessories with a
rental value of $220 which were not charged for. According to
the May 9 response of the Senior Vice President of the
Communication Products Group, these accessories were "bundled"
into an entire product package. According to the response, the
company, in 1984, charged full price on accessories to ten per
cent of its customers, granted an average of a 45% discount on
accessories to 60% of its customers, and did not charge the
remaining 30% of its customers, which was comprised of its
largest customers and special events customers.
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The reports of the Committee on Arrangements disclose two

payments to Ricoh, a payment on September 14, 1984, of $101.76

for "faxpaper supplies' and a payment on September 27, 1984, of

$150 for "installation charge." Even though the full payment of

the amount billed does not appear to have been made, the

transaction and payments resulting were not inconsistent with

other transactions by the company. The transaction at issue was

small in scale as were the other transactions cited by the

company. In addition, two of the transactions lasting one month

appear to have been without charge.

The company also responded with respect to the letter from

Mr. Manzon, the Southwest Regional Manager, to Mr. Blythe of

Blythe-Nelson. According to the response received on

December 16, 1987, and the affidavit of the Southwest Regional

Manager received with the February 23, 1988, response, Mr. Blythe

and Mr. Manzon had a discussion about the February 7, 1984,

letter prior to February 9, 1984. (This letter, which was

intended to set forth the terms and conditions under which the

company would provide the transceivers, was forwarded to

Mr. Blythe by facsimile transmission on February 7.) Mr. Manzon

states that, in the discussion, Mr. Blythe expressed concern over

the statement that the rental charges would be waived as a

contribution. According to Mr. Manzon's affidavit, Mr. Blythe

stated that "while he understood what [Mr. Manzon] meant to say,

the language of the letter might be misconstrued and had to be
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changed." As a result of the conversation, Mr. t4anzon redrafted

the letter on February 9, removing the language as to a

"contribution" and sending it to Mr. Blythe by first class mail.

He intended this letter to supersede the February 7 letter.

Mr. Manzon states that his intent "in writing the statement in

question was to indicate that Ricoh's part of the bargain was to

waive rental changes in exchange for the designation as 'Official

Fascimile Vendor' to the RI4C."

The reply of counsel and the sworn affidavit of the person

who wrote the statement at issue appear to explain the

circumstances surrounding the statement. it appears that the

controversial phrase used was a misstatement and that the waiver

of rental charges was not intended as a contribution to the

Arrangements Committee.

Based on the foregoing information as to other transactions

by the company and as to the February 7, 1984, letter, this

Office recommends that the Commission take no further action with

respect to Rapicom, Inc. (now Ricoh Corporation).

D. Blythe-Nelson

At the time the interrogatories were sent, this Office did

not know the fair market charge for the consulting servtces

provided by Blythe-Nelson and did not- know the amount paid by the

Committee on Arrangements. In addition, the examples provided by

Blythe-Nelson of other transactions at a discount or for no
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payment were not on the same scale and, with the exception of one

transaction, were for religious or charitable organizations or

the State of Texas. This Office inquired as to the fair market

charge, the amount paid to the company, and further examples of

discounted transactions. The documents available also raised a

concern as to the circumstances under which Blythe-Nelson

provided discounted services to the Arrangements Committee.

Blythe-Nelson's reply to the reason to believe notification

stated that, in June, 1983, the company presented automation

concepts to the Committee and the Committee, while seeing the

need for such concepts, "did not want to pay the fees for our

advice that we proposed." The Deputy Convention Manager stated,

in December, 1983, that if Blythe-Nelson wished to continue its

association with the Convention, it should submit a request for

official provider status. This Office inquired as to the

apparent rejection of the proposed fees and the statement as to

the continued association of the company with the Convention.

This Office received responses from counsel to Blythe-Nelson

on December 7, 1987, March 16, 1988, and May 9, 1988. The

December, 1987, response states that Blythe-NelsOn was paid

$66,315.52, which was the total of the amounts appearing on the

reports of the Arrangements Committee. Counsel states that

"[Blythe-Nelson's] records reflect hours billed and unbilled with

full expenses in the amount of $198,866.77." This figure was

reflected in the copies of the bills received with the

December, 1987, response when considered aLong with an analysis
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of the invoices received with the March, 1988, response.~'

Counsel indicates, however, that the figure for the total of

billed and unbilled charges was more than the fair market value

of the services provided. Counsel states that the company "did

not perform the usual billing review associated with either fixed

sum projects or projects with a more limited scope." He states

that, in light of the billing arrangements with the Committee

(which entailed a billing of one hour for every two prior to

February 1, 1984, and, subsequent to the bestowing of the

official provider designation, entailed no charge from February

O ~7ii~billing arrangements with the Committee entailed a
billing of one hour for every two prior to February 1, 1984, and,
subsequent to the bestowing of the official provider designation
entailed no charge from February to July, 1984, in exchange for
the designation and a billing on a "full fee basis" during
August, 1984. The total for hours billed and unbilled (i.e.,
charged and uncharged) stated on the invoice analysis received in
March, 1988, was $175,939.27, a different figure from that stated
above. The difference may be accounted for in the August 24,

0 1984, invoice which covered what was to be a "full-fee basis"
period. That invoice contained a charge of $23,241, $3,000 worth
of hours specifically labelled as "N/C" (no charge), and another

C $23,927.50 worth of hours for which no charge is listed. The
invoice analysis, however, lists only $3,000 as not charged for.
Counsel, in the May, 1988, response explained that the bill was
reduced because of a dispute over the amount of the original
invoice. The Committee had told Mr. Blythe that the bill was too
high for the work performed by the company during that time
period and Mr. Blythe "agreed to structure that month's invoice
on a discounted basis." It appears that the $3,000 figure
appearing on the analysis was intended to more accurately reflect
the amount of time ultimately not charged for with respect to the
August 24, 1984, billing.

The invoice analysis also indicates that there were no
unbilled amounts for the months of December, 1983, and
January, 1984, a period during which one hour was to be charged
for every two hours worked. Counsel states that he has not been
able to determine "whether the hours worked exceeded the time
actually billed for those periods in question." He states that
the company has no records other than the invoices previously
submitted and that the recollection of the specific hours of work
performed is "not clear enough to accurately explain" why the
method of billing may have differed from the rest of the billings
for the period prior to February 1, 1984.
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to July, 1984, in exchange for the designation and a "full-fee

basis during August, 1984), Blythe-Nelson "did not scrutinize

the hourly billings as closely for productivity of the hours or

the relationship of the hours expended in relation to the scope

of the work and that "all hours were simply tabulated and

thereafter reduced through February 1, 1984." Counsel states

that the company "cannot attest that the actual hours reported

would actually have been billed absent the arrangement." (In a

phone conversation with this Office on April 19, 1988, counsel

stated that the lack of close scrutiny of hours applies to the

entire time of the transaction. He stated that the billing

arrangement for the period prior to February 1, 1984 lead to a

lack of strict scrutiny for the entire time of the transaction.)

With respect to the kinds of examples of other discounted

transactions, counsel states that "no distinction is made in the

commercial status of its customers" and that government entities

remain one of the Company's prime sources of business. Counsel

refers to three transactions the company provided services at no

charge, i.e., a $5,000 transaction for a law firm, a $15,000-

$20,000 transaction for the Arlington Boy's Club Talent Show, and

a $20-$25,000 transaction with the State of Texas Purchasing and

General Services Commission (all of which were referred to in

response to the reason to believe notification). Counsel refers

to a reduction of approximately $10,000 on a $40,000 project for

Frito-Lay. Counsel also refers to two projects on a scale

equivalent to or larger than the transaction with the

Arrangements Committee. In 1984-85, the company did not charge

Texas Instruments for approximately $63,000 worth of services on

a project for which it was eventually paid $219,000. Since
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JUlY, 1987, the company has been providing consulting assistance

to J.C. Penney related to Penney's relocation of its corporate

headquarters. Through March, 1988, the company has actually

billed $411,400 and has discounted its charges by

$127,600. Counsel states that, by the time the project is

completed this year, the amount of discounted services will have

increased significantlyJ&/

In his March, 1988, response, counsel summarized his

discus~iior8 of the examples of the provision of services for free

or at a discount by stating that the discount provided to the

Arrangements Committee was "no different in purpose or degree

O than the discounts Blythe-Nelson offered before, as well as after

the 1984 Convention."11'

T~T~ounsel states that in some of the discounted transactions
referred to, It may be assumed that there was also not a close

N review of hours. He states that this would apply most
particularly to the transactions involving no charge. He stated,

o however, that even if the scrutiny of hours in the J.C. Penney
transaction was not on a strict, one-for-one basis, those hours
were reviewed more carefully than the hours in the Arrangements

C Comittee transaction or in the transactions involving no charge.
(In other words, if the degree of scrutiny applied to the
convention transaction were applied to the J.C. Penney
transaction, the discount amount would be greater.) Counsel
stated that such considerations as the scrutiny provided by J.C.
Penney itself, the need to preserve an ongoing, long-term
relationship with the client, and the more competitive nature of
the present climate in the communications consulting business are
the bases for this greater scrutiny.

11/ In his May response, counsel also enclosed a chart showing
the position of the transaction with the Arrangements Committee
as compared to other discounted transactions of the company. The
chart purports to show the transaction's position in terms of
percentage of discount and in terms of proportion of annual
revenue. In phone conversations, with this Office, counsel for
the company explained that the figure for the proportion of
annual revenue is the proportion of "client engagement" (i.e.,
amount paid and amount discounted) to the total amount of annual
revenues, rather than just the proportion of the amount
discounted to the total amount of annual revenues.
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Counsel also responded in the December, 1987, response and

by phone vith respect to the circumstances under which the

company provided discounted services. Counsel states that the

June, 1983, meeting with the Arrangements Committee was more of a

conceptual presentation, rather than a standard business

proposal. Mr. Blythe presented the Committee with an overall

concept of a totally integrated communication system with the

idea that a company of which he was the president, ICOR, would

act as the system's overall coordinator. (ICOR did no work for

the convention.) Subsequently, Mr. Blythe proposed another

slightly less ambitious system on behalf of Blythe-Nelson. These

proposals were not accepted. No one on the Committee proposed

any different fee arrangement for the system. Blythe-Nelson

believes that the rejection resulted from the Committee's lack of

acceptance of the concept of "a totally technological

convention;" i.e., the scope of the proposal, rather than the

company's fee schedule, was the basis for the rejection.

Counsel describes the circumstances of Mr. Denning's

statements as to the Official Provider Designation. According to

counsel, Blythe-Nelson raised the idea of such a designation with

Richard Shelby, the Convention Manager. Initially, the Committee

did not seem to recognize the need for the type of consulting

services offered by the company but "[t]hereafter, Blythe-Nelson

was able to demonstrate that it could provide consulting services

sufficiently definable to warrant 'Official Provider'

designation." Mr. Denning advised the company that the Committee

agreed that such a designation was warranted but that the company
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needed to make a written proposal for such a designation.

Counsel states that "Mr. Denning, on behalf of the Committee,

made no reference to any reduction in fees as a pre-condition to

Blythe-Nelson's continued association with the Committee, nor to

the grant of the 'Official Provider' designation." He also

states that at the time of the company's proposal for the

discounted provision of services, there was no discussion of the

possibility of other entities providing such consulting services.

Counsel for Blythe-Nelson also argues, as he did in response

to the reason to believe notification, that the determination of

reason to believe that the company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) is

erroneous because, as previously established by affidavit, the

respondent is a Texas General Partnership, not a corporation.

The response of counsel for Blythe-Nelson indicates that the

provision of services by Blythe-Nelson on a reduced fee basis was

not the result of a concerted effort by the Committee to drive

down the charges as a pre-condition to the company's continued

association with the Committee. With respect to the discount

provided, the extent is unclear. It appears that charges for all

the hours billed and unbilled would total approximately $200,000

but that some of the hours included in this total would never

have been billed because the company did not scrutinize all of

the hours tabulated for productivity or the scope of the work

done. Counsel has referred to free services provided on a small

scale and to a large ongoing transaction where the amount

discounted will be greater than the amount discounted in this

matter. Arguably, therefore, the transaction in this matter was
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in the ordinary course of business. In consideration of the

evidence presented as to the circumstances of the provision of

services for a discount and as to other discount examples and in

consideration of the fact that the respondent is a partnership,

rather than a corporation, this Office recommends that the

Commission take no further action with respect to the allegation

that Blythe-Nelson violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

L Compucorp

At the time the interrogatories were sent to Compucorp, this
0

Office had not received a substantive reply from the company.

Its attorney had informed us that the company was in bankruptcy

proceedings and that all of the employees with any firsthand

knowledge of the transaction had left the company. This Office

did not know the amount of equipment and services provided, the

0 fair market charge for the equipment and services, or the amount

paid by the Committee.
C

The agreements between Comp'icorp and the Arrangements

Committee called for the provision of 11 to 30 word processing

systems plus adequate back ups at a rate of $100 per month and 81

major system components for an electronic mail network at a rate

of $100 per component. According to the Arrangements Committee's

response to the reason to believe notification, the electronic

mail components were set up for the company's testing purposes

and were intended for use only by the delegates, who were in the

convention hall for four days. The Committee stated that

Compucorp installed "fewer than the 81 units envisioned."
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The response of the Arrangements Committee contained a

memorandum which was written by counsel for CompucorP to the

company in April, 1983 (a different counsel than counsel referred

to above), stating that the provision of 11 to 30 word processors

would result in a discount "substantially below $75,000." The

memorandum also provided details and documentation as to

transactions between Compucorp and five other groups wherein

Compucorp provided equipment at no monetary charge in return for

promotional value or advertising of supposed equivalent value.

In that letter, counsel stated that these transactions were

in scale."

In reply to this Office's interrogatories, this Office

received a letter on October 19, 1987, from the law firm

representing Compucorp in this matter stating that it was no

longer counsel for the company. This Office has since learned

that the company is no longer in operation. As stated above, the

company was in bankruptcy proceedings at the time of the reason

to believe finding. On July 9, 1987, the company was dismissed

from the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for failure to file bankruptcy

reports. Subsequently, the company of a major shareholder of

Compucorp bought Compucorp's remaining assets.

A review of the reports of the Committee on Arrangements

discloses that between April 22, 1983, and October 22, 1984, the

Committee paid $19,261.62 to Compucorp, with $16,661.62 paid in

1984. This Office has reviewed the workpapers from the Audit

Division containing invoices from the Arrangements Committee.

These invoices indicate the provision of 43 machines, either
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information processors or workstations, with rental payments made

for 38 of the machines. Rental payments vere made for periods

ranging from one month to ten months at a rate of $100 per month.

The total charged on these invoices was $17,186.62, with $2,300

charged in 1983 and the remainder in 1984. A review of the

invoices plus a review of Compucorp literature sent to this

Office by counsel for the Arrangements Committee indicates a

substantial discount, seemingly larger than the one anticipated

in the above-mentioned memorandum from counsel to the company.

Despite the possibility of a substantial discount, this

Off ice recommends that the Commission take no further action with

respect to Compucorp. It appears that the company is no longer

in operation and obtaining further information may be

problematic. In addition, the records in our possession do not

present us with a complete picture of the transaction and of any

other discounted transactions of the company subsequent to

April, 1983.

F. The Comittee on Arrangements

In light of the recommendations that this Office take no

further action with respect to the vendors remaining in this

matter, this Office recommends that the Commission take no

further action with respect to the Committee on Arrangements.

G. Republican Host Committee

At the time interrogatories were sent, this Office had

little information as to the nature of the Republican Host

Committee. It had asserted that it was an "arm of the Dallas
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County Republican Party" and as such did not represent the State

of Texas, the City of Dallas or any political subdivision thereof

in dealing with the RNC and, therefore, did not tall, within the

definitions for entities obligated to register and report under

2 U.S.C. S 437 or 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a). The Host Committee had

further stated that it did not fit into the definition of host

committees provided for in 11 COFOR. S 9008.7(d) (1) in that it

was not a local civic association, business league, chamber of

commerce, real estate board, board of trade, or convention

bureau, or similar organization, nor was its principal objective

the encouragement of commerce in Dallas or the projection of a

favorable image for the city. The Host Committee had stated that

it was

predominantly an organization mobilizing the
efforts of tens of thousands of volunteers
who provided hospitality and assistance to
delegates and Republican Party officials
attending the convention. It was funded
entirely with contributions by individuals.

The interrogatories sent by this Office covered a number of

areas including the functions of the Host Committee and the

relationship of the Host Committee with the Republican

organizations of the county, state, and nation, with the city of

Dallas, and with the Dallas Welcoming Committee, which was the

registered host committee for the Republican National Convention.

In response, the former chairman of the Host Committee

states that it was separate from the Dallas Welcoming Committee

but that the Host Committee and the Dallas Welcoming Committee
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"coordinated their activities to avoid duplication." He also

states that, although "[tihere was no formal relationship"

between the Host Committee and the City of Dallas, which provided

funding for the Welcoming Committee, the Host Committee and the

city "coordinated their respective activities in connection with

the Convention."

according to the response, the Host Committee

operating through 19 subcommittees, welcomed
delegates and party dignitaries attending the
Convention, arranged receptions and parties
for them, provided a limited amount of
transportation, and performed similar
services. It provided approximately 15,000
volunteers to man information centers, to
make presentations informing the public about
the Convention, to coordinate the activities
of the 54 state hospitality committees, and
to provide other coordinating services. It
sponsored an ecumenical prayer breakfast held
during the convention and attended by more
than 17,000 participants, principally
Dallasites, Convention delegates and media
representatives. The Republican Host
Committee operated a headquarters for six
months, staffed by volunteers. The Host
Committee's activities in connection with the
Convention were partisan in nature, as
distinguished from the non-partisan
activities of the Dallas Welcoming Committee
and the City of Dallas. It was funded out of
the treasury of the Dallas County Republican
Party, which received contributions only from
individuals, and not from corporations or
business. One of the principal reasons for
the formation and activities of the
Republican Host Committee was to enhance the
role of the local Republican Party, to
attract new members, and to provide a pool of
volunteers for future party activities.

In response to the final interrogatory, the former chairman

states that the activities of the Host Committee were separate
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and distinct from those of the Dallas County Victory '84 Fund, a

registered political committee, the connected organization of

which was the Dallas County Republican Party.

Counsel for the respondent has informed this Office that the

Host Committee raised about $581,000 and spent about $419,000

with the remainder going back to the Dallas County Republican

organization. Counsel states that, as far as he knows, the

excess amount was not used for federal candidates, but just for

state candidates and administrative costs.

Section 437 of Title 2 states that each committee or other

organization which "represents a State, or a political

subdivision thereof, or any group of persons, in dealing with

officials of a national political party with respect to matters

involving a [presidential nominating convention] held in such

State or political subdivision" shall file a complete financial

statement with the Commission. 2 U.S.C. S 437(1). Section

9008.7(d) (1) of the Commission Regulations states that a host

committee includes:

any local organization, such as a local civic
association, business league, chamber of
commerce, real estate board, board of trade,
or convention bureau: Which is not organized
for profit; whose net earnings do not inure
to the benefit of any private shareholder or
individual; and whose principal objective is
the encouragement of commerce in the
convention city, as well as the projection of
favorable image of the city to convention
attendees.

11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(l). Despite the assertions that the

activities of the Host Committee were partisan in nature
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involving party-building activities, as distinguished from the

non-partisan activities of the Dallas welcoming Committee and the

City of Dallas, the respondent performed functions of a host

committee, particularly those set out in 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(d) (2) (iii) (B). Subsection (iii) states that a host

committee may use the funds donated to it for four categories of

activities. One of these categories, at subsection (B) is [tlo

defray those expenses for welcoming the convention attendees to

the city, such as expenses for information booths, receptions,

and tours." In addition, the Host Committee coordinated with the

Dallas Welcoming Committee and the City of Dallas in order to

avoid duplication. It appears, therefore, that the respondent,

in reality, was a host committee with reporting obligations under

2 U.S.C. S 437.

In response to this Office's inquiry, c3unsel for the Host

Committee has informed us that the persons associated with the

respondent, i.e. the chairman and former chairman of he

Republican Party of Dallas County, were not interested in pre-

probable cause conciliation. The next step for this Office

appears to be the preparation of a brief to be sent to the

respondent.

This matter has involved two separate situations with two

separate sets of respondents. The first situation involves the

provision of goods and services to the Arrangements Committee at

reduced rates or for free and the issue of whether such goods and

services were provided at a discount in ~he ordinary course of
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business. The second situation involves the existence of an

entity known as the Republican Host Committee and the issue of

whether this entity should have filed a financial statement in

accordance with 2 U.S.C. S 437(1). This Office is recommending

that no further action be taken with respect to the respondents

involved in the first situation and contemplates proceeding to

the next enforcement stage with respect to the second situation.

Because MUR 2171, in reality, involves two different enforcement

actions, this Office recommends that the Commission sever the

matter in two by assigning a new MUR number to the enforcement

action pertaining to the Republican Host Committee and closing

the file with respect to the remaining portions of MUR 2171,

i.e., the five remaining vendors and the Committee on

Arrangements.

III. RECOIZND&TIONS

1. Take no further action with respect to VMX, Inc., Savin
Corporation, Rapicom, Inc. (now Ricoh Corporation), Blythe-
Nelson, and Compucorp.

2. Take no further action with respect to the Committee on
Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention and
George L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer.

3. Sever the Republican Host Committee from MUR 2171 and assign
a new MUR number to it.

4. Close the file of MUR 2171.

~ZT~nera1 CounselDate M. Noble
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1. Response from VI4X, Inc.
2. Responses from Savin Corporation
3. Responses from Rapicom
4. Responses from Blythe-Nelson
5. Letter from counsel for Compucorp
6. Response from the Republican Host Committee
7 Proposed letters to respondent vendors
8. Proposed letter to the Committee on Arrangements
9. Proposed letter to the Republican Host Committee
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS /JOSHUA MCFADD~~&A
COMMISSION SECRETARY LJ'

JULY 25, 1988

OBJECTION TO MUR 2171 - General Counsel's Report
signed July 19, 1988

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Wednesday. July 20. 1988 at 4:00 P.M.

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

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for August 2, 1988

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

x
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20*3

MARJORIE W. EMMONS
SECRETARY TO THE COMMISSION

SCOTT E. THOMAS

COMMISSIONER

WITHDRAWAL OF OBJECTION

JULY 28, 1988

I hereby withdraw my objection to the General Counsel's

Report in MUR 2171 and cast my vote in favor of the General

Counsel's recommendations.

FED~RA~
&
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)Committee on Arrangements for ) MUR 2171

1984 Republican National )
Convention, etal.

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. ~nmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on July 29,

1988, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 2171:

1. Take no further action with respect to VMX,
Inc., Savin Corporation, Rapicom, I1~c.
(now Ricoh Corporation), Blythe-Nelson, and
Compucorp, as recommended in the General
Counsel's report signed July 19, 1988.

C
2. Take no further action with respect to the

Committee on Arrangements for the 1984
Republican National Convention and George
L. Clark, Jr., as treasurer, as recommended
in the General Counsel's report signed
July 19, 1988.

3. Sever the Republican Host Committee from
MUR 2171 and assign a new MUR number to it,
as recommended in the General Counsel's
report signed July 19, 1988.

(Continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MLJR 2171
July 29, 1988

4. Close the file of MUR 2171.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date 14&rjorie W. ~nmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in the Office of Commission Secretary:Wed.,
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: Wed.,
Deadline for vote: Fri. ,

Objection p1ac~d on agenda 8-2-88
Objection withdrawn 7-28-88 at 4:04P.M.

7-20-88,
7-20-88,
7-22-88,

9:43
4:00
4:00
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BEFORE TEE FEDERAL ELECTION CONNISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 2665Republican Host Committee )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

The Office of the General Counsel is prepared to close the

investigation in this matter as to the Republican Host Committee,

based on the assessment of the information presently available.

Date

General Counsel

SENSITWE
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION SENSiTIVE
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

November 8, 1988

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lawrence M. Nob
General Counsel~~

SUBJECT: MUR 2665

Attached for the Commission's review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter. A copy of this brief and a letter
notifying the respondent of the General Counsel's intent to
recommend to the Commission a finding of probable cause to
believe were mailed on November 8, 1988. Following receipt of
the respondent's reply to this notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

Attachments
1. Brief
2. Letter to respondent



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wASHIN(;IoN DC 2O46~U,

November 8, 1988

Richard F. Smith, Esquire
Gardere & Wynne
1500 Diamond Shamrock Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 2665
Republican Host Committee

en
Dear Mr. Smith:

(V
Based on information ascertained in the normal course of

carrying out its supervisory responsibilities and information
supplied by your clients, the Federal Election Commission, onNovember 5, 1986, found reason to believe that the Republican
Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437, and instituted an
investigation in this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared torecommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

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

recommendation. Submitted for your review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, youmay file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies
if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to
the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief
should also be forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, ifpossible.) The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you
may submit will be considered by the Commission before proceeding
to a vote of whether there is probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.

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

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

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

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 2665

Republican Host Committee )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On April 18, 1986, the Federal Election Commission ("the

Commission") referred the Republican Host Committee ("the Host

Committee") to the Office of the General Counsel ("OGC") based

upon information provided by the Commission's Audit Division with

respect to the 1984 Republican National Convention. The

Republican Host Committee was referred for failing to register

with the Commission and to report its political activity.

An article in the June 4, 1984, edition of the Dallas Times

Herald stated that a "Republican Host Committee will spend

$700,000.00 at current estimates, for its job of welcoming the

delegates, renting information booths and staffing, leasing and

equipping its headquarters." The article further stated that the

"Host Committee is raising money from local and state

Republicans, and contributions are considered political." On June

19, 1984, the Commission wrote the treasurer of the Republican

Host Committee to inform him of the host committee reporting

requirements of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12. Counsel for the Republican

Host Committee responded in a letter dated July 17, 1984, stating

that it would be "inappropriate" foL the Committee to register as

a host committee. He based his conclusion on the following

assertions: (1) the Dallas Welcoming Committee was the properly
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registered host committee of the convention; (2) the Republican

Host Committee was an "arm" of the Dallas County Republican Party

and its officers and directors are officials of the Dallas County

Republican Party; (3) the Republican Host Committee was not an

organization described in 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(l); and (4) the

Committee was funded out of the treasury of the Dallas County

Republican Party, which receives contributions only from private

individuals, and was "not a part of, under contract with, or

under the control of the City of Dallas."

After the referral of the Committee to OGC, the Commission

on November 5, 1986, found reason to believe that the Committee
C'.

violated 2 U.S.C. S 437 by failing to register with the

Commission and report its political activity.

The response of counsel for the Host Cbmmittee to the reason

to believe notification, received on December 3, 1986, repeated

o the assertion that the Host Committee was an arm of the Dallas

County Republican Party," and as such did not represent the State
C

of Texas, the City of Dallas or any political subdivision thereof

in dealing with the Republican National Committee, and,

therefore, did not fall within the definition for entities

obligated to register under 2 U.S.C. S 437 or 11 C.F.R. S

9008.12(a). Counsel stated that the Host Committee did not fit

into the definition of host committees provided for in 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(d)(l) in that it was not a local civic association,

business league, chamber of commerce, real estate board, board of

trade, or convention bureau, or similar organization, nor was its

principal objective the encouragement of commerce in Dallas or
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the projection of a favorable image for the city. He described

the Host Committee as

predominantly an organization mobilizing the
efforts of tens of thousands of volunteers
who provided hospitality and as5istance to
delegates and Republican Party officials
attending the convention. It was funded
entirely with contributions by individuals.

On October 5, 1987, this Office, at the direction of the

Commission, sent interrogatories to the Host Committee in an

attempt to obtain further information. These interrogatories

covered a number of areas including the dates the Host Committee

was in existence, the functions and activities of the Host

Committee, the non-profit nature of the Host Committee (a

characteristic of host committees), and the relationship of the

Host Committee with the Republican organizations of the county,

state, and nation, with the city of Dallas, and with the Dallas

Welcoming Committee.

In response, the former chairman of the Host Committee

states that the Republican Host Committee "was a committee

appointed by the Dallas County Republican Party Chairman in

connection with" the convention. He states that it was not a

separate entity but was rather an activity of the Dallas County

Republican Party from late 1982 or early 1983 until shortly after

the convention. According to the response, the Host Committee

had a chairman, vice chairman, and treasurer. The former

chairman also states that the county party, of which the Host

Committee was a part, was not organized for~profit.

The former chairman states that the Committee was separate

from the Dallas Welcoming Committee but that the Committee and
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the Dallas Welcoming Committee "coordinated their activities to

avoid duplication." He also states that, although "[tihere was

no formal relationship" between the Republican Host Committee and

the city of Dallas, which provided funding for the Welcoming

Committee, the Committee and the city "coordinated their

respective activities in connection with the Convention." He

asserts that the Host Committee had "minimum contacts with the

National Republican Party," stating that Host Committee members

"communicated irregularly and occasionally with various persons

at the National Republican Party." He states that the national

0 party conducted the convention and the Host Committee "provided

ghE,

host services to delegates, officeholders and party officials

outside the Convention Hall and while the Convention was not in

'I

session.
N According to the response, the Committee

o operating through 19 subcommittees, welcomed

delegates and party dignitaries attending the
Convention, arranged receptions and parties

c for them, provided a limited amount of
transportation, and performed similar
services. It provided approximately 15,000
volunteers to man information centers, to make
presentations informing the public about the
Convention, to coordinate the activities of
the 54 state hospitality committees, and to
provide other coordinating services. It
sponsored an ecumenical prayer breakfast held
during the convention and attended by more
than 17,000 participants, principally
Dallasites, Convention delegates and media
representatives. The Republican Host
Committee operated a headquarters for six
months, staffed by volunteers. The Host
Committee's activities in connection with the
Convention were partisan in nature, as
distinguished from the non-partisan activities
of the Dallas Welcoming Committee and the City
of Dallas. It was funded out of the treasury
of the Dallas County Republican Party, which
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received contributions only from individuals,
and not from corporations or businesses. One
of the principal reasons for the formation and
activities of the Republican Host Committee
was to enhance the role of the local
Republican Party, to attract new members, and
to provide a pool of volunteers for future
party activities. 1

Counsel for the respondent has informed this Office that the

Host Committee raised about $581,000 and spent about $419,000

with the remainder going back to the Dallas County Republican

organization. Counsel states that, as far as he knows, the

excess amount was not used for federal candidates, but just for

state candidates and administrative costs.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

Section 437 of Title 2 states that each committee or other

organization which "represents a State, or a political

subdivision thereof, or any group of personi, in dealing with

officials of a national political party with respect to matters

involving a [presidential nominating convention) held in such

State or political subdivision" shall file a full and complete

financial statement with the Commission in a manner prescribed by

the Commission. 2 U.S.C. S 437(1). Section 9008.7(d)(l) of the

Commission Regulations states that a host committee includes:

any local organization, such as a local civic
association, business league, chamber of
commerce, real estate board, board of trade,
or convention bureau: Which is not organized
for profit; whose net earnings do not inure
to the benefit of any private shareholder or
individual; and whose principal objective is

1. In response to the final interrogatory, the former chairman states
that the activities of the Host Committee were separate and
distinct from those of the Dallas County Victory '84 Fund, a
registered political committee, the connected organization of
which was the Dallas County Republican Party.
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the encouragement of commerce in the
convention city, as well as the projection of
a favorable i3age of the city to convention
attendees.

According to 11 C.F.R S 9008.12(a), "(ejach committee, including

a host committee, other organization or group of persons which

represents a State, municipality, local government agency or

other political subdivision in dealing with officials of a

national political party with respect to matters involving a

presidential nominating convention" shall register with the

Commission within ten days of the date on which the party chooses

the convention city. In addition, each such committee,

organization, or group shall file a post-convention report of

receipts and disbursements on the earlier of sixty days after the

last day of the convention or twenty days before the general

election, subsequent quarterly reports to disclose activity after

the coverage dates of the post-convention report, and a final

report not later than ten days after the cessation of activity.

11 C.FR, S 9008.12(a)(l)(i) and 9008.12(a)(2)(i), (ii), and

(iii).

Despite the assertions that the activities of the Host

Committee were partisan in nature involving party-building

activities, as distinguished from the non-partisan activities of

the Dallas Welcoming Committee and the City of Dallas,- the

respondent's functions appear to be those of a host committee, as

set out in 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(2)(iii)(B). Subsection (iii)

states that a host committee may use the funds donated to it for

four categories of activities. One of these categories, at

subsection (B), is "[tJo defray those expenses for welcoming
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convention attendees to the city, such as expenses for

information booths, receptions, and tours." Although counsel

asserts that the Host Committee was not one of the types of

organizations listed as an example of a host committee in 11

C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(l), the regulation refers to the general term

of "local organization" before listing specific examples. In

addition, even though the organization may not have been

officially designated as a representative of Dallas, the Host

Committee, on the one hand, and the Dallas Welcoming Committee

and the City of Dallas, on the other hand, coordinated their

respective activities in order to avoid duplication. By, in

effect, associating itself with the Welcoming Committee and the

City of Dallas, the Republican Host Committee functioned as an

entity with registration and reporting obligations under 2 U.s.c.

S 437(1) and 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a).

Based on the foregoing analysis, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the Republican Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437(1).

III. GENERAL COUNSEL'S RECOMMENDATION

Find probable cause to believe that the Republican Host

Committee violated 2 u.S.C. S 437(1).

Date
General Counsel
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GARDERE & WYNNE

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

SUITE 1500
717 NORTH HARWOOD STREET

DALLAS, TEXAS 75201
TELECOPIER 214.979-4667

WRITER'S DIRECT DiAL NUMBER 214-979.4500 CABLE: 0ARW~N

214-979-4709 TELEX 73 0197

November 28, 1988

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

jNi)

RE: MUR 2665
Republican Host Committee

C,,

Dear Sir or Madam:

Please find enclosed ten copies of a brief setting forth
the position of the Republican Host Committee in this matter.
The general counsel's letter and brief were received by me on
November 14, 1988.

Sincerely yours,

N ~ £ &~
Richard F. Smith

C RFS/jw

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Jonathan Levin,
FEC General Counsel's office (w/3 copies)
Mr. Tom James (v/copy)
Mr. Ray Noah (w/copy)
Mr. Fred Meyer (w/copy)

4883d



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of S
S MUR 2665

Republican Host Committee

BRIEF FOR REPUBLICAN HOST COMMITTEE
cJ,
If'I. Factual Background

The General Counsels brief in this matter fairly

summarizes the facts surrounding the formation and operation of

the Republican Host Committee. In short, the Republican Host

Committee was in arm of the Dallas County Republican Party that

performed specific party functions in connection with the 1984

Republican National Convention held in Dallas. Another

organization, the Dallas Welcoming Committee, an arm of the

Greater Dallas Chamber, was the representative of the city and

the Dallas business community and was the host organization for

the convention. The Republican Host Committee, on the other

hand, functioned as a political party organization, serving as

the vehicle for Republican Party volunteers in Dallas to

provide services to Republican Party delegates and officials

attending the convention.

All funds received by the Republican Host Committee were

contributed by individuals. All contributions to, and

expenditures by, the Republican Host Committee were included in

reports duly filed with the Secretary of State of Texas by the

Dallas County Republican Party.



In June 1984, the Commission suggested that the

Republican Host Committee should register and file reports with

the Commission as a civic host committee, and on July 17, 1984,

a month before the convention, the Republican Host Committee

responded by stating its reasons for concluding that the

Republican Host Committee was not an organization described in

the civic host committee regulations of the Commission.

Receiving no response from the Commission, the Republican

Host Committee naturally assumed that the Commission agreed

with its analysis, and with its reasons for believing that it

was not required to file reports.

II. Legal Arguments

1. The Republican Host Committee does not fit withir. the

definition of a civic host committee.

The Commissions regulations describe a host commit tee as

(A) a local organization such as a local civic association,

business league, chamber of commerce, real estate board, board

of trade, or convention bureau that is not organized for

profit, (B) whose principal objective is the encouragement of

commerce in the convention city as well as the projection of

favorable image of the city to convention attendees. FEC Regs.

S9008.7(d)(1). The Republican Host Committee doesn't satisfy

either half of this definition. It is not a local organization

-2-



such as a local civic association, etc., because it is a

political party, fundamentally different in nature from any of

the listed organizations. The General Counsel's brief responds

that the regulations did not need to list any examples of local

organizations, because all organizations are included. This

interpretation makes nonsense of the Commission's regulations.

Surely the drafters of the regulations were aware that the

local political party will always be involved in convention

activities when their party's national convention comes to its

city, and would have included local parties in the extended

list of covered organizations had it intended to include them.

There is no doubt that by listing six similar and closely

related kinds of organizations, it is clear that dissimilar and

totally unrelated organizations are not intended to be

included. There is no common sense reading of the first

requirement of S9008.7(d)(l) that would include a local

political party as an association such as a chamber of

commerce, etc.

The second part of the regulation requires that the

principal objective of the committee in question be the

encouragement of commerce as well as the projection of a

favorable image of the city to convention attendees. The

principal objective of the Dallas County Republican Party, or

of its arm the Republican Host Committee, was plainly not the

-3-
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encouragement of commerce. While it did want the delegates to

feel welcome, it was not even focused on projecting a favorable

image of the city in the same manner as was the Dallas

Welcoming Committee. In any event, the second part of the test

is not that the organization in question have as its principal

objective the encouragement of commerce or the projection of a

favorable image, but both of those elements. The General

CounseVs brief relies entirely on this half of the definition

(because it dismisses the first half as meaningless)1 yet it

does not attempt to explain how the Republican Host Committee

could be held to have had as its principal obj~wtive the

encouragement of commerce.

Section 9008.7(d)(l) imposes a two pais test, and the

Republican Host Committee met neither part of the ted.

2. The Republican Host Committee justifiably relied on

the Commission * s inaction.

In response to an inquiry from the Commission in July

1984, well before the convention and the deadline for filing

reports, the Republican Host Committee clearly set forth its

reasons for interpreting the regulations as not requiring it to

file. Had the Commission staff responded, the Committee would

surely have filed the necessary reports in a timely manner.

Naturally, the Committee assumed that the Commission's staff

acquiesced in its views. In light of what is at best an

-4-



ambiguity in the Coinmissions regulations, it is impossible to

comprehend that the staff is now asserting that the matter was

so obvious that the Committee should have registered in 1984,

and yet the staff did not even take the trouble to respond to

the Committe&s explanation of why it did not think it was

supposed to register.

3. No harm was done.

The Republican Host Committee received no contributions

from sources not permitted to contribute to civic host

committees, and filed complete disclosures of its contributions

and expenditures with the Secretary of State of Texas. It

operated in the full light of day. For example, literally

thousands of presentations were made to civic goups during the

months before the convention, discussing the Republican Host

Committee and its activities. Thousands of volunteers

participated in an event that received intense local and

national media scrutiny. At no time during the two-year

process since the Commissio&s investigation was reopened, or

the four and one-half years since the staff of the Commission

first inquired about this matter, has there been any suggestion

of exactly what purpose is served by the investigation or what

damage to the election process has occurred.

-5-



For the reasons set forth above, the Republican Host

Committee respectfully requests that the Commission dismiss

this matter.

Respectfully submitted9

Richard F. Smith

GARDERE & WYNNE

1500 Maxus Energy Towel
Dallas, Texas 75201

o (214)979-4709

ATTORNEYS FOR THE REPUBLICAN
HOST COMMITTEE

DATE: November 28, 1988

4S7Sd

C

-6-
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION CORNISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 2665

Republican Host Committee ) smiiiv~
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT EXWWUEUI

I. BACKGROUND MAR 1* 1989
This matter involves the failure of the Republican Host

Committee ("the Host Committee") to register with the Commission

and report its activity pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437 and 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.12. On April 18, 1986, the Commission referred the Host

Committee to the Office of the General Counsel based upon

information provided by the Commssion's Audit Division. The Host

Committee was referred along with the Committee on Arrangements

for the 1984 Republican National Convention and sixteen vendors

as part of MUR 2171. On November 5, 1986, the Commission found

reason to believe that the Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

S 437.

Counsel for the Host Committee replied to the reason to

believe notification on December 3, 1986. On October 5, 1987,

this Office, at the direction of the Commission, sent

interrogatories to the Host Committee in an attempt to obtain

further information. This uffice received the replies of the

Host Committee on November 23, 1987. On July 29, 1988, the

Commission separated the Host Committee from MUR 2171, directed

that a new MUR number be assigned to the Host Committee, and

closed MUR 2171. On November 8, 1988, this Office sent a brief

to counsel for the Host Committee stating that this Office was

prepared to recommend a finding of probable cause to believe that
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the Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437(1). For a detailed

account of the analyses presented by the respondent and this

Office during the above described stages of this matter, this

Office refers the Commission to the General Counsel's Brief,

dated November 8, 1988.

II. ANALYSIS

The reply brief of the respondent was received on

November 29, 1988. (See ~ttachment 1.) The Host Committee

presents three arguments for the Commission to proceed no further

in this matter: (1) the Host Commmittee "does not fit within the

definition of a civic host committee"; (2) the Host Committee

"justifiably relied on the Commission's inaction"; and (3) "[nJo

harm was done.

With respect to the first argument, counsel cites 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(d)(1),' and divides the regulation into two parts, i.e.,

the examples of a local organization and the objective of such an

organization. Counsel states that the Host Committee does not

satisfy either part of the definition. He contends that the six

examples of local organizations are "similar and closely related"

and that it is nonsensical to interpret that, therefore, any

other type of local organization would be included. Counsel

1. Section 9008.7(d)(l) states as follows:

A host committee includes any local organization,
such as a local civic association, business league,
chamber of commerce, real estate board, board of
trade, or convention bureau: Which is not organized
for profit; whose net earnings do not inure to the
benefit of any individual; and whose principal
objective is the encouragement of commerce in the
city as well as the projection of a favorable image
of the city to convention attendees.



-3-

contends that the drafters of the regulations must "surely" have

been aware that the local political party will always be involved

in convention activities when their (sic] party's national

convention comes to its city."

Counsel states that the Host Committee's principal objective

was not the encouragement of commerce and that, while it wanted

the delegates to feel welcome, "it was not even focused on

projecting a favorable image as was the Dallas Welcoming

Committee." Counsel also asserts that the Host Committee would

have to have as its principal objective both the encouragement of

commerce and the projection of a favorable image to meet the

definition in the regulation and yet this Office did not explain

how the latter was a principal objective of the respondent.

Counsel's arguments ignore the fact that the respondent

focused on performing host committee functions and served, in

C effect, as an adjunct to the official host committee, the Dallas

welcoming Committee. The functions performed by it were the
C

functions of a host committee as set out in 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(d)(2)(B).2

Counsel seeks to limit the applicability of the Commission

regulations pertaining to host committees with his assertion that

the examples of local organizations provided in section

9008.7(d)(l) exclude his client from the registration and

reporting requirements. The language of 11 C.F.R. S 9008.1(b),

2. It appears that the Host Committee, by "providing a limited amount
of transportation," (General Counsel's Brief, p. 4) may have also
performed a host committee function related to defraying convention
expenses in accordance with 11 C.F.R. S 9008.7(d)(3).
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however, provides for the inclusion of the respondent as an

entity subject to the requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 437. According

to that subsection, 2 U.S.C. S 437 "requires reports from each

committee or organization which represents a State, a political

subdivision or any other group of persons in dealing with

national party officials with respect to matters involving a

presidential nominating convention held in the State or

subdivision," and, therefore, does not appear to limit the

requirement to the examples cited in section 9008.7(d)(1).

Although counsel attempts to minimize dealings between

members of the Host Committee and the "National Republican Party"

by characterizing such contacts as irregular and occasional in

his response to the interrogatories sent in October, 1987,

counsel stated that

in general the communications were directed
toward the goal of insuring that the
Convention would be a success and that the
delegates and Republican Party officials and
officeholders attending the Convention would
be welcomed and taken care of while in Dallas,
especially during the time they were not
attending the Convention itself.

In addition, according to that response, the Host Committee

received legal advice from the national party that it was not

required to register and report.

Even if the dealings between the Host Committee and the

national committee were insignificant and even if the definition

of host committee were to be limited to the examples cited in

section 9008.7(d)(l), the respondent, in order to avoid

duplication, coordinated its activities with an entity that dealt

with national party officials and whose sponsor fit into those
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examples. The respondent, therefore, consciously supplemented

the activities of the official host committee, and should not be

permitted to insulate itself from the obligation to register and

report merely because the entity creating the respondent was not

a traditional type of host committee sponsor.

Counsel states that in response to an "inquiry" from the

Commission, the Host Committee set forth "well before" the filing

deadline its reasons for interpreting the regulations as not

requiring it to file. He asserts that had the Commission staff

responded to the Host Committee's letter, the respondent "would

surely have filed the necessary reports in a timely manner."

Counsel maintains that the Host Committee "assumed that the

Commission's staff acquiesced in its views" and states that "[fln

light of what is at best an ambiguity in the Commission's

regulations," it cannot comprehend an assertion that its
C,

obligation to register was obvious in the absence of a reply from

the Commission staff.

The foregoing argument does not address the merits of the

matter, i.e., the obligation of the respondent to file reports.

In addition, the respondent's claim of reliance on the lack of

reply by the Commission staff to its July, 1984, response is

misconceived. Courts have ruled that actions by a staff member

cannot bind the agency for which he or she works. See, e.g.,

Federal Election Commission v. Citizens for LaRouche, et al.,

Federal Election Commission Campaign Financing Guide (CCH) 9214

(D.D.C. Sept. 17, 1984) where the court ruled that oral

representations of staff members as to conciliation could not



-6- 0

bind the Commission, and Bury v. Marietta Dodge, 692 F.2d 1335

(11th Cir. 1982) where the court ruled that letters of statutory

interpretation written by staff members of the Federal Reserve

Board were not binding on the Board. consequently, the lack of

action on the part of the Commission staff, i.e., the lack of a

reply to the Host Committee staff, cannot be construed as a

statement of a position by the Commission. This Office does not

know whether the Host Committee would have indeed registered in a

timely manner had the Commission staff responded; it is known,

a however, that the Host Committee has staunchly defended since

1984 the proposition that it need not register and report.

V Counsel's third argument is that no harm was done by the

lack of disclosure to the Commission. Counsel asserts that the

respondent received no contributions from impermissible sources

and filed complete disclosures of contributions and expenditures
C

with the Secretary of State of Texas. He states that the Host

Committee operated openly and that "literally thousands of

presentations were made to civic groups during the months before

the convention, discussing the Republican Host Committee and its

act iv i ties."

Disclosure of regulated activity is a major objective of the

Act. The regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 9008 set out restrictions on

the types of activities a host committee may engage in and the

sources of the funds a host committee may receive. See 11 C.F.R.

S 9008.7(d)(2) and (3). Disclosure to the Commission, which is

the regulating authority, is the method by which the Commission

(as well as the public) may monitor compliance with the
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regulations ~

Based on the foregoing analysis, it appears that the

Republican Host Committee functioned as 
a host committee

obligated to register and report pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437(1)

and 11 C.F.R. S 9008.12(a). This Office, therefore, recommends

that the Commission find probable cause to believe 
that

Republican Host Committee violated 2 U.S.C. 
437(1) and proceed to

conciliation.

III. DISCUSSION OF CONCILIATION AND CIVIL 
PENALTY

C

C
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find probable cause to believe that the Republican Host
Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 437(1).

2. Approve the attached conciliation agreement and letter.

eneral Counsel

Attachments
1. Reply brief of counsel for the Republican Host Committee
2. Proposed Conciliation Agreement
2. Proposed letter

on

Staff assigned: Jonathan Levin

a
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 2665

Republican Host Committee)

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of March 14,

1989, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to reject the recommendations contained in the

General Counsel's March 7, 1989 report on MUR 2665, and

instead take no further action, close the file, and direct

the Office of General Counsel to send appropriate letters

pursuant to this decision.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef jak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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'4,,", ~ March 23, 1989

Richard F. Smith, Esquire
Gardere & Wynne
1500 Diamond Shamrock Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 2665
Republican Host Committee

Dear Mr. Smith:

0 on November 13, 1986, your client, the Republican Host
Committee, was notified that the Federal Election Commission
found reason to believe that it had violated 2 U.S.C. S 437.
Subsequently, this Office received a response to the reason to
believe finding, a response to interrogatories, and a brief in
response to this Office's brief recommending a probable cause
finding.

After considering the circumstances of the matter, the
Commission determined on March 14, 1989, to take no further

action against your client, and closed the file. The file will
be made part of the public record within 30 days. Should you
wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the
public record, please do so within ten days of your receipt of

C this letter. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel.

The Commission reminds your client that the failure of a
host committee to register and report in accordance with
11 C.F.R. S 9008.12 appears to be a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 437.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: George F. Ri el
Acting Associate General

Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

THE COMMISSION

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADD~J\

APRIL 10, 1989

STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR MUR 2665

Attahced is a COPY of the signed Statement of Reasons

in MUR 2665 received in the Commission Secretary's Office

Monday, April 10, 1989 at 10:34 a.m.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Hatter of )
MUR 2665

Republican Host Committee )

STATEMENT OF REASONS

On March 14, 1989, the Federal Election Commission voted to

reject the recommendation of the Office of General Counsel to find

probable cause to believe that the Republican Host Committee violated

2 U.S.C. S437(1), and voted to close the file. The matter arose out

of information related to the Commission's audit of the Committee on

Arrangements for the 1984 Republican National Convention in Dallas.

The Commission decided not to pursue the case any further as a

matter of prosecutorial discretion. First, the Commission considered

the length of time this case had been pending. This matter had

originally been part of MIJR 2171, in which the Commission made a

'reason to believe' finding as to violations by the Republican Host

Committee on November 5, 1986. The original case ~~as otherwise

entirely focused upon complex factual and legal issues involving goods

and services provided to the Committee on Arrangements by sponsor~nq

businesses called "official providers." The development and discovery

phases of that MUR took considerable time, and each step in th~

Republican Host Committee portion was similarly slowed. This matter

was not separated into its own MUR until July 29, 1988, when the

"providers" portion was closed.

Second, the Commission considered the Committee's reliance upon

communications with this agency in 1984. In preparation for th~

national conventions, the Commission had written to the Republican
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STATENENT OF REASONS -- IIIJR 2665
Page Two

Host Committee on June 19, 1984, to inform the organization of its

obligation to register and report with the Commission if it came

within the "host committee" section of the Commission's regulations

regarding national nominating conventions at 11 CFR 9008.7(d) (1).

Responding by letter dated July 17, 1984, Counsel for the Republican

Host Committee told the Commission that, despite their use of "host

committee" in their name, the organization was not a convention "host

committee" within the meaning of the regulations. Counsel stated that

the Committee was an arm of the Dallas County Republican Party and

maintained that it was not sponsored by the type of business or civic

association contemplated by the "host committee" regulations. Counsel

identified the Dallas Welcoming Committee as the entity acting as a

host committee and falling under the registration and reporting

obligations of the regulations.

The Committee did not hear again from the Commission until being

notified of the 'reason to believe' finding in November of 1986. The

Committee asserted that it operated through the convention period and

thereafter in reliance upon the Commissions s failure to respond to the

interpretation of its reporting obligation described in its letter.

Third, the Commission questioned the particular legal basis for

the General Counsel's recommendation to find probable cause. Although

the Republican Host Committee's activities appear to have included or

assisted some functions associated with "host committees" under the

regulations, the legal consequence of such activities would not

necessarily be the requirement to register and report as an actual

host committee. It is uncertain whether the Commission would permit a
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political party to qualify or operate as, or sponsor, a host committee

as described in the regulations.* However, the General Counsel's

brief, to which the Committee responded, and the Commission's

consistent approach in this matter, premised the Committee's violation

of the Act's reporting requirements upon "host committee" status and

obligations pursuant to 11 CFR 9008.7(d)(1).

By engaging in activities related to the national convention, the

Republican Host Committee or Dallas County Republican Party may have

generated reporting obligations for federal political activity under

the FECA. See 11 CFR 100.5; 9008.12(b)(1)(ii). Alternatively, the

committee may have been permitted to conduct some or all of the

activity as a local political party organization, or may have been

precluded from some activity altogether. See 11 CFR

0 9008.12(b) (1) (iii); 9008.8(b) (2). At this stage of the enforcement

process, however, it would be imprudent for the Commission to embark
C

upon a new and broader inquiry and legal analysis regarding what may
C,.

have been the reporting obligations of the respondent.

Finally, the Commission also considered the fact that the

financial activity of the Republican Host Committee was reported and

publicly disclosed at the state level in 1984, pursuant to the Dallas

County Republican Party's reporting obligations under Texas state law.

In view of all of these concerns, the Commission decided not to pursue

this case further as a matter of prosecutorial discretion.

* The Commission has addressed the reporting responsibilities of host

committees and political parties in separate subsections of the
national convention regulations. Compare 11 CFR 9008.12 (a) and (b).
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