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Complainant, )( Before the

John Wayne Caton ) ( Federal Election
vs. ) ( Commission
Respondents, ) ( 3 3§
Richard K. Armey, ) ( ; %;
)
[T
Susan Byrd Armey, ) ( o °9
b=
O0.F. Henning, Jr., ; ‘e
€ 3
Will Radcliff, - 5
® R
David W. Warner, g

Ben E. Tate, Jr., and

Steven Chabot
Complaint - Acting as a conduit for prohibited contributions and
passing prohibited contributions through a conduit
The complainant, John Wayne Caton, resides at 710 Midway
Drive, Euless, Texas 76039.
Complainant brings to the Federal Election Commission's
attention a complaint against Respondents,
U. S. Representative
Richard K. Armey
130 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

-and-




Susan Byrd Armey
330 Canyon Oaks Drive
Argyle, Texas 76220
-and-

O0.F. Henning, Jr.
P.O. Box 85
Lewisville, Texas 75067
-and-

Will Radcliftt
1950 Radcliff Drive
Cincinnati, Ohio 45204
-and-

David W. Warner
8880 O0ld Indian Hill Road
Cincinnati, Ohio 45204
-and-

Ben E. Tate, Jr.
7754 Camargo
Cincinnati, Ohio 45243
~and-

Steven Chabot
Chabot for Congress
3014 Harrison Avenue
Cincinnati, Ohio 45211

Susan Byrd Armey is the designated treasurer of a Political

Committee named "Policy Innovation Political Action Committee",




EFEC ID C00222810, which complainant has previously alleged to be
an affiliated committee of "Friends of Dick Armey", FEC ID
C00198309, O0.F. Henning, Jr. assistant treasurer. "Friends of
Dick Armey" is the primary campaign committee of U. 8.
Representative Richard K. Armey.

Respondent Steven Chabot was a candidate for the U.S. House
of Representatives from Ohio's l1lst Congressional District in the
1988 elections. Respondents Ben E. Tate Jr., David W. Warner and
Will Radcliff were contributors to "Policy Innovation Political
Action Committee"”, an affiliate committee of Richard K. Armey.

Between October 28, 1988 and November 8, 1988, respondents
Tate, Warner and Radcliff contributed $4,300.00 to "Policy
Innovation Political Action Committee" (exhibit A).
Specifically, Tate contributed $900.00, Warner contributed
$1,000.00 and Radcliff contributed $2,400.00.

Respondent Chabot was a Republican candidate for congress

from the area in which Tate, Warner and Radcliff resided.

Chabot's campaign received special attention from "Policy

Innovation Political Action Committee" in that Chabot's committee
received $3,940.00 from "Policy Innovation Political Action
Committee". This was more than 3 1/2 times the amount donated to
other congressional candidates by "Policy Innovation Political
Action Committee". 83,400 of the total was contributed in 3
separate checks on 10/28/89, 10/31/89 and 11/1/89 (exhibit B).
Complainant believes that three separate checks were issued

in response to receiving three separate contributions from the




Cincinnati area. Complainant believes "Policy Innovation
Political Action Committee” would have known of its intent to
contribute such sums to Chabot within the span of 5 days and
three separate contributions would not have been made, had three
separate contributions not been received in the same timespan.
Complainant believes "Policy Innovation Political Action
Committee" acted as a conduit for Tate, Warner and Radcliff in
violation of 11 CER 110.4 (b) (2) (1i). To evade reporting of ex-
cessive contributions to Chabot, a violation of 11 CER 110.1(1),

Complainant believes Tate, Warner and Radcliff intentionally used

"Policy Innovation Political Action Committee"” as such a conduit.

Complainant lacks investigative resources to prove such
allegations and respectfully requests that the Federal Election
Commission utilize its investigative powers to establish the

facts in this case.

Under penalties of perjury, I hereby swear that to the best of my

belief and knowledge, the statements made herein are true.

%//%ﬁ

John Wayne Caton, Complainant




Subscribed to and sworn before me this __(e____ day of June,

1989 .

Notary Public

KEVIN A. VICE
Notary Public, State of Texss
My Commission Expires 7/27/92

J
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, D € 20463

John Wayne Caton
710 Midway Drive
Euless, TX 76039

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Caton:

This letter acknowledges receipt on June 13, 1989, of your
complaint alleging possible violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), by Susan Armey,
Congressman Richard K. Armey, O0O.F. Henning, Jr., Policy Innova-
tion Political Action Committee, Will Radcliff, David W. Warner,
Ben E. Tate, Jr., Chabot For Congress Committee, Steven J.
Chabot, and the Dick Armey Campaign. The respondents will be
notified of this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commis—
sion takes +final action on your complaint. Should you receive
any additional information in this matter, please forward it to
the Office of the General Counsel. Such information must be
sworn to in the same manner as the original complaint. We have
numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer to this number in
all future correspondence. For your information, we have at-
tached a brief description of the Commission ‘s procedures for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at (202) 3746-3110.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

(2

By: Lois G/ Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

June 21, 1989

Steve J. Chabot
3025 Daytona Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45211

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Chabot:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g9(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. I1f you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376~
S5690. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

S S

By: Lois G. rner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

©39104037/5273




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

June 21, 1989

Steven C. Elstun, Treasurer
Chabot For Congress Committee
3014 Harrison Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45211

RE: MUR 2898
Dear Mr. Elstun:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Committee and you, as treasurer may have vio-
lated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the
"Act”). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered
this matter MUR 2898. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4)(B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, P lease contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 3I74&-
35690. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission‘'s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

=
By: Lois 6. kF;:' T

Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION, D C 20463

June 21, 1989

Ben E. Tate, Jr.
7734 Camargo
Cincinnati, OH 45243

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Tate:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 3I76-
5690. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

070
¢ Lois 6. Lemer
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

June 21, 1989

David W. Warner
8880 0l1d Indian Hill Road
Cincinnati, OH 45204

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Warner:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’'s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel ‘s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis—
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec—
tion 437g9(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g9(a) (12) (R) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
natifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Rernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 3I76-
3690. For your information, we have attached a brief description

of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints%
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Lois G/ Lerner
Assoc i'ate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

June 21, 1989
Will Radcliff

1950 Radcliff Drive
Cincinnati, OH 45204

RE: MUR 2898
Dear Mr. Radcliff:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. I1f no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
naotifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376~
35690. For your information, we have attached a brief description

of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Associdte General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement




n 7

o 10 4

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTION, D C 20463

0.F. Henning, Jr. June 21, 1989

P.0O. Box 85
Lewisville, TX 73067

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Henning:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’'s analysis aof this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-—
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, Please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this msatter, at (202) 376~
35690. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission‘'s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

I —

By: Lois G./Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 20463

Susan Armey, Treasurer

Policy Innovation Political
Action Committee

P.0. Box 426

Lewisville, TX 73067

Dear Mrs. Armey:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Committee and you may have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
2898. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’'s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-—
gsion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a)(4)(B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 3I76-
3690. For your information, we have attached a brief description

of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 2046)

June 21, 1989 _

Mike Keeling, Treasurer
Dick Armey Campaign
P.0. Box 85

Lewisville, TX 73067

RE: MUR 2898

Dear Mr. Keeling:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the Committee and you, as treasurer may have vio-
lated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the
"Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered
this matter MUR 2898. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’'s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel’s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis—
sion may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a)(4)(B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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I¥f you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
S3690. For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission’'s procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

==

Lor¥ G. [erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

June 21, 1989
Congressman Richard K. Armey

130 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Armey:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2898. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in
writing that no action should be taken against you in this
matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under ocath.
Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel ‘s
Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commis-
sian may take further action based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 437g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376~
3690. For your information, we have attached a brief description

of the Commission’s procedures for handling complaints.
Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Nable
General Counsel

(LA

By: Lois Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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ALAN P. OYE
BURRETY VAN KIRR
FRANK M. NORTHAM
GERARD P. PANARO
JONN W. HAZARD, JR.
CHARLES M. WATKINS
ROBLAT M. SKELTON
HUGH K. WEBSTER June 28' 1989
ANNC 8. POPE

Jonathan Bernstein, Esq.
Office of General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

999-B Stl’.‘eet, N oWo

Washington, D.C. 20463
Re: MUR 2898

Dear Jonathan:

I have been retained to represent several of the individuals
and entities named as respondents in the above-referenced MUR .
Specifically, I will be representing Congressman Richard K. Armey,
Susan Byrd Armey, O. F. Henning, Jr., Policy Innovation Political
Action Committee, and "Friends of Dick Armey". You will be
receiving Designations of Counsel from each entity and individual
in the near future.

Given the flurry of complaints filed by Mr. Caton in the

past few days and the upcoming July 4th holiday, I will need
additional time to prepare responses in each of the MURs. The
I hereby

MURs were received from June 22nd through June 27th.
request an extension of time to July 21, 1989 to file responses
on behalf of the

to MUR 2898
individuals and entities identified above.

I look forward to working with you again and hope that we
can dispose of these MURs in a mutually agreeable manner.

Sincerely,

Frank M. Northa

FMN:dla
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SMITH & SCHNACKE

A LEQGAL PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

Writer's Direct Digl Number
(513) 352-6635

June 30, 1989

Jonathan Bernstein, Esquire
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

0C:akd ¢-Mree |

Re: MUR #2898
Dear Mr. Bernstein:

As the enclosed Designation of Counsel indicates, I
represent Chabot for Congress and Steve Chabot in the above-
captioned matter. Please direct all future correspondence and
other materials for these Respondents to me at this address.

We will shortly submit a substantive response for your
consideration in this matter. Please contact me if there is
anything we can do for you in the interim. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

k], e

GORDON M. STRAUSS

GMS/rh
Enclosures

cc: Honorable Steve Chabot
Steven C. Elstun
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MUR 2898
MAME OF COUMSEL: Gordon M. Stxauss. Esq.
ADDRESS : 2900 DuBois Tower
511 Walnut Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
TELEPHOME: (513) 352-6635

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

coungel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

T

o the Commission.

!

'n N v i . ", I/K'
o/ [t

~ Date / Signature

[

Q

I RESPONDENT 'S NAME: Steven Chabot

C ADDRESS : 3014 Harrison Avenue

o

(o4 . . . . N

Cincinnati, Ohio 45211

HOME PHONR: N/A

BUSINESS PHONE: (513) 662-8000
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUMSEL

MUR 2898
NAME OF COUMSEL: Gor

ADDRESS : 290 i r
511 Walnut Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

TELEPHONE: (513) 352-6635

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

‘n
o the Commission.

o 7 g B
ey e CZEA—
N Date ignature

N

o

oy RESPONDENT'S NAME: Steven C. Elstun, Treasurer

c ADDRESS : 3014 Harrison Avenue

o

c

Cincinnati, Ohio 45211

HOME PHONE: N/A
BUSINESS PHONE: (513) 662-8000
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Dl PR m JB Kropp Peter A. Fossett
P ST
(513) 629-2829 Xe 0
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Susan J. Dlott
June 29, 1989

3
Mr. Jonathan Bernstein, Esq. &
General Counsel's Office ~
Federal Election Commission &
Washington, D.C. 20463 =

x

RE: MUR2898
. o
Dear Mr. Bernstein: &

Our client, Mr. Ben E. Tate, Jr., received Federal
Election Commission's General Counsel's letter and Complaint of
June 21, 1989 alleging a possible violation of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

In response, we are enclosing the following:

(1) statement of Designation of Nelson Schwab, Jr. as
Counsel for Ben E. Tate, Jr. 3
(2) Affidavit of Ben E. Tate, Jr. é:
'
After you have had a chance to review the above, we had
hope you will agree with us that the Federal Election Commission ‘:g
should find no reason to believe that the complaint sets forth a‘§
possible violation of the Act against Mr. Tate. &

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any
further questions about this matter.

Yours very truly,

GRAYDON, HEAD & RITCHEY

Nelson Schwab, Jr. P

VAW/kab
Enclosures
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AFFIDAVIT

COUNTY OF HAMILTON )
) SS:

STATE OF OHIO )

Ben E. Tate, Jr. being first duly cautioned and sworn,
deposes and states that he was a supporter of Steven J. Chabot,
candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives from Ohio's
First Congressional District in the 1988 elections.

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that during September and
October, 1988 he attended several meetings in connection with
Steven J. Chabot's campaign, where he learned that it was
important not only to raise funds for Steven J. Chabot's
campaign, but it was also important for Steven J. Chabot to
demonstrate that he had the ability to raise funds for other
conservative causes.

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that at one of said meetings,
he learned that "Policy Innovation Political Action Committee® of
Texas supported conservative causes and congressional candidates
with philosophies similar to Steven J. Chabot's.

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that he called a woman at the
"Policy Innovation Political Action Committee®™ office in Texas,
whose name he cannot remember, and that the woman confirmed that
"Policy Innovation Political Action Committee® did in fact
support conservative causes and candidates whose philosophy was
similar to that of Steven J. Chabot's.

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that no one informed him that
"Policy Innovation Political Action Committee®” would match funds
given to it by Steven J. Chabot supporters by its own like
contributions to the Steven J. Chabot campaign fund.

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that during 1988 he made over
45 contributions to candidates, committees, PACs, and funds all
With conservative philosophies.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.
(Db‘é}rv' -
Ben E. Tate, Jr.' ;

SWORN TO BEFORE ME a notary public this ..,)_‘1 day of
June, 1989,

otary Public
RELECN SCIIWAT. TR, Atlinge 2t Taw
N58/37 Lanteyy Ui Rt
My vobn ter3a o o 2 tlnon date
Suction 142,03 a0 &
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MAME OF COUNSEL: Nelson Schwab, Jr.
ADDRESS 3 Graydon, Head & Ritchey

1900 Fifth Third Center
alnu treet
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

(513) 629-2829

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.

€/23) 9
] Date j 2 Signature '

Bea ETa+te, Ja
7754 Camsinbo R4
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HOME PHOME: S)3- 29/ - 5(3
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July 6, 1989

622 Hd [-Wr68

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW

Washington, DC 20463

Attn: Jonathon Bernstein, Esq.

Gentlemen:

A copy of the complaint that you recently transmitted to me is attached
for reference.

The complaint accurately indicates that I made a $1000 contribution to
Policy Innovation Political Action Committee ("PIPAC). The suggestion that
this contribution was made in order to "evade reporting of excessive
contributions to Chabot" is not true. I was not a contributor to Mr. Chabot's
1988 congressional campaign.

The suggestion in the complaint that I violated 11 CFR 110.4 (b) (2) (ii)
is also not true. It is my understanding that this reference deals with
"earmarked contributions". I did not need a "conduit" to make a contribution
to Chabot's campaign; if I had intended to make a contribution to Chabot, I
would simply have handed him a check.

My recollection of the circumstances relating to my contribution of $1000
to PIPAC is as follows:

1. At some time in mid-1988, Stephen Chabot indicated to me that he
intended to run for Congress, and he asked me to support his candidancy. I
choose not to support Chabot for a variety of reasons: 1 felt that he needed
more legislative experience in Cincinnati's City Council and I felt that
neither Mr. Chabot nor anyone other 1likely candidate had any chance of
defeating Tom Luken, the incumbent.

2. Later in 1988, Mr. Chabot talked to me about PIPAC, indicating to me
that PIPAC was a supporter of conservative causes, and that he was attempting
to raise funds for PIPAC in order to demonstrate his fund raising
capabilities; he persuaded me that PIPAC and I held similar political
philisophies.

0
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Federal Election Commision
July 6, 1989
page two

3. Prior to the filing of the subject complaint, neither Steve Chabot,
nor anyone else, had ever indicated to me that PIPAC made, or intended to
make, any contribution to Mr. Chabot's 1988 Congressional campaign.

I am a supporter of numerous organizations with conservative leanings, and
in contributing to other PACs, political organizations and committees, and in
1988, my total contributions to such organizations exceeded $20,000. As a
general rule, these contributions have been made in response to personal
solicitations, and from my perspective, there was nothing out of the ordinary
in the solicitation that I received from Mr. Chabot. My personal assessment
at the time was that his 1988 campaign was effectively over, and that he was
attempting to create good will for the future. I wrote a check to PIPAC a few
days before the election at a point in time when it was abundantly clear from
the political polls that Chabot would be wvery unsuccessful in his campaign
efforts. As I recall, Chabot received roughly 43% of the vote, and Mr. Luken
received 57%; this is the worst performance in recent years by a Republican in
Mr. Luken's district.

Sincerely,

- | —

, i .
%}% LA /
Dakrid W. Warner

Enclosure
DWW :pm
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

July 10, 1989

Gordon M. Strauss, Esquire
Smith & Schnacke

2900 DuBois Tower

511 Walnut Street
Cincinnati, OB 45202

RE: MUR 2898
Steve J. Chabot
Chabot PFor Congress Committee
and Steven C. Elstun, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Strauss:

This is in response to your letter dated July 5, 1989, which
we received on July 6, 1989, requesting an extension until
July 20, 1989 to respond to the complaint in this matter. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have
granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is
due by the close of business on July 20, 1989.

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

C%@_
BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

July 10, 1989

Frank M. Northam, Esquire
Webster, Chamberlain & Bean
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

RE: MUR 2898

Congressman Richard K. Armey

Susan Byrd Armey

O.F. Henning, Jr.

Policy Innovation Political
Action Committee and Susan
Armey, as treasurer

Dick Armey Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Northam:

This is in response to your letter dated June 28, 1989,
which we received on June 30, 1989, requesting an extension until
July 21, 1989 to respond to the complaints in these matters.
Considering the circumstances presented in your letter, I have
granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is
due by the close of business on July 21, 1989. In addition, the
Commission expects the receipt of the designation of counsel
forms from your clients in the next few days.

If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan
Bernstein, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-

5690.
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Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsgel

CSheo

Lois G. Lerpfer
Associate General Counsel
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WEBSTER, CHAMBERLAIN & BEAN

1747 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N. W,
GLORGE D. wEBSTER WasHINGTON, D. C. 200086

J. COLEMAN BEAN

ARTNUR L. NEROLD (o0L) 7868~9800 oF counsey
ALAN P, OYE CHARLES €. CHAMBLRLAIN
BURKETT VAN KIRK Fax: (202) 888~0240 e

FRANK M. NORTHAM -1
GERARD P. PANARO A-L.SINGLETON
JOHN W. HAZARD, JR.

CHARLES M. WATKINS

ROBERT M. SKELTON

HUGH K. WEBSTER July 11, 1989

ANNE 8. POPE
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Jonathan Bernstein, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999-E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

i

NOISSTIWU

Dear Jonathan:

300

Enclosed are Designations of Counsel from the following
individuals and entities:

5

l. Congressman Richard K. Armey;

~N
~
o

2. Susan Byrd Armey, indivdiually and as Treasurer, Policy
Innovation PAC;

3. Michael F. Keeling, individually and as Treasurer,
Friends of Dick Armey:;

4. O. F. Henning, Jr., individually and as Assistant
Treasurer, Friends of Dick Armey:;

© 9310 4

5. Friends of Dick Armey; and
6. Policy Innovation Political Action Committee.
Sincerely,

dlee M»(m_,

Frank M. Northam

FMN:d1la
Enclosures
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STATEMENT OF DSSIGMATION OF COUMSEL

R 2898
MAME OF COUMSEL:
ADDERSS : —Webster, Chamberlain § Besn

.%&L&mmm_u__ '
te 1000

Washington, D.C. 20006
TRLEPHONR: (202) 785-9500

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

the Commission,

1 [_$9 S /1

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME

SVA>  Artmes
ADDRESS : 330 Ao opo

Corter  cponny 74 20224
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The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

i communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before
o the Commission.
n 7,/,8? ﬁLaMJ &kmu&.
N - Date Signature
. X
(=
< RESPONDENT'S NAMB: ~ Docicy  ouering /A
c ADDRESS : “To. Rok 41t -3
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1om 2898 ;
MAME OF COUMSEL: Frank Northam
ADORESS : W
1
te
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 785-9500

The above-named individual is heceby designated as ay

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

)

4

NOISSINHUS hutid s 13 V83034

@3M3II3

B Y

Zh:E WV €168




e ” - <
e (R S
2 (EHE A (ARt
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MANE OF CoUMSEL: _ fZmic Nognian
ADDRESS : — Websiae Chanhalan o Read

1747 RonJuson Aa. jlu) #1000

_H.Zi.‘::#" De o006

TRLEPHOWR: (202) 795 - 9S00

The above-named individual is hecreby 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.

- 27- 9% HX ﬁ‘"

Date ngnatute

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Dick Anmey
/7

ADDRESS : /3> ¢ Annoy  Rulcoial

205y s~

°90407/S307
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HOME PHONE: (& 7)
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MAME OF COUMSELs _ Frank M, Northam, Esg
Vebster, Chamberlain & Bean
1747 Permsylvania Avenue, N.W
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C, 20006 .
(202) 785-9500

1}

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.

_ &/30 / 7
Date ~ 7

2&"(;72\(44 /1\j /( ‘
Signatuce o/ /7

/N féﬁgg—ﬁ (. Kez/ _,>

ADDRESS : 259 f,),L%, -

Ceopnedl! 7oA 757 .7 o =

- /7 = (Ve 3:
) % |
HOME PHONR: 21t/ 2 - o708 s 23
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& B

2



NAMR OF COUMSEL: Frank Northam
ADDRESS Webster, Chamberlain & Bean
= . 1747 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Suite 1000
W,
TELEPHONR: (202) 785-9500

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
i
the Commission.
. \
— ~c‘/ %0 /S 9 _
- Date ' o Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Frieoons of Dl 4n4w¢_r7
ADDRESS : Po. rox &5
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A g3y

HOME PHONE:
~ BUSINESS PHONE: -

Zh€ WY €1 NN 68

iiNi0d Nuiy34 11 Yaaddd
NOISIMHOZ LIS,

WA

N




AECEWED
—=r=2AL ELECTION COMMISSI0
TR TAERICES dy

ga JuL 17 AMIL: 24

PHONE (513) 2413447

July 13, 1989

CERTIFIED MAIL

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

ATTN: Jonathan Bernstein

RE: MUR 2898
Will Radcliff

Dear Mr, Bernstein:

Enclosed please find the original and one copy each of the
Affidavit of Will Radcliff

and the Statement of Designation of
Counsel.

Very truly yours,
SCHWARTZ & SCHWARTZ

Robert L. Sch

RLS/]jl1s

Enclosures: Affidavit
Designation of Counsel

cc: W. Radcliff
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
In the matter of:
RICHARD K. ARMEY MUR: #2898
and,

SUSAN BYRD ARMEY AFFIDAVIT OF

WILL RADCLIFF
O.F. HENNING, JR.

WILL RADCLIFF

DAVID W. WARNER

BEN E., TATE, JR.

CHABOT FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
Steven C. Elstun, Treasurer

3014 Harrison Avenue
Cincinnati, Ohio 45211

Respondents

NOW COMES the Affiant, WILL RADCLIFF, and for his Affidavit
in the foregoing matter states as follows:

1. I contributed $1,000.00 to Chabot for Congress

Committee. I also contributed $2,400.00 to Policy

Innovation Political Action Committee ("PIPAC").




2. The contribution I made to PIPAC was a result,
in part, of conversations I had with Mr, Steve Chabot,
also a Respondent in the above captioned MUR, It was my
understanding at the time I made the contribution to
PIPAC that PIPAC was an entity which supported candidates
whose philosophies were similar to what I understand
Respondent Chabot's philosophies to be, and also
supported Republican candidates generally.

3. When I made the contribution to PIPAC, it was
not my understanding that PIPAC would contribute any of
my contribution in turn to Respondent Chabot or to Chabot
for Congress Committee, Respondent Chabot's principal
campaign committee, registered with the Federal Election
Commission as a political committee, as the relevant
terms are defined in the FECA.

4. Affiant never attempted or intended to violate
any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act, as
amended, including specifically provisions prohibiting
"earmarking", contributions in the name of another, or

contribution limits.
FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

WILL RADCLIFF
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STATE OF OHIO )
)SSs
COUNTY OF HAMILTON )

on this [/'ﬂ: day of July, 1989, Will Radcliff, having been
first duly sworn and cautioned, came before me and acknowledged the
foregoing instrument, and that the signing thereof was his own free

act and deed.

PUBLI




<206 Main Street, Suite 402

‘Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

—(3513) 241-3447

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

T communications from the Commission a alf before
- the Commission.

M

N Date Signature /

~ ,
"/,///// /

Q /

T RESPONDENT'S NAME: Will Radcliff [

o ADDRESS : 1950 Radcliff Drive

* _Cincinnati, Ohio 45204

o - -

HOME PHOME:
BUSINESS PHONE:

(513) 244-2400
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‘ RECEIVED
FEDERAL ELU:HON "cr'H.z’an

2900 Dullois Tower

SMITH & SCHNACKE ::::::_&ﬂhﬂh.ii 3

A LEGAL PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

Writer's Direct Digl Number Other Offices Located In:
Dayton, Ohio © Columbus, Ohlo © Orlando, Florida

(513)352-6635

July 19, 1989

oF
3 I3
Jonathan Bernstein, Esquire it
Office of the General Counsel §= i
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION N L
999 E. Street, N.W. S og
Washington, D.C. 20463 ag !§$
‘N :nm
®» .3
- Re: MUR 2898 T
N Je
™ Dear Mr. Bernstein: 2
.0
Our firm is counsel to Chabot for Congress Committee, a
~ Respondent in the above-captioned MUR, We have previously
delivered Designations of Counsel to you in respect of each
~ Respondent. This letter and its attachments constitute the
o initial response of Respondents Chabot for Congress Committee
(the "Committee") and Steven J. Chabot ("Chabot"). I shall refer
. to these two collectively as "Respondents." The enclosures
include: 1) Affidavit of Steven Elstun, Treasurer for the
o Committee; and 2) Affidavit of Steven J. Chabot, the candidate
whose principal campaign committee is Chabot for Congress
o Committee. They describe the circumstances of the subject
o contributions.

The Complaint alleges a conspiracy, in effect, to exceed
the campaign contribution limits of the Federal Election Campaign
Act ("FECA"), and a series of attempts to make contributions in
the name of another by the process of "earmarking" the funds.
Complainant alleges that three people who contributed funds to
Respondent PIPAC (Policy Innovation Political Action Committee)
gave that money to PIPAC with the express understanding that all
or some portion of it would be returned to the Committee for
purposes of influencing Chabot’s election to the U. S. House of




Jonathan Bernstein, Esquire
July 19, 1989
Page 2

Representatives. Both Chabot and the Committee categorically
deny the existence of any such conspiracy or underlying motive.

Statement of Facts

Mr. Chabot is currently a member of Cincinnati City
Council, and an attorney in private practice. He was a school
teacher before entering the legal profession. In addition to his
public office, he holds positions in civic organizations, as
well. A copy of his biography is attached for your information.

The Committee is Chabot’s principal campaign committee,
organized, filed and reporting with the Clerk of the House and
the Commission in accordance with the FECA. PIPAC appears to be
registered with the Commission as a qualified multi-candidate
committee [2 U.S.C. §441a(a)(4)]), and PIPAC made contributions to
the Committee in the amount of $5,000.00, including contributions
in kind valued at $80.00 and contributions by check in the
aggregate amount of $4,920.00. This is the legal limit of $5000
per election permitted to a qualified multi-candidate committee
under 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(2).

The Complaint alleges that the Respondents coordinated
the transmittal of contributions from three contributors
(Respondents Warner, Tate, and Radcliff) through PIPAC.
(Complaint paragraphs 3 and 6). The Exhibits show that PIPAC
made contributions to the Committee on the October 28, October
31, and November 1, 1988, while PIPAC received contributions from
the three individual Respondents on October 28, November 1, and
November 8, 1988. The bulk of the money PIPAC received from the
three individual Respondents, $3400, was received on November 8,
1988, at least a week after PIPAC had made its contributions to
the Committee.

The Committee’s previous reports to the Clerk and the
Commission contain records of several contributions in kind from

1/ In another Complaint, Complainant has apparently raised the
issue of affiliation between PIPAC and another political
committee, Friends of Dick Armey (Complaint, page 3).

Friends of Dick Armey is apparently the principal campaign
committee for Congressman Richard Armey, a Respondent in this
MUR. The Committee has no knowledge of any such illegal
interrelationship, relying on the FEC’s designation of PIPAC
as a qualified multi-candidate committee.
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PIPAC, in the form of reports and other documents. Copies of the
relevant pages are attached for the Commission’s convenience,
though the Commission may take administrative notice of the
entirety of these reports in its records.

Discussion

Mr. Chabot’'s Affidavit notes that he was involved in the
process of raising funds for PIPAC. He discussed PIPAC with the
three individual Respondents before they made contributions to
PIPAC, and those discussions were in part responsible for the
contributions being made at all. (Affidavit of Steven Chabot,
paragraph 4). As his Affidavit also indicates, this was for
reasons beyond his own campaign. Chabot was raising money for a
"sympathetic" organization because he believed in it and because
he considers such activity an appropriate hallmark for a
successful person in his political and professional position.

Mr. Chabot refers in his Affidavit to two notebooks
which PIPAC contributed to his campaign, in kind, as the basis
for his understanding of PIPAC’s scope of operations. We
understand that copies of the notebooks will be provided by PIPAC
in the course of its response, so we have merely excerpted them
here. We will make them available to you if that would be
helpful. 1In any case, as Mr. Chabot notes, these notebooks are
substantial pieces of work. They are thoughtful, filled with
data (the accuracy of which we presume, but have not checked) and
were very useful to Mr. Chabot’s campaign. Furthermore, the
second volume represents additional materials and updated
information in respect of earlier work. These materials do not
represent the efforts of some "fly-by-night" money conduit, and
Mr. Chabot relied on them in making his own judgement about
PIPAC’'s worthiness. There was much more to the relationship than
PIPAC’s cash contributions to the Committee.

Mr. Chabot’s representations of PIPAC to prospective
contributors were also based in no small part on the scope and
quality of these materials. However, we would note specifically
that it is our understanding that the three individual
Respondents made their own, independent judgments as to whether
they would contribute to PIPAC. We understand, in fact, that
Respondent Tate actually telephoned PIPAC to determine if PIPAC
was an organization which supported his philosophies. Further,
we note that Respondent Warner made no contribution to Chabot (or
the Committee) at all. Mr. Radcliff contributed the maximum to
Chabot’s general election campaign, and also $2,400 to PIPAC. It
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is our understanding that he made this contribution to PIPAC
because he believed that PIPAC stands for many, if not most, of
the things for which Chabot stands. He has indicated to us that
he never considered the prospect of an earmarked contribution,
and we understand that he has so indicated to the Commission.

PIPAC’s contributions to the Committee largely pre-dated
the individual Respondents’ contributions to PIPAC. We do not
presume to speak for PIPAC as to its reasons for supporting
Chabot, but we believe that they are valid ones.

Complainant imputes sinister motives to the timing of
these contributions, even though PIPAC made most of its
contributions to Chabot before receiving money from donors Chabot
had solicited. The reality of elections is that many
contributions are made "at the last minute." Like any
challenger, Chabot needed money, and the timing appeared
critical. It always appears critical in the last week. Mr.
Chabot'’s opponent spent over $800,000 to keep his seat, whic
reflected a strong campaign on Chabot'’s part. It is not unusual
for strong PACs to support strong campaigns with large
contributions toward the end of the campaign, particularly when
such a challenger has demonstrated that he merits it. It is our

opinion that this was what happened in Chabot’s campaign.

From its report, it is evident that PIPAC supported a
number of candidates, and presumably sought funds to do so. The
press of an imminent election is a well known stimulus for
fundraising. The Commission has presumably encountered
sufficient fundraising mechanisms and strategies to recognize
this. As the election approaches, political committees (and
candidates) try to raise more and more money.

So, as last year'’s general election approached, these
committees sought and received contributions. They did not work
together to violate the law, however.

Conclusion

Chabot and the Committee reassert in conclusion what
they stated at the outset: there is no conspiracy to violate the
FECA. Chabot is an honorable, well respected member of
Cincinnati City Council, and neither he nor his committee had any
intention of breaking a law. Chabot raised some money for a
committee which he believed to share his vision of America’s
future. That committee supported Chabot, as well, beginning well
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before Chabot supported it. These things do not automatically
constitute a conspiracy or worse.

These Respondents will work with the Commission to
resolve this matter, in a climate of reason and cooperation.
Respondents were at all times and remain unaware of any
circumstances which might support Complainant’s allegations that
PIPAC and Friends of Dick Armey are one and the same.
Respondents have at all times dealt with PIPAC as a separate,
independent, qualified multi-candidate committee, able to make
and receive contributions in accordance with the FECA.

As such, these Respondents submit that this MUR should
be dismissed with an express finding of No Reason To Believe a
violation of the Act has occurred.

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if there is anything else we
may do.

Sinc rely,' ‘

GORDON M. STRAUSS

GMS/rh
Enclosures
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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

In the matter of:

RICHARD K. ARMEY
MUR: #2898

AFFIDAVIT OF
Steven J. Chabot

SUSAN BYRD ARMEY
O.F. HENNING, JR.
WILL RADCLIFF
DAVID W. WARNER

BEN E. TATE, JR.

and,

CHABOT FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

Respondents

NOW COMES the Affiant, Steven J. Chabot, and for his
Affidavit in the foregoing Matter states as follows:

1. I was a candidate for United States Congress in the
general election of 1988, as those terms are defined in
2 U.S.C. §431 et seq. ("FECA"). Chabot for Congress Committee
was my principal campaign committee, and registered with the
Federal Election Commission as a political committee, as the
relevant terms are defined in the FECA.

2. Chabot for Congress Committee received contributions
from a number of individuals and political committees, including
contributions from Policy Innovation Political Action Committee
("PIPAC"), and from two of the individual Respondents in this
MUR, Ben E. Tate, Jr., and Will Radcliff. These individual
Respondents, and David Warner, also a Respondent in this MUR,
made contributions to PIPAC, to the best of Affiant’s knowledge.

3. Attached hereto are copies of certain portions of
materials which PIPAC provided to my campaign in the form of
contributions in kind. These materials are taken from two 2"
notebooks containing comparable information for dozens of pieces
of legislation. I have listed every piece of legislation which
PIPAC analyzed in these notebooks. The first notebook is dated
May 27, 1988, and the second one is dated August 29, 1988, and
contains updated information.
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The materials which I have excerpted for your
information represent an analysis of Pepper Bill/Long Term Health
Care/Rule (PIPAC Vote Selection #176). There is an analysis
identical to this excerpt for every Bill named in the attached
lists. Each analysis describes a specific Bill, notes the vote
thereon by every Member of the House (including that of my
opponent), and describes of how to use those votes in a
challenger’s campaign.

This is a sophisticated analysis, in my opinion,
national in its scope. The Bills represent a significant portion
of what one might call “Conservative Agenda". It is evident from
these materials that PIPAC is a conservative national PAC,
seeking to get other conservatives like me elected. 1Its focus
appeared far broader than the 1988 election. Obviously, PIPAC
has taken a deep look at all the legislation affecting the issues
of importance to conservatives. I was impressed and I was
pleased to help PIPAC continue this work, which I considered

important.

No one reviewing this legislative compendium would
consider PIPAC to be any mere "laundering" operation. Hundreds
of hours must have gone into preparing these notebooks, which I
used extensively in my campaign. Our perception of PIPAC was
that it is a large, dedicated, and capable conservative PAC.
That is how I represented PIPAC to anyone with whom I ever
discussed it, including the individual Respondents.

4. The aforementioned contributions from the individual
Respondents to PIPAC were, to Affiant’s information and belief,
in part the result of conversations between Affiant and the
individual Respondents.

5. Those conversations between Affiant and the
individual Respondents (Warner, Tate, and Radcliff) were in part
the result of Affiant’s desire to establish himself as a
"national fundraiser," and in part to assist PIPAC, as noted
above. Affiant believed and believes still, that it is important
for persons and groups of like philosophy to work together,
regardless of whether they are in Ohio or in Texas, and that
establishing relationships with like-minded organizations around
the country was a desirable undertaking. Affiant was aware of
PIPAC’s operations and philosophies by virtue of the
contributions in kind which PIPAC had made to Affiant’s principal
campaign committee before Affiant engaged in the subject
conversations with the individual Respondents and others, and
further by virtue of representations and information from
representatives of the National Republican Congressional
Committee, who were advising his campaign. In this regard,
Affiant spoke to political, civic, and business leaders in the
community about making possible contributions to PIPAC.

6. Upon Affiant’s information and belief, the three
individual Respondents did make contributions to PIPAC. Upon
Affiant’s information and belief, Respondent Ben E. Tate, Jr.
telephoned PIPAC and spoke to a person there, expressly

-2-




ascertaining an affinity of philosophy and interests before
making a contribution to PIPAC. Upon Affiant’s further
information and belief, Respondent David Warner made a
contribution to PIPAC, but Respondent Warner make no contribution
to Chabot for Congress or to Affiant, individually, for purposes
of influencing Affiant’s election. Respondent Radcliff made a
contribution to Chabot for Congress Committee in the amount of
$1000 for the general election. Upon Affiant’s information and
belief, Respondent Radcliff made a contribution to PIPAC in the
amount of $2400 for purposes of strengthening PIPAC and the
candidates PIPAC might support, but expressly with no
understanding whatsoever that any of Respondent Radcliff’s
contribution would flow back directly into Affiant’s principal

campaign committee.

7. Affiant entered into no agreement with PIPAC or the
individual Respondents for the "funneling", "earmarking"”, or
other illegal transfer of funds between the individual
Respondents and Affiant or his principal campaign committee.
Affiant at all times believed and still believes that PIPAC was
and is an independent, a legitimate, qualified multi-candidate
committee, as that term is defined in the FECA, and that any
contributions to PIPAC or from PIPAC comported at all times with

the law.
Further the Affiant saith naught.

/‘4§i;é,\/ﬁ> l)ﬁfééi’/<z;”’

~Steven J./Syébot

STATE OF OHIO
) SS:
COUNTY OF HAMILTON )

On this 19th day of July, 1989, Steven J. Chabot, having
first been duly cautioned and sworn, came before me and
acknowledged the foregoing instrument, and that the signing
thereof was his own free act and deed.

(2

\ .
//7/1 w o (e v

Notary Public

GORDON M. STRAUSS. Atterney at Law
NOTARY PUBLIC - STA1Z OF ORIO
iy Sommssion has no expiration
cuie. Sectlon 14703 Q.R.G




BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

In the matter of:

RICHARD K. ARMEY
MUR: #2898

and,

AFFIDAVIT OF
Steven Elstun

SUSAN BYRD ARMEY
O.F. HENNING, JR.

WILL RADCLIFF

DAVID W. WARNER

BEN E. TATE, JR.

CHABOT FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

Respondents

NOW COMES the Affiant, Steven Elstun, and for his

Affidavit in the foregoing matter states as follows:

1. I am Treasurer of Respondent Chabot for Congress
Committee ("Chabot for Congress"), the principal campaign
committee for Steven J. Chabot in the congressional election for
the Second District of Ohio in the 1988 election, as each of the
relevant terms is defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act
("FECA"), and I served in that capacity at all times relevant to
this Matter Under Review ("MUR").

2. At no time did I engage in any discussions with
personnel of Respondent Policy Innovation Political Committee
("PIPAC") regarding contributions it had made or would make to
Chabot for Congress. I received, recorded, and reported the
subject contributions in accordance with the requirements of the
FECA.

3. Attached hereto is the Affidavit of Steven J.
Chabot, which describes the circumstances surrounding




contributions made to PIPAC and subject of the instant MUR. The
contents of this Affidavit constitute my full and complete
understanding of this matter. I had no reason to believe that
any contribution received from PIPAC was anything other than a
legal donation of funds legally obtained from willing and
independent donors.

4. At no time was Chabot for Congress party to any

knowing or willful violation of any provision of the FECA,
including expressly every allegation made in the Complaint.

Further the Affiant saith_naught.

<

Steven Elstun

STATE OF OHIO )
) SS:
COUNTY OF HAMILTON

On this lZ:Eday of July, 1989, Steven Elstun, having
first been duly cautioned and sworn, came before me and
acknowledged the foregoing instrument, and that the signing
thereof was his own free act and deed.

Ao

Notary Public

GORCON M. STRA
NOTARY PUBLIC . sTA1
<1y Commissiey, fies no
aate. Sectici . 4.0 . QO R.C

USS, Btternay at Law
& OF OHIL
expiration
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Jonathan Bernstein, Esq. N OB
Office of General Counsel - log
Federal Election Commission isé
999-E Street, N.W. ! 5:
Washington, D.C. 20463 » 2
. =
Re: MUR 2898 o

13TN
NOISSIL

Dear Mr. Bernstein:

This letter constitutes a response on behalf of Congressman
Richard K. Armey, Mrs. Susan Armey, Mr. O. F. Henning, Jr.,
Policy Innovation Political Action Committee ("PIPAC"), and
Mr. Michael F. Keeling, Treasurer of Friends of Dick Armey
("FODA") to the complaint filed by Mr. John Wayne Caton and
numbered MUR 2898.

Although the complaint in MUR 2898 refers to Mr. Caton's
separate MUR's alleging affiliation between PIPAC and "Friends of
Dick Armey," MUR 2898's specific allegations only involve PIPAC,
Mrs. Armey as treasurer of PIPAC, certain contributors to PIPAC,
Steve Chabot and Chabot for Congress. Therefore, Congressman Armey,
FODA, Mr. Keeling and Mr. Henning, are improperly named as
respondents.

The essential allegations of Mr. Caton's complaint are that
PIPAC "acted as a conduit" for certain of PIPAC's contributions
in violation of 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b)(2)(ii). Mr. Caton bases his
allegations on the fact that three of PIPAC's numerous contributors
were from the same congressional district in which Steve Chabot
was the Republican candidate for Congress and that PIPAC made
contributions to Mr. Chabot's principal campaign committee, Chabot
for Congress. The only facts asserted by Mr. Caton are the
contributions to PIPAC and PIPAC's contributions to Chabot for
Congress; the remainder of his complaint is based on rank
supposition and an intentional attempt by Mr. Caton to mislead
the Commission as to the timing of the contributions received and
made by PIPAC.

As has been explained in responses to other MUR's initiated
by Mr. Caton, PIPAC is an independent, multicandidiate policial
action committee with two primary goals: 1) to raise funds for
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Republican challengers, open seat candidiates, and embattled
incumbents, and 2) to provide challengers with information that
will assist them in defeating incumbent Democrats. In 1988,
PIPAC prepared "A Challenger's Guide to Key Votes in the 100th
Congress,"” a comprehensive guide to all politically important
votes in the House of Representatives with explanations of the
background on the issues and advice as to how a challenger could
best use those votes against his opponent.

As the FEC's own records reflect, during 1988 PIPAC received
contributions in excess of $90,000 from individuals and political
action committees throughout the nation. PIPAC made in-kind
contributions of the "Vote Guide™ to 56 congressional candidates
and monetary contributions to 39 candidates. Mr. Chabot was
merely one of the candidates who received such contributions.

Mr. Caton has attempted to create the false impression that
Mr. Chabot received "more than 3-1/2 times the amount donated to
other congressional candidates"™ and that he was the only candidate
who received multiple contributions from PIPAC. Neither contention
is true. As Exhibit A demonstrates, many candidates received
contributions from PIPAC in excess of $500.00 or $1,000.,00, and
two other candidates (in addition to Mr. Chabot) received
contributions in the aggregate amounting to $5,000.00.

Nor is the timing of contributions to Mr. Chabot indicative
of the use of PIPAC as a "conduit" in "coordination" with the
contributors to PIPAC. In fact, the timing conclusively demonstrates
that PIPAC's contributions to Mr. Chabot could not have been "in
response” to the receipt of contributions from Mssrs. Tate, Warner
and Radcliff. The following chart reflects the contributions to
and by PIPAC that are referenced in Mr. Caton's complaint.

Contributions PIPAC Contributions
to PIPAC to Chabot
Tate:
10/28/88 .... $500.00 10/28/88 ..., $500,00

10/31/88 .... $2,500,00

Tate:
11/01/88 ... $400,00 11/01/88 .... $400.00

warner:
11/08/88 .... $1,000.00

Radcliff:
11/08/88 .... $2,400.00
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As is readily apparent, between October 28, 1988 and November 1,
1988, PIPAC contributed $3,400.00 to Mr. Chabot; that amount,
when combined with prior contribution's to Mr. Chabot, meant that
PIPAC had reached the $5,000.00 maximum level by November 1,
1988. Only Mr. Tate's contributions to PIPAC were received on or
before that date. The contributions to PIPAC from Mssrs. Warner
and Radcliff were received one week later. Thus, there is no way
in which PIPAC's contributions to Mr. Chabot can be viewed as
having been made "in response® to the receipt of contributions
from Ohio residents.

The fact that PIPAC made three separate contributions to
Mr. Chabot over a brief period of time just prior to the election
is readily understandable. During the 1988 elections, PIPAC
selected several challengers to whom it would make contributions.
PIPAC followed the progress of all such candidates and, as election
day neared, pinpointed those candidates who were waging effective
and strong campaigns that would benefit most from the receipt of
additional contributions. Mr. Chabot was one of those candidates.
Similar "last minute® contributions were made by PIPAC to the
other two candidates to whom PIPAC contributed the maximum
$5,000.00 amount. (Watkins for Congress, Idaho--$1,000.00 on
October 14, 1988 and $2,920.00 on October 28, 1988; Volunteers
for Knox White, Tennessee--$2,000.00 on October 14, 1988 and
$1,920.00 on October 28, 1988).

The implication of Mr. Caton's complaint is that PIPAC
"coordinated" with its contributors from Ohio to "funnel” funds
to Mr. Chabot. The facts set forth above conclusively demonstrate
that such was not, and could not have been, the case. PIPAC
never discussed, directly or indirectly, its plans or strategies
for contributing to Mr. Chabot's campaign with Mssrs. Tate,
Warner, or Radcliff, and Mr. Caton has presented no evidence
whatsoever to the contrary. In a similar context, in MUR
1252/1299 (involving the alleged coordinarion of independent
expenditures), the Geneal Counsel's Office found that, in the
absence of evidence of direct or indirect contacts between the
alleged "coordinating” entities, no action should be taken by the
FEC. This position was upheld in the courts. Common Cause v.
FEC, 655 F. Supp. 619 (D.D.C. 1986), rev'd on other grounds,
842 F.2d 436 (D.C. Cir. 1988).

PIPAC did devote special attention to Mr. Chabot's campaign
because of its vitality, strength, and potential for being
successful. As a result, PIPAC contributed the maximum amount to
Mr. Chabot, particularly when the election was imminent and the
campaign had demonstrated its continuing viability. The facts
concerning contributions to PIPAC from Mssrs. Tate, Warner and
Radcliff establish that PIPAC could not have been influenced by
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their contributions in making its decisions as to when and how

much to give to the Chabot campaign. The bulk of those contributions
to PIPAC were made after PIPAC had "maxed-out" on Mr. Chabot

and, in any event, PIPAC did not consult its contributor list in
making determinations as to the candidates that were deserving of
PIPAC's support.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the complaint underlying
MUR 2898 should be dismissed.

The respondents to this MUR waive the confidentiality
provisions of sections 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) of
Title 2 and 11 C.F.R. §111.21.

Respectfully submitted,
Frank M. Northazr{

FMN:dla
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Incumbents

PIPAC CONTRIBUTIONS FOR 1988

Sweeney (TX 14) $2,000 Lost 46-54%
HIler (IN 3) $2,000 Won 54-46
Lagomarsino (CA 19) $1,000 Won 51-49
Inhofe (0K 1 $1.000 Won 53-47
Hansen (UT 1 $1,000 Won 60-40 -
Stangeland (MN 7) $1,000 Won 55-45
Ritter (PA 15) $1,000 Won 57-43
Coble (NC 6) $1,000 Won 62-38
Marlenee (MT 2 $1,000 Won 56-44
Holloway (LA 8 $1,000 Won 5§7-43
Miller (WA 1) $1,000 Won §5-45
Schaefer (CO 6) $1,000 Won 64-36
Pursell (MI 2) $500 Won 55-45
Davis, Bob (MI 11) $500 Won 60-40
Roth (WI 8) $500 Won 70-30
Spence (SC 2) $500 Won 54-46
Davis, Jack (IL 4) $500 Lost 49.9-50.1
Open Seats

Paxon (NY 31) $2,000 Won 54-46%
Milner (TX 13) $2,000 Lost 47-53
Hancock (MO 7) $1,500 Won 53-47
Collins (MS 4) $1,000 Lost 45-55
Azzolina (NJ 13) $1,000 Lost 47-53
Stearns (FL 6) $1,000 Won 53-47
Schiff (NM 1) $500 Won 52-48
Cox (CA 40) $500 Won 69-31
Rorhrabacher (CA 42) $500 Won 66-34
Smith, Larkin (MS 5) $500 Won 55-45
Douglas (NH 2) $500 Won 57-43
Challengers

Republican Dem. Incumbent
White (SC 3) lost 48-52% Patterson
Watkins (ID 2) lost 36-64 Stallings
Chabot (OH 1) lost 44-56 Luken
Fetzer (NC 4) lost 42-58 Price
Taylor (NC 11) lost 49.9-50.1 Clark
Coker (TN 3) lost 43-57 Lloyd
McQueen (TX 1) lost 37-63 Chapman
Stark (CA 36) lost 44-56 Brown

Judd (VA 6) lost 36-64 O0lin

In Kind (to 53 Republican Challengers for Vote Guide)
Special Elections 1in 1988

McCrery (LA 4) $1,000 Won

Arey (VA 5) $1,000 Lost

Total PIPAC contributions for 1988 $56,410

Amt. PIPAC gave
to Republican

$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
$1,000
$1,000

$250
$4,160




In the Matter of

Congressman Richard K. Armey
Susan Araey

0.F. Henning, Jr.

Will Radcliff

David W. Warner

Ben E. Tate, Jr.

Steve J. Chabot

Chabot For Congress
Committee and Steven C.
Elstun, as treasurer

Dick Armey Campaign and
Mike Keeling, as treasurer)

Policy Innovation Political )
Action Committee and Susan)
Armey, as treasurer )
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GENERAL COUNSEL'’S REPORT
I. INTRODUCTION
The complainant alleges that an authorized congressional

commjittee and a non-connectéd multicandidate political committee

should be viewed by the Commission as affiliated committees. The
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complainant further alleges that three (3) individuals uged the

unauthorized committee as a conduit to evade their individual

contribution limitations to a congressional candidate.
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III. NUR 2898 - The Use of a Conduit to Evade Contribution
Limitations

In MUR 2898, the complainant alleges that Respondents Will
Radcliff, Ben E. Tate, Jr., and David W. Warner intentionally used
PIPAC as a conduit in order to evade their individual contribution
limitations to Chabot Por Congress Committee ("Chabot Committee”)
in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1). while the complainant
names Steven Chabot and the Chabot Committee as respondents, the
complainant failed to allege any specific violation'by them. The
complainant further alleges that PIPAC acted as a conduit for
Respondents Radcliff, Tate and Warner in violation of 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.4(b)(2)(ii).

Respondent Chabot was a Republican candidate for Congress in

the lst Congressional District of Ohio and Respondents Radcliff,

Tate, and Warner reside in this congressional district. Each of
the three individuals made contributions to PIPAC between October
28 and November 8, 1988, for a total of $4,300. PIPAC made
several contributions to the Chabot Committee totaling at least
$4,480, between June 30 and November 1, 1988. Complainant points
to three separate contributions PIPAC made to the Chabot Committee
on October 28, October 31, and November 1, 1989, totaling $3,400,
contending that the issuing of these separate contributions to the
Chabot Committee was in response to receiving contributions from
Respondents Radcliff, Tate and Warner. Complainant also claims

that PIPAC’s total contributions to Chabot Committee is more than
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three and a half times more than the amounts contributed to any
other congressional candidates by PIPAC.

A. Applicable Law

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A), no person shall make a
contribution to any candidate and his authorized committees for
any election for Federal office that in aggregate exceeds $1,000.
Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(C), no person shall make
contributions to any political committee that in aggregate exceeds
$5,000 per calendar year. 1In addition, pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§ 441f and 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(ii), no person shall make a
contribution of money or anything else of value in the name of
another. See also 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(h) (individual who
contributes to a candidate may not also contribute to a
multicandidate committee "with the knowledge that a substantial
portion [of that contribution] will be contributed to...that
candidate").

B. Application of Law to Alleged Facts

According to Commission records, Mr. Radcliff and Mr. Tate
both contributed $1,000 to Chabot Committee, on January 28, 1988
and October 18, 1988, respectively. Mr. Warner made no itemized
contributions to the Chabot Committee. On October 28, 1988,
Mr. Tate gave $500 to PIPAC, on November 1, 1988, Mr. Tate gave
$400 to PIPAC, and on November 8, 1988, Mr. Radcliff and
Mr. Warner gave $2,400 and $1,000 to PIPAC respectively. The

following chart sets out these transactions along with PIPAC’s
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donations to Chabot Committee:

Contcibution Contribution to

Date Contributor to PIPAC Chabot Cate.
1,28/88 Will Radclifg $1,000
6/30/88 PIPAC $40 (in-kind)
9/23/88, , PIPAC $500
9/30/88%” pipac $40 (in-kind)
10/14/88 PIPAC $500

10/18/88 Ben E. Tate, Jr. $1,000
10/28/88 Ben E. Tate, Jr. $500

10/28/88 PIPAC $500

10/31,88 PIPAC $2,500
11/1/88 PIPAC $400

11/1/88 Ben E. Tate, Jr. $400

11,8/88 David Warner $1,000

11,8/88 wWill Radcliff $2,400

As the chart illustrates, PIPAC reported receiving Mr. Tate's
two contributions, of $500 and $400, on the same days it reported
PIPAC contributions in those amounts to Chabot Committee. On the
other hand, the other larger contributions to PIPAC by Messrs.
Warner and Radcliff were received approximately one week after
PIPAC's last contribution to the Chabot Committee. Moreover,
Respondents dispute the allegation of disproportionate support of
Chabot Committee, attaching a schedule of PIPAC's 1988 election
cycle contributions showing substantial contributions to
candidates including maximum contributions to two other candidates

(Attachment 3, p. 5).§/ Respondents contend that PIPAC selected

4/ This is the date of receipt as reported by the Chabot
Committee. PIPAC disclosed this contribution during the 1988
October Quarterly reporting period, but failed to disclose the
date of the contribution.

S/ There appears to be some confusion regarding the total
amount of contributions that PIPAC gave to the Chabot Committee.
In PIPAC’S response, counsel states that PIPAC contributed a
total of $5,000 to the Chabot Committee, and the Chabot
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several challengers to support based on who was running strong
campaigns and would benefit the most from additional contributions
near the time of the election. Furthermore, according to
Respondents, "PIPAC never diséussed. directly or indirectly, its
plans or strategies for contributing to Mr. Chabot'’s campaign with
Messrs. Tate, Warner, or Radcliff . . . ." (Attachment 3, p. 3).
Consistently, submissions by the Chabot Committee and the
individuals explain that the individuals’ contributions to PIPAC

came about because Mr. Chabot, who had received in-kind and cash

contributions from PIPAC, encouraged them to support PIPAC as an
organization sharing his political philosophy.g/ For all these
reasons, the Office of the General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find no reason to believe that Will Radcliff, Ben E.
Tate, Jr. and David Warner violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(l)(A) or
441f; find no reason to believe that Policy Innovation Political

Action Committee and Susan Armey, as treasurer violated 2 U.S.C.

(Footnote 5 continued from previous page)

Committee similarly reported receiving an aggregate amount of
$5,000 from PIPAC. However, PIPAC’s disclosure reports reflect
only contributions totaling $4,480 to the Chabot Committee.

6/ There is an ambiguous statement contained in the
response from Ben Tate (Attachment 3, p. 69), who gave $500 and
$400 to PIPAC close in time to PIPAC gifts of the same amount
to Chabot. Tate'’s affidavit states in part:

AFFIANT FURTHER STATES that no one informed him
that 'Policy Innovation Political Action Committee’
would match funds given to it by Steven J. Chabot
supporters by its own like contributions to the Steven
J. Chabot campaign fund.

While this statement could suggest some form of coordination of
the contributions, in the face of the other information
provided, this Office does not believe it warrants an
investigation in this matter.
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§ 441f; and £ind no reason to believe Steve Chabot, the Chabot

committee, and its treasurer violated any provision of the Act in

this matter.
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B. MUR 2898

4. Find no reason to believe that will Radcliff, Ben E.
Tate, Jr. and David Warner violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(l)(A)
or 441f¢.

S. Find no reason to believe that Policy Innovation
Political Action Committee and Susan Armey, as treasurer
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

6. Find no reason to believe Steve Chabot, the Chabot
Committee, and Steven C. Elstun, as treasurer, violated any
provision of the Act in this matter.

7. Close the file in MUR 2898.
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Staff assigned:

Sernstein/Kapper

Lawrence M. Noble
Gene:al Counsel

Lo1Ss g L.er

Associate

PIPAC Statement of Organization

. Proposed notification letters

neral Counsel




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Congressman Richard K. Armey; Susan
Armey; O.F. Henning, Jr.; Will Radcliff;
David W. Warner; Ben E. Tate, Jr.;

Steve J. Chabot; Chabot For Congress
Committee and Steven C. Elstun, as
treasurer; Dick Armey Campaign and Mike
Keeling, as treasurer; Policy Innovation
Political Action Committee and Susan
Armey, as treasurer

e P P Wu u “uP Wt Wuwd wwd uw =P =P =P P P b

AMENDED CERTIFICATION

I, Hilda Arnold, recording secretary for the Federal

Election Commission executive session of December 5, 1989,

do hereby certify that the Commission took the following

actions in the above-captioned matter:

(continued)




FPEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AMENDED CERTIFICATION FOR
MUR 2898

DECEMBER S5, 1989

Decided by a vote of 4-2 to approve
the recommendations in the General
Counsel’s report dated November 27,
1989 in MUR 2898

as follows:

(continued)




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AMENDED CERTIPICATION FOR MUR

2898
DECEMBER S, 1989

MUR 2898

4)

Find no reason to believe that

Will Radcliff, Ben E. Tate, Jr. and
David Warner violated 2 U.S.C.

§§ 44la(a)(l)(A) or 441¢.

Find no reason to believe that
Policy Innovation Political Action
Commnittee and Susan Armey, as
treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

Find no reason to believe Steve
Chabot, the Chabot Committee, and
Steven C. Elstun, as treasurer,
violated any provision of the Act
in this matter.

Close the file in MUR 2898.

(continued)




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AHIND!D2:::TIPICATION FOR MUR
DECEMBER 5, 1989

(continued)
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PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION PAGE S
AMENDED CERTIPFICATION FOR MUR

2898

/a /:)g/f?

17)

“ Date

Approve the letters, factual and legal
analyses, and interrogatories as
recommended in the General Counsel's
Report dated November 27, 1989.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak
and McGarry voted affirmatively for the
decision; Commissioners McDonald and
Thomas dissented.

Attest:

Al

Hilda Arnold
Administrative Assistant
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGION. DC 20463

December 26, 1989

David Warner
8880 0ld Indian Hill Road
Cincinnati, OB 45204

RE: MUR 2898
David Warner

Dear Mr. Warner:

Oon June 21, 1989, the Federal Election Commission notified
you of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

On December 5, 1989, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, and information provided by you,
that there is no reason to believe that you violated 2 U.S.C.

§§ 441a(a)(1)(A) or 441f. Accordingly, the Commission closed its

file in this matter.

This matter will become a part of the public record within 30
days. If you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within ten days. Please send such materials
to the Office of the General Counsel.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner ZH7
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGION. D C 20463

December 26, 1989

Nelson Schwab, Jr., Esquire
Graydon, Head & Ritchey
1900 Fifth Third Center

511 Walnut Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202
RE: MUR 2898

Ben Tate, Jr.

Dear Mr. Schwab:

On June 21, 1989, the Federal Election Commission notified
your client, Ben Tate, Jr., of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended.

3 47

3

On December 5, 1989, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint, and information provided by you
that there is no reason to believe Ben Tate, Jr. violated 2 U.S.C.
§§ 441a(a)(1)(A) or 441f. Accordingly, the Commission closed its
file in this matter.

This matter will become a part of the public record within 30
days. If you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within ten days. Please send such materials
to the Office of the General Counsel.

Sincerely,

93909407y

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

i~ Le

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING ION. D C 20463

December 26, 1989

Robert L. Schwartz, Esquire
906 Main Street, Suite 405
Cincinnati, OH 45202

RE: MUR 2898
Will Radcliff

Dear Mr. Schwartz:

On June 21, 1989, the Federal Election Commission notified
your client, Will Radcliff, of complaints alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended.

On December S5, 1989, the Commission found, on the basis of
the information in the complaint in MUR 2898, and information
provided by your client, that there is no reason to believe that
your client violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(1)(A) or 441f, and closed
its file in that matter.

MUR 2898 will become a part of the public record within 30

days.
If you wish

to submit any materials to appear on the public record, please do
so within ten days. Please send such materials to the Office of

the General Counsel.
The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain

in effect until the entire matter is closed. The Commission will
notify you when the entire file has been closed.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner /?—%
Associate General €ounsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, D € 20463

December 26, 1989

Gordon M. Strauss, Jr., Esquire
2900 DuBois Tower

511 Walnut Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202

RE: MUR 2898
Steve Chabot
Chabot For Congress
Committee and Steven C.

e Elstun, as treasurer
o Dear Mr. Strauss:
M
Oon June 21, 1989, the Federal Election Commission notified
mn your clients of a complaint alleging violations of certain
o sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.
On December 5 , 1989, the Commission found, on the basis of
™~ the information in the complaint, and information provided by you,
o that there is.no reason to believe that Steve Chabot and Chabot
For Congress Committee and Steven C. Elstun, as treasurer,
T violated any statute within the Commission’s jurisdiction.
Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter.
c
This matter will become a part of the public record within 30
o days. 1If you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within ten days. Please send such materials
c to the Office of the General Counsel.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

— . —
P
—é

BY: Lois G. Lerner -
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

December 26, 1989

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John Wayne Caton
710 Midway Drive
Buless, TX 76039

Dear Mr. Caton:

On December 5, 1989, the Federal Election Commission
reviewed the allegations of your complaints received June 13,
1989 as well as information provided by the respondents.

Further, in MUR 2898,
the Commission found no reason to believe that Will Radcliff,
Ben E. Tate, Jr. and David Warner violated 2 U.S.C.

§§ 44la(a)(1l)(A) or 441f; found no reason to believe that Policy
Innovation Political Action Committee and Susan Armey, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f; and found no reason to
believe that Steve Chabot or the Chabot for Congress Committee,
and Steven C. Elstun, as treasurer, violated any provision of
the Act in this matter.

Accordingly, on December S, 1989, the Commission closed the
file in MUR 2898. The Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended ("the Act") allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission’s dismissal of this action.
See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(8).

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

; : L] 5 / /'
BY: Lois G. Lerner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel’s Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

THISISTEEND OFMR # _282P

DATE Fxmsn;AgZZL CAVERA NO. 2
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